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Post-Reformation Church History
Faith Theological Seminary
1960-1961 Fall Semester
About two-thirds of you have had a year of Church History in this institution, about a third have not, and so a few introductory remarks are necessary, most of which will be quite familiar to those who have already been in a class in Church History here. 

The first of these is that, prior to our next class, there will be a notice posted telling where each one will sit. I'm going to assign seats, it's a great deal quicker than calling the roll, and so I'm going to assign definite seats so that we will know at a glance who is late or who is absent. Incidentally that is going to be a great help to me in getting to know the new students, because they will be seated in the first two or three rows, and each day as I look at my list and look over three or four faces, inside of six months I ought to know every single one of you. I hope I will sooner than that. But next time we meet please look at the notice and see what your seat is. Rows are numbered from front to back, abcdef, and so on, and the seats will go from the middle aisle this way, 1, 2, 3, 4. So you can see where you are seated and we will know whether you are present or not.

Another matter of explanation, in the schedule this class is listed as meeting 3 times a week; it will only meet twice this week, but very often it will meet 3 times. 
Some of you may be used to education like one that I had once, I had a class at Drake University, two classes at Drake University, in one of which I, for two hours every week, just sat there, listened intently and took some notes. Absolutely nothing else, nothing whatever, didn't read anything, didn't review, nothing except go and listen to the notes and take notes. The night before the exam I went over the notes and reviewed and got an A in the course. But I took another course at the same time from the same professor. And in this other course he said the first day, now he said—this was also a 2-hour course—he 

said in this course you have the following reading to do and he assigned ten books in Greek and 3 in Hebrew, in addition to about 15 in English. He said now these are the books to read for this course. I expect you to be thoroughly familiar with everything in these books, and I want a report that you have read them; you will be examined on them. And so the same professor in one class in which he gave, for 2 units of credit, all we did was listen, and in the other there must have been 10 or 12 hours, maybe more, a week, time spent for 2 units of credit. 

Now that's not the way we do things at Faith Seminary. We understand here that except for Beginning Hebrew, a credit hour means either one hour in class and 2 hours of study, or two hours in class and one hour of study, or three hours in class and no hours of study. And now it is up to the instructor, as to what way he thinks you will get the most benefit. That is, one hour of credit, means 3 hours in time, not simply that you sat in class regardless whether there was much or little work on the side. And so we are signed up for three hours but we won't have three hours of lecture a week, because there will be an occasional week when I'll have to be away altogether. And that's one reason I want to get going, so we're going to have a special meeting this Friday morning. There's no other class Friday morning the first hour, I believe, except the Virgin Birth. And Mr. Eppard has very kindly agreed to not hold it at that time this week, but to make it up sometime while I'm gone. So our next meeting will be Friday morning at this same hour, 8:20. And each week I will expect you to do approximately six hours of work for this two-unit course. In the case of people who are beginning Hebrew and Greek, I will be content with a little less, because you have a hard job getting the Hebrew and Greek foundations, and if you are occasionally late with a paper or something else, I will understand it perfectly, In the case of those who have already had at least one of those two languages, we expect you to do homework of course for this particular course. So that we meet this Friday, and then next week, Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, and if sometimes we meet three times a week, I don't expect you to do more than three hours other work during the week, including your review and assignments. If on a certain week we have no weekly lectures, then of course you have maybe five or six hours of work to do. 

Now in a big class like this, it is hard answering questions, and some of you might be very hesitant about asking questions in such a large class. I'd like to make just a note about policy on that. Occasionally I may misspeak myself. Anybody does that. Once in a while, I may just say something that is utter nonsense, like I may say that Eisenhower discovered America instead of saying Columbus. Now if I say that you will all know what I mean and you won't need to ask a question. But if I say something that isn't quite as obvious as that, but you're puzzled about it, please ask me. I want to correct any mistake in speaking that would be confusing to people. If you notice it please call attention to it, so that I can correct right then and not confuse everybody by it. Also the points I'm giving, I'm going to try to make clear, but occasionally a person doesn't make it clear for part of the class. For some reason I take too much for granted in your understanding, don't express it clearly. If it's a point of first or second or even third-rate importance that isn't clear, please ask the question so that I can make it clear, not only to you but to others who don't understand it. Now if there are cases where you have a different viewpoint, where you think the evidence proves something different from what I said, or whether you have other material you think would be valuable to give to the class, if we had six in the class instead of 60 it would be very fine to give you an hour to do so, but with so many in the class that is impossible. So in such cases I don't dare to take time to discuss problems in this particular class, but I would appreciate it if you would write down on a piece of paper, any problems that occur to you, questions that you don't see, inconsistencies that occur to you, places where you've heard an opposing view and have reason to think that that opposing view is right, something like that, write it down and turn it in to the office, or to me. And then I'll look it over and I'll either see you personally and talk to you about it, or if I see it's a matter which would be of general interest, I will discuss it in class. I don't want to stop anybody from raising any questions you have in mind, but I just don't dare take much time in class for questions that might only interest a few when we have a whole class to consider. 

Now last year the first semester all students every day turned in an outline, to the office, of the lecture given. First the outline; second, five questions that you thought were good questions if a test were to be given to cover part of that day's lecture, and then third, any questions that occurred to you that you thought would be good to have discussed. Now that third, I'd like anybody to turn in anytime you have any. But the first two, by the end of the first semester I felt that it had done a good deal for everyone in the class, and those who had it last year, there is no need to continue it now. But those who are in the class for the first time, I would like you to do that after each class, sometime that day; please turn it into the office; there will be a box in there marked "Church History", as you enter the main office to your left, and put in that box a sheet of paper with your name on it, and the words "Church History", and then just an outline and the main points shown in that day's lecture. That's first. Second, five questions that you would think of from that day's lecture that might be good to put on a test, that center your attention on the questions and help you to get more benefit out of it. And those two I want definitely, the third is optional. If you think of questions, matters of discussion, problems, anything of that kind which you'd like to see discussed further, put them into a third column. The third is optional, but I hope many of you give me the third, and I hope that many others will hand in questions frequently. 

Now, someone may ask, Why do we have juniors in this course? Why don't we have everybody start with Church History I and go through in proper order instead of having the juniors start now with the time of the Reformation? And the answer to that is that wherever you start the study of history, there is always a background; wherever you start you wish you could start three centuries earlier in order to have better background, and so there is really not much difference where you start history. You've got to get the background to some extent. So there is no great harm in starting with the second year. It does not build, like Greek or Hebrew. You can't start Hebrew with second year Hebrew, you have to have the first. 

Sometimes we have students from other schools who start at second year Hebrew. We've sometimes had men who have had as much as three years in other institutions, and we've had a great many students who have come from secular institutions but they don't know how to recognize letters quickly or they don't know the main forms that we teach the first-year students, and in those cases we have to give them first-year Hebrew even if they've had three years already, and then sometimes they can skip second year Hebrew because they've really gotten benefit out of their extra year. But with Hebrew you should start with the first: it builds. But history does not build, and so you are at no great disadvantage starting at this point. So we feel that it is advantageous to simply give the first year once to the whole student body and that leaves us more time for dealing with matters of exegesis. 

So don't worry if you're starting now, the only reason to feel worried is, if you have both Greek and Hebrew, beginning Greek and beginning Hebrew, and in that case I'll be quite considerate if you hand in your papers a little late. Otherwise I always expect assignments in Church History right on time. 

Purpose of the Course. Now a few words about the purpose of the course. I think I took a couple of hours on the purpose of it last year, and I'm not going to repeat that. I'm just going to very briefly give a few words on it which will be a review for those who began last year, and which are very important for new students. This is one point at which I usually try taking an extra hour or two in order to go into this quite thoroughly because it's very important at the start of anything, that we know where we are going and what we're trying to do, and in this course particularly it is important. Why do we study Church History? I think that a general summary might be given this way. We study Church History, 1) to understand the world in which we live. I think that is a good general summary, and I present it as the first point under this. We study Church History to understand the world in which we live. I don't say you fully understand it, the world in which we live, from Church History. None of us fully understands the world in which we live. And the most important things about it can be learned only from the Bible, in no other way. But there are many things about the world in which we live which we can understand better if we have a good knowledge of the history of it, that is, we can see how they came into existence, and very, very frequently we find that something which many people consider as extremely important, is something that came into existence because of conditions which existed a long time ago and the conditions no longer exist but the people still continue to carry on that same thing. 

I remember, I used to live in Los Angeles, and there I was in Highland Park, going from there into the center of the town. There was a place where you drove through a tunnel. And as you entered that tunnel there was a big sign which said $100 fine for driving or propelling any vehicle through this tunnel at a speed faster than 8 miles per hour. Well that sign was put there a long time before I went to L. A. Because when I was there street cars went through that tunnel, none of them less than 25 miles per hour, and cars went through it constantly, none less than 30 miles an hour, but the sign was still there, I suppose 40 years earlier it was very important to keep people from driving their horses too rapidly through that tunnel, pulling a dray through the tunnel as fast as 10 miles an hour. So the sign was still there; actually nobody now paid attention to that sign, but there are many things that people rigidly follow which are simply the result of a condition that is no longer existent. To have a good purpose and the purpose is still there today, that is very helpful. So I would say is the most important reason for studying Church History, to see how things have developed, to know what is important, and what is incidental. 

The second reason is to see how God has worked ahead. There are many books about Church History, or about particular people in Church History which have this as their purpose, and it is a wonderful purpose, to see how men with little resource, have started out to do a work for God and God has blessed them and they have succeeded, to see how God has intervened at important turning points, how He has directed, how He has led, it is tremendously encouraging and helpful to us in our lives, to see how God has worked. Now much is written on this viewpoint.

But the third purpose is a very important purpose in studying Church History, and one which is more neglected, and one for which very few books are written, but it is important. The third reason, to see how Satan has worked. It's thrilling to read how, in England, against all the efforts of a wicked king, and against the attempts to utterly destroy the Gospel, the Gospel succeeded and the Reformation spread, and England became a great center of missionary work throughout the world. But comparatively little attention is given to the fact that Poland at one time had more Protestants in it than England had. And theologians came from Poland over to England to lecture on Protestant theology, over a third of the people, including a greater part of the nobility, were Protestants. In Poland, science was moving forward at a great rate; it was on the way to becoming one of the great nations of Europe, and then the Jesuits moved into Poland with the Counter-Reformation and of course at first declaring that they had no intention of in any way interfering with the government, they believed thoroughly in separation of church and state, they only wanted to present the arguments for their viewpoint, that was all. They moved in and challenged the Protestants to debate and they opened schools that were such excellent schools that the Protestant nobility began sending their children to them, and they began making friends with the royal family, and gradually they won enough control until they were able to get edicts through banning Protestants, condemning them, and to raise riots in the streets, and get mobs to attack the Protestant churches. And the Protestants were just about completely wiped out, till Poland became a nation that was perhaps 98% Roman Catholic. And today probably there are more crimes committed in America by people of Polish extraction than any other background, unless it be Italian. And every time I hear of a Pole or an Italian who has been convicted of some crime in this country, I feel like saying, everyone of us is responsible for the wickedness of his own deeds, but these people to some extent reflect the wickedness of the Counter-Reformation, which wiped out the Gospel in both of those countries—much more in Poland, even, than in Italy. Completely did away with it, so that for 300 years very few Poles have had the chance to hear the Gospel of Christ at all. Satan worked very effectively in the Counter-Reformation. And Satan has destroyed many a Protestant work for God, and it is good for us to know that Satan is watching for his chance to destroy the works of the Gospel, and to understand this, and some of these illustrations we give you are very helpful to see how he works in history. 

So three, to see how Satan has worked. And number four is a more incidental purpose, but that which has perhaps as direct a relationship to most people as any of them: four, to see the successes and failures of all sorts of men. We often have stories told of men with very poor background, no education, and no opportunity, whom God has used in a wonderful way. Well, to know some of those individuals and to know that they weren't simply puppets that God pulled the strings and they moved, but that they were men and women like ourselves, men of similar passions to ourselves, men with difficulties, men with problems, men with obstacles to face and to see how they faced some of them, to get to know these men as individuals is tremendously encouraging to us in our day and time. And if you go too fast in history you can't get that, you want to take time to get to know some of these men personally, and we do that more in this course than last year, because we have two or three very, very great men that we have to get to know, but I think it's almost as important to see how some men of real ability, of great ability, tremendous in power, failed to accomplish much for God. To see how men started out with wonderful purposes and went quite a distance and then they failed, and their lives simply petered out and nothing seemed to be accomplished. And the instances of that of which History is full, it gives us all sorts of instances which can be of tremendous help to us in directing our lives, and of course helping in illustrations for sermons and for dealing with others. 

Negative Reasons. Now those four reasons I present greatly abbreviated from what I presented last year, but those four reasons are the main reasons why it is important for us to study Church History. The purpose of the course, positively, can be generally summarized under those four. But I want to give also two negative purposes. Last year I gave more here, but again I'm just briefly reviewing, as two-thirds of the class has already had this. They may have forgotten it and are reviewing it, but I think it's very important, but I'm not going to take time to go into it at length for the new students. But I must get in these main things. 

Negatively, the purpose of Church History is not to learn what is right or how God wants us to live. A few years ago, I was talking with a young woman from one of our fine separated churches, and she told me of a letter she had received from a young man who was, I think, with the army over in North Africa. And he wrote her in the letter, expressing great discontent with the sort of church that they belonged to, and he said to her, if you could go as I have gone into the ruins of a church from the second century A. D. over here in North Africa, and see all the paraphernalia they used in their worship service, see all the materials that entered in to their carrying on the service, and compare it with the simple type of ceremony that we have, you would see how far we have departed from the true Gospel, the way God wants us to worship. Now I don't know how genuine was the church this fellow who claimed to see from the second century A.D.; my guess is he was several centuries too early, but even supposing it was the second century A.D., suppose that people worshipped God in a certain way, 100 years after the death of Christ, what does that prove about how God wants us to worship him today? All sorts of changes can come in 100 years. No one of us lives like Thomas Jefferson lived when he lived before, say Abraham Lincoln—no one of us lives like Abraham Lincoln lived. He never saw an automobile, he never saw a radio, a television, an indoor toilet. He never saw many of the things that we just take for granted, the most common things of life, he had all the inconveniences that people had even 50 years ago. Life was utterly different from what it is today, and there are so many changes that can take place in a hundred years. And Church History tells us what people have done, but it does not necessarily tell us what God wants. There's one way to learn what God wants, and that's to study His word. And this is a great mistake that many people make, to make Church History a means of determining how we should live. 

We get illustrations from them, we see how things have happened, we get our attention called to all sorts of vital things, but if we want to be sure that anything is proper you must check it in the word of God: that is our only infallible source of faith and life. Incidentally, that is why we do not have a full-time Professor of Church History here. We do not have a full-time professor of Church History here, because if we did, naturally he should be giving the lectures in Church History, and lectures in Church History are good, but in the course of a 3-year course we've got all we can do to learn to interpret the Bible rightly. We've got all we can do to handle exegesis of Old and New Testaments in three years. Our main attention must be directed to that. 

I am no specialist in Church History. I specialize in Old Testament, took my Ph.D. in that, but I did take an M.A. in History. I majored in history because I've read History for many years. I feel quite competent to handle an undergraduate course of this type in Church History. And I feel that to take you all together and go through Church History in two years, I can give you what you need as far as a three-year course is concerned, and I don't feel we dare take any more time than that in Church History, away from exegesis, which is the Bible, to determine how God wants us to [live]. For what He wants us to do, we go to the Bible, not to Church History. Church History is very important for the four purposes I've mentioned and I think a 3-year course is well worth the 8 hours that it gives, but I would not like the lectures in Church History to take the place of the lectures in exegesis. 

There's a second negative reason that I would mention which is very similar to the first—Church History is not a means to determine doctrine. I pick up a book by a godly man, Introduction to Dogmatic Theology. The man has written books that are used as text books in some very fine sound Christian schools, and most of what the man has in his books on theology is good. But this Introduction had a few things in it which I thought were quite bad, and this was one: nobody can make a dogma, nobody can find a dogma by studying the Bible; a dogma is the product of the church. The church makes its dogmas, and people must accept the dogmas that the church has made. I don't believe that for a second. I don't believe anybody has a right to make a dogma except the Lord himself, and that He has given us His dogmas in the Word, that what we should know is all contained in the Bible. And Church History can show us how people have made guesses about the Bible, it can show us how people have argued about the interpretation of the Bible and how the consensus of opinion has come to be one way or the other, and then you find that the greatest leaders in Church History have come to a certain view, who are you to just pass that aside and say "No, I think it's something else." You must give it very careful attention. But if you accept simply because they say it, you are making a serious error, because it is only what God says in His Word that is authoritative as far as [dogma] is concerned. 

Church History helps us to see how people have delved into the Word, and discussed its meanings; and practically all the new theories you come across today have been thought of by somebody in the past and discussed as other people have proven them false. But if they really have proven them false, they've done it on the basis of the Word of God. So exegesis, interpretation of the Bible, is the way, the only way, to get the Gospel, and that is not why we study Church History, so when you do have [mention] in Church History of the way in which great Christian leaders have held many arguments over a certain point of doctrine and eventually come to the point, I want you to know what the matter was they were talking about, what the arguments were and what the conclusions were. 

Once I was talking with someone and speaking of the premillennial return of Christ, and I was mentioning certain strong evidences for it, from the 20th chapter of the book of Revelation. He says, Oh, he says, Warfield has completely demolished that. Well, I said, what did he say? Oh, he said, I don't remember, I've no idea what he said, but I know that somewhere he has shown that that isn't what we are to follow. Well, God doesn't want us to take great theologians' views, even a great theologian like Warfield, and say that what they said proves that the Bible and only the Bible is true. 

When you read what Warfield wrote on the 20th chapter of Revelation you get the feeling of a great mind pre-occupied with other matters, trying to dismiss an unfamiliar subject with as little attention as possible. There is not a human being who ever lived, except the Lord Jesus Christ, who is infallible, and everyone who ever lived has made errors. The Holy Spirit kept the errors of the apostles and the prophets out of those books that He intended to be part of the Word of God. I'm sure they made plenty of them at other times, but every one since the apostles has certainly made many, even if some of those men have been marvelous teachers and most of the things they wrote are very reliable. 

So much then for this very brief resumé of the purpose of the course, but please remember it and have it in mind, as we go on, and relate what we do to these purposes, and above all, don't let yourself slip into the manner of thought of thinking that these two negative purposes are positive purposes of church history, because they are not and they should never be considered as such. 

I. The world into which the Reformation came. 
We call this course Post-Reformation History. That term is not strictly accurate because it includes the Reformation and what follows as our subject for this year. But we are right in making the Reformation a part of the title of the course because it is the most important thing that has happened since the time of the apostles, there is nothing else of comparative importance since that time in the history of the Christian Church. So we are to spend probably most of this first semester on the Reformation. 

One year I spent the first semester and half the second; it's very hard to keep from doing that, because it's so tremendously vital, a part that is extremely important. We have to rush through it faster than I like to because we want to get to the many vital problems in the 300 years since the Reformation, but the Reformation is more important for the life of the Christian than anything else that has happened since the time of the apostles. Most people, however, have no real understanding what the Reformation is, what it was. We will say a few words of that under capital A, under I. 

A. The Religious Situation. This is rarely understood among people who haven't really looked into it quite a bit. What was the religious situation before the Reformation? The idea that many people have is that before the Reformation the Gospel was unknown, everybody was sunk in superstition, Roman Catholicism was dominant everywhere, and then Luther and Calvin came and introduced the Reformation and began something entirely new. That is completely false. The Reformation is not the beginning of something new. The Reformation is the bringing back of something old. The Reformation is a series of great revivals. It is the greatest revival in the world's history. It is the Reformation because it was a series of great revivals which made the Gospel more widely known than it had ever been before, and it reached more people with the knowledge of how to be saved than had ever been reached with it before, but it was not something new. Martin Luther was saved before the Reformation began by the Gospel presented to him by another monk in the monastery at Ehrfurt. The Gospel was not something new at the Reformation. And personally I think it is entirely wrong to say that he came out of the Roman Catholic Church. There was no Roman Catholic Church in the true sense of the word—that is, in the sense of being an organization—which is really like what there is today, until after the Reformation. 

Before the Reformation, as far as the religious situation is concerned, you had a situation in Christendom very similar to the situation in most of our old-line denominations, say 30 years ago; that is a situation in which the Gospel was preached in many, many places, and in which many people knew the Gospel but in which many other people had forgotten and had drifted into all sorts of superstition and misunderstanding. Satan is always anxious to persuade us to take one or two verses and build a whole tremendous belief system on them and forget the rest of the Bible. Or to persuade us to take the things that we use to help us in our work, and make them ends in themselves, and thus change religion into mere superstition. We read in the Old Testament how in the wilderness God told Moses to make a serpent of brass and Moses made a serpent of brass, and he put this serpent up where anybody in the camp could see it, and when anyone was bit by a serpent they could look to this serpent of brass, and be healed. As our Lord told us in the 3rd chapter of John, this was a type of the lifting up of the Lord Jesus Christ, our sin laid upon Him, so that we by simple faith could be saved from our sin. It was to bring the understanding of this great principle to the Israelites in the wilderness. But then you get on to the book of 2 Kings and you read that Hezekiah took this serpent of brass, and destroyed it, utterly destroyed it. What right did Hezekiah have to destroy a thing which God had ordered Moses to make? He had the right to do it because it was being misused; it was not wrong in itself, sculpture is not wrong, painting is not wrong, presentation of truth in any way that will get it into people's minds is not wrong, it is good; but if these things become ends in themselves, which people worship, they become extremely harmful, and it is necessary (at least for a time) to do away with it, and so the most holy things can come to have superstition attach to them, and they can become that which is harmful. Take the name of Christ—there is no other name under heaven whereby a man must be saved. There are many people today who use the name of Christ simply as a figure of Rome—anything you can think of—use the word "Christ" and don't use what the Bible teaches at all about the Christ. Superstitions inevitably develop in groups and it is necessary to watch and get rid of them before they become large and widespread. Martin Luther took books that were written by monks 200 years before his time and caused them to be reprinted after the Reformation as helps for the devotions of his people. Thomas á Kempis' book on the Imitation of Christ, written 200 years before the Reformation in Halle, is a book which has been widely used among Protestants in recent years, a marvelous book of devotions. St. Bernard, the great monastic leader several centuries before Martin Luther, wrote those great hymns, "Jesus Thou Joy of Loving Hearts," and "Jesus the Very Thought of Thee." St. Bernard was as great a Christian as probably ever lived, as devoted to the Lord Jesus Christ. You read the writings of St. Patrick, you find no reference to the Virgin Mary, but everything is devoted to Christ who died to save us. The period before the Reformation was a time when there was not a single country in Europe in which there were not many people who knew the true Gospel and who were saved by faith in the Lord Jesus Christ and who told others about it. But it was also a time when superstition had tremendously increased, so that there was not a single country in Europe in which there were not people who were worshipping the Virgin Mary or worshipping the saints, or giving idolatry to an image or some sort of a form or something and forgetting to turn to the Bible and see what it taught and see what God really wanted them to know. Before the Reformation belief and unbelief were side by side all through Christendom, but after the Reformation those countries in which the Reformation succeeded were countries in which the Gospel was taught many times as widely as it had been before; they were countries in which every tot was brought within the hearing of the Gospel and given the opportunity to know what the Bible teaches, and a tremendous change was wrought in those countries. At the same time after the Reformation—the Reformation succeeded marvelously in Germany and in Scandinavian countries, and in England, and it had a wonderful start in Poland and a good start in Italy, and something of a start in Spain, and a tremendous start in France. But those who stood by the superstitions succeeded in getting control of these latter countries I have mentioned (Poland and following), and in wiping out the Reformation to such an extent that people in these countries in 1560 would be burned at the stake for holding views that other people taught in those countries 200 years later, with nobody ever suspecting them of doing anything wrong. And the Counter-Reformation blotted out the Reformation in southern Europe completely, and drove it out of those countries; in order to do that, it introduced a system of repression whereby books were put on the index by the church so that nobody could read them. They were forbidden to be read on pain of torture, and the books were destroyed if they could get hold of them. There was a book on the benefits of the death of Christ. This book was written in Italian and distributed through Italy; there were 30,000 copies at least of this book being read all over Italy, and people all over Italy were believing in Christ, saved through Him, and this book was one of the great instruments to spread the Gospel, and the Inquisition sought to seek this book out and burned it and destroyed many people who had it to the extent that a few years ago it was thought that every single copy of it had been destroyed, and then there was found in the British Museum a copy which some English traveler had picked up in those days and brought back to England, and there it was, an Italian book in the British Museum, people hadn't realized what it was, but it was this book of Luther's, which had many thousands of copies and they were completely wiped out through the Counter-Reformation. And so writing 100 years ago the great English historian Macaulay remarked on the fact that at the beginning of the 16th century, Spain and Italy were the great centers of civilization, great places of culture and of learning; they looked down on northern Europe as barbarian and backward, and those are the countries where the great ships were built, where the great commerce was carried on, they were the great centers of civilization and writing 400 years ago. Macauley remarked on the fact that in the succeeding centuries those countries had the gone backward, and the countries of northern Europe had gone forward with a tremendous spurt, and Macaulay said there was no way to account for it except for the fact that in northern Europe the energies and initiative of the people had been stirred and increased by the wide preaching of the Gospel, and the tremendous development that it gave to individual personality and the human life, while in southern Europe the repression of the Counter-Reformation had stifled that which had such a tremendous start before.

The Reformation made a tremendous change in Europe. It was a tremendous blessing to the countries that accepted it, but the Counter-Reformation proved a tremendous curse to the countries in which the enemies of the Reformation had succeeded in getting in. But the Reformation itself was primarily a religious movement. It is very common today in history books to try to make out it was an economic movement or political movement; economic and political forces did enter into its spread, but it was fundamentally and primarily a religious movement; the same economic and political forces were present in other sections in which the Reformation did not succeed that were present in those where it did. It cannot be accounted for on the basis of those factors. But religiously then Europe was sunk, as a whole, in superstition at the end of the Middle Ages, not just in relation to religion, but in many other ways. But God has never left Himself without a witness. There were those who knew about salvation by faith, and who were tremendously affected by the teachings of God, though they were comparatively few in number, but they were found in every country. But the superstitions were widespread and the bulk of the people had no opportunity to know anything except a little bit about the superstitions. That was the situation religiously before the Reformation came.

B. The Ecclesiastical Situation. There is a tendency, thinking of the Reformation, to put all the attention on the ecclesiastical situation. Actually, the religious is much more important; the purpose of the ecclesiastical actually should be to help the religious. Don't ever forget that. What matters is whether people know Jesus Christ, and whether they are growing in grace and in the knowledge of Christ, and the ecclesiastical situation may make it easier for people to hear about Him or may make it harder; therefore it is tremendously important, but the vital thing is the relation of individual people to the Lord Jesus Christ, that is the religious situation. But the ecclesiastical situation at the beginning of the Reformation was very bad because of various church, political, and social developments which had occurred. And it was bad because of the dread of superstition through the Middle Ages which entered into it. The ecclesiastical situation in general in Europe would be much more like that in South America than like that of the Roman Catholic Church of the United States. The Roman Catholic Church in the United States today is highly organized, everything in it is directed in a very efficient and able manner; it is moving forward very effectively, it is an organization which has definite purposes, it has set out to reach, and it is making great strides toward reaching them. That was not, that is not, the condition of the Roman Catholic Church in South America today. The church is to a very great extent a rather dead organization in South America, as it is in many Roman Catholic countries today. Only in certain points do they send in the shock troops and cause quite an effect, but it is a very dead organization in many ways. Now in Europe before the Reformation the ecclesiastical situation was one which theoretically had much to commend it, but which in practical outworking had fallen into great decay and corruption. Theoretically there was a local priest who would have direct contact with the people everywhere. But many of these priests had little education, very little education, couldn't even read the Bible, and knew very little. There were occasional men who were great men of God and who had a tremendous influence for good on the people, but they were in the minority. Europe was organized in such a way that the priests were under the leadership of bishops, and occasionally these bishops were godly men who were trying to reach these people in bringing the teachings of the Bible into the lives of Christ. But the bulk of the bishops were men who were interested in their own pleasures in life and their own advancement and they paid little attention to directing the work of the priests under them. Europe had archbishops over the bishops in various areas, and theoretically it was an excellent type of organization because when a priest found difficult problems he could appeal to his bishop and when the bishop found difficult problems he could appeal to the archbishop, and the archbishop if he was a man of greater skill, greater training, greater experience in Christian things, could bring his knowledge to solve the problem. But in actuality the bulk of the archbishops of this time were spending their time at the courts of the kings and there they were doing all sorts of secular employment and making all sorts of advancement in their own lives, and they were drawing good big salaries, and hiring somebody for a small part of what they got to do the work in their areas; many a bishop or archbishop went 30 or 40 years and never even entered the territory over which he was bishop or archbishop. And many a man held 3 or 4 positions like this and got the salaries from all of them, and did none of the work. The ecclesiastical situation before the Reformation was one of great decay and corruption, though there were exceptions here and there. Now I'm afraid I'm going to have to stop today. Ordinarily the class runs till quarter after but on Wednesday I have to go down to the University and one of the professors of the University of Pennsylvania is kind enough to come over here and get me and drive me down there, and If I didn't go with him I'd have to take the subway or else drive down myself—much more time—so that on Wednesday I hope you will forgive me if I rob you of 3 or 4 minutes.

... We have been at capital B which is the Ecclesiastical Situation, and under that I want you to have an idea of the situation when the Reformation began, not so much speaking now of the situation or the people's relation to God, or the depth of understanding of the Gospel, or how widespread it was; that was done under the religious situation, but as to the external situation of the church. And as I mentioned, it is, in my opinion, quite erroneous to say that the Roman Catholic Church was in the western world the only church before the Reformation and that the Protestants came out of it. The situation is quite different. 

The Christian Church in the western world, divided at the Reformation into two sections; one section took the superstitions of the Middle Ages and made them law, established them as part of their doctrine, while the other part took its stand upon the Bi1e. But the idea that the Roman Catholic Church existed before would rest upon the fact not only that these superstitions were found—though not officially established—but they were found very widespread; but also upon the fact that there was an organization and there were a number of institutions which today exist in the Roman Catholic Church, and which at that time were quite widespread, but do not today exist in most parts of the Protestant church. 

And now, we were starting from the lower part, so we referred to the individual leaders of these different sections; and are we to call them ministers, the local clergy, or are we to call them priests? Well, it is good to know what the word priest comes from. The word priest is a shortened form of the Greek word presbyter, and in the Greek means elder. Translated it means an elder. And the early local leaders of the church were called presbuteros, and in the course of time presbyter was shortened to priest, And so the term priest which is used by the Roman Catholic Church today, is derived from the word which originally meant elder. There is another word in the Greek New Testament, the word hieros which means priest, and from it we get the word hierarchy. Hieros is the priest in Jerusalem, and the presbuteros is the elder in the church. But the church had elders and the name presbuteros became shortened to priest and then in the Middle Ages they came to think of the elders as having functions similar to those of the Jewish priests, and so the word priest today is used to translate an entirely different word in the Greek. And so when you speak of the Roman Catholic as a priest today, you mean by that that he is one who offers sacrifice; using the term which was used of the priest in the O.T., the man who offers sacrifice is the priest. But the actual word that is used for it is a word which originally did not mean one who offers sacrifice, but one who was an elder in the church, presbuteros. And so whether we're to call a man a priest or a minister is difficult to say for different periods, because you have to know what we mean by the word at that period. But the word priest was the word they were using, and the local priests were found all through Christendom, and they vary tremendously, as ministers vary today and as they have varied in every church; there were very godly men, men who, some of whom knew quite a bit about the Bible, men who knew much about salvation, and there were other men who were very ignorant; there was tremendous variety among them. But over the priests were the bishops who had administration over certain areas and over them the archbishops and over the archbishops the Pope claimed an authority, but there was always considerable question as to just how great the authority was to which the Pope was entitled over the archbishop. Now some new students may be surprised that between archbishops and Pope I did not say there were cardinals, in between. Anyone who was in the class last year knows that the word cardinal is a different sort of word altogether from the word archbishop. Archbishop is an administrative term, a bishop is an office, it is one who supervises, the word episcopos in the Greek means a supervisor, one who oversees, and in the N.T. an elder and a supervisor are used for the same people. They are two terms for the same office. But in time it came to be that certain elders were supervising others and they restricted to them the name supervisor or vicar, and so we have the bishop as a separate office from the priest. Now in the Roman Catholic Church today one is ordained a priest and one is ordained a bishop, but one is not ordained an archbishop. An archbishop is a different category altogether. A priest and a bishop are different officers, according to their view, which have different preparation for them, different ordination; but an archbishop is simply a bishop who has a supervision over other bishops. But it is simply a matter of organization, not a matter of higher position, according to their theory today. According to their present theory, the bishop of Rome has a supremacy over the other bishops, and in his exercise of that it is useful to have some of the bishops designated as archbishops. But the word cardinal is an entirely different sort of word. A cardinal, theoretically, is simply a member of the local clergy of Rome, that's all he is. So when you read that Archbishop Spellman of New York decides to raise $25,000,000 more to build new Catholic schools in New York you are reading of a man who has an authority of the Roman Catholic Church over that area, making those decisions, but when you read that Cardinal Spellman decides to do that, you are simply giving him a title of honor which has nothing in the world to do with his authority. He would have this authority even if he were not a cardinal. As a Cardinal he is simply a member, theoretically, of the local Roman priests, Actually he may be priest of some local church in Rome, or he may be bishop of one of the five sections of Rome, but he probably goes there about once in 3 years—and some other cardinals get there once in 30 years—they have local men to do the work. But he, though actually presumably a member of the Roman clergy, does practically nothing in Rome, and as a cardinal the only authority he has as a cardinal is the right to help elect the next Pope, because the Pope is theoretically the bishop of Rome and the Roman clergy can elect him; the others have absolutely nothing to say as to who should be the next Pope. The Roman clergy elect him but they just pretend that these men from elsewhere are Roman clergy, and his statement, his right to be cardinal would explicitly state what church in Rome he is priest of, or what church in Rome he is bishop of, or perhaps even he is a deacon within Rome; it varies. They can make him deacon, they can make him priest, or bishop, but if they are cardinals it just means they are theoretically Roman priests, or the Roman clergy, so that when the Pope dies the Roman clergy elect him. Actually the Roman clergy doesn't have anything to do with it: it's the people who are pretending to be the Roman Clergy that they call cardinals. Now that is a confusing matter; it is a historical development, and it shows how very far the Roman Catholic church is from any idea of democracy, because it is not the different sections of the Roman Catholic church that elect the Pope, it is the local clergy of Rome and it is only by this fiction that these are members of the local clergy, that anybody outside of Rome has anything to say about who is going to be the next Pope. Mr. Myers, you had a question? (student question). I couldn't say on that, I didn't study into that, but I am sure he could start a new church in Rome if needed, but I think ordinarily they have a certain number of churches and they keep filling vacancies as they are able to. Now the number varies but in the last two centuries it has been rather definite, but there have been times when there were only 15 or 20 cardinals, at times nearly a hundred, it varies. 

Now at the time of which we are speaking, the time of the Reformation, as far as the hierarchical organization of the church was concerned, there was one very great abuse, and that I referred to last time; we can call it absenteeism. Now they still have that as far as the cardinals are concerned, because the cardinal is supposed to be priest or bishop of some part of Rome and many of them are never there. That's absenteeism, but it doesn't matter in this case because it's become only a fiction if he has nothing to do with his church in Rome, a particular church in Rome; he may only serve there once in several years. But to have a man who is supposed to be the administrator of a large section of the church, somewhere in England, or somewhere in France, live at the king's palace and be actually an important official under the king and never go—or go once in 20 years—to the region in which he is supposed to be bishop, that is something which can lead to all sorts of abuses. Now that did not develop as a matter simply of pride. It didn't start because of people wanting to make something that was fraudulent at all. In ancient church history the bishops were usually very hard-working people in their area, devoted to the oversight of the church in that section. But in the Middle Ages when the barbarians had conquered Europe and these barbarian kings had control over sections of Europe, it was necessary for them to administer their sections and though they might be good warriors themselves they and their people knew very little about writing or about law or anything like that, and it was quite natural for them to call on educated people who were church leaders to give them assistance. And so it developed very naturally that the secular authorities began to look to the bishop and the leaders in the church to give them assistance in government. And when a bishop was called a few times to go to the king's court to give him assistance and advice and each time he might have a week's trip on horseback to get there and to get back even if he didn't live very far away, it would be natural enough that the king would give him a house and say now that you travel back and forth all the time, why don't you stay here a good bit of the time, and so through the years it developed that many of the bishops simply stayed at the king's house, and then as the years went by and people left money to the churches—people would die and leave a good deal of money to the churches, and living people would give money—and the church would increase in its wealth, in its property, the salaries for these people became quite sizeable, and when a king would leave a son who would succeed him and he would have a second son who would seem to have nothing in the world, because the power and position would go to the first son, it was a natural idea for them to say, let's train him for the priesthood, let's train him to enter the church, so it worked both ways, the secular officers called on the church leaders to help them, and then as the church leaders came to have more and more prestige and more and more money, secular leaders began to think of their positions as good rewards for their own children or for their friends, and so the absenteeism developed very naturally, and just before the Reformation we have cases where a man would be a bishop of a section and would never go near it for 20 or 30 years in many, many such cases.

What was perhaps worse than absenteeism, was pluralism. There was no excuse at all for pluralism, but pluralism developed and it was very widespread before the Reformation. Now pluralism is quite easy to see from the word what it means. It means that a man has more than one position. And they have it today in the Roman Catholic Church, but not to any great extent. As far as I know it is confined in the Roman Catholic Church to the matter of the cardinals. Archbishop Spellman, let us say, is archbishop of New York with over a hundred million dollars worth of schools and churches to administer and hundreds of ecclesiastical officials under his direction, and at the same time he is a parish priest in Rome. How much attention can he pay to the people in Rome, in the section where he is parish priest? Well that's pluralism, Of course there is no harm in it in that particular case, because they have somebody else doing the work in Rome; it's only a fiction as far as that is concerned, everybody knows. Most people probably don't even realize what a cardinal really is. But just before the time of the Reformation, there was the case where Cardinal Woolsey was the right-hand man of King Henry VIII in England. He was Lord Chancellor. He had direction of the actual government of England under the king. He had more power than anyone else in England except the king. He had all sorts of matters that had to be taken care of; plans for wars and dealings with other nations was largely under his direction, subject to the king. Yet Cardinal Woolsey, in addition to being Chancellor of the king, and also being Cardinal, theoretically a member of the Roman clergy; he was archbishop of one large section of England which he practically never visited; bishop of two or three other sections of England; also bishop of a section of France, and even bishop of a section of Spain. He held all these positions and he received his income from them, but from each income a small amount would go to someone to do the work of that particular section of the church. And he received this income, he had these positions. Well, it wouldn't be so bad if it was only a few great national leaders of whom this was true, but it was true of a great many lesser people. A man would be a priest in one church, a bishop in an entirely different section, perhaps would have a position as Dean of a cathedral in an entirely different section, and never would go near any one of them. The money for the support of these was endowed. They were endowed with large lands, large income to somebody who was appointed to it, but someone else did the work; and it might be a good man who did well, or he might be a man who did it very poorly; but whatever he was, he was very poorly paid, and probably very little educated. So pluralism was another great abuse of the church at the beginning of the Reformation, and an abuse which you can see would tremendously interfere with the church's real effectiveness as an instrument for making the Word of God known to the people. 

And then in addition to pluralism which was very widespread, there was an abuse which is called nepotism. That's a term not so familiar to us. Any of you who are good Latin students, of course, will immediately recognize that nepos is the Latin for nephew, and theoretically the clergy was not permitted to marry. Consequently they were not to have children, but they often had sisters and brothers, and nepotism means that a man put his nephew into a position of importance simply because he is his relative. So the word very naturally came to be extended to the place where nepotism means not simply a nephew but means any relative to whom a man gives privileges that he doesn't deserve through any special merit but something given to him because he is his relative. And you will read in Farrow [Pageant of the Popes] of some of the Popes the statement made that this was a good man, ruled the church wisely and was really interested in doing a good job but he was greatly addicted to nepotism. And that all of his grandsons and his nephews and his cousins and all sorts of relatives who had no particular qualifications whatever, were given positions in Rome. Farrow himself will point matters like that out to you. One of the Popes you will read of in this assignment made his own son a cardinal; his son—he was not supposed to be married—he had been a priest as a young man, but his son he made a cardinal and gave very high position in the church. And you will read of one of these men who was Pope and made his nephew or his grandson (I forget which) a cardinal and then 30 years later he becomes Pope. Nepotism was a very great abuse, but of course nepotism is something that can come into any organization. You find it in corporations sometimes today. I read about a Hollywood firm—it was a joke but it brings out this idea of nepotism—it said that there were two relatives of the director of this firm who sat in the front office there at high salaries, and somebody asked what are they supposed to do? Oh, they said, this one sits by the window so he can see a tidal wave coming and give the warning. They said what's the other one doing sitting at the other side? Oh they said he watches in case there should be an earthquake or something. In other words they were given a soft job because of their relationship. It is very easy in any corporation for that sort of thing to come in, if the directors don't watch out. Of course if the Pope is theoretically the head with no one superior to him, it would be very simple; it would be very hard for him to resist the pressure of his relatives to give them positions. But nepotism would naturally bring a deterioration in the abilities for these important positions. So it is a term you will find constantly in Farrow, and it was one of the abuses of the church just before the Reformation.

Another very widespread abuse which you will often also find often referred to in Farrow is simony. And to know what simony means you don't have to know Latin or Greek, all you have to know is the book of Acts. Any of you who have read the book of Acts are familiar with Simon in Samaria, who came to Peter and offered him money for the power to give the Holy Spirit to those upon whom he would lay his hands. And Peter, instead of giving him the power, cursed him. Farrow will tell you how frequently there have been Popes in the Middle Ages who paid tremendous sums of money to the cardinals to select them Pope. 

The purchase with money of a church office—with the income of these offices being so great as it was—Simony was rather widespread before the Reformation. So we have the ecclesiastical system before the Reformation; theoretically quite a well-worked-out system: the local priest or minister, if he was on his job, studying the needs of the people, studying the Word of God, applying it to them; bishops as overseers, watching over them and giving them help and direction; archbishops overseeing the bishops, and the Pope taking care of special problems that the local archbishop couldn't handle. There is much to be said for it theoretically, and if people were perfect, it would be an excellent system. But it is a system into which corruption easily come, and it had come in at many points by the time of the Reformation. 

Now under the ecclesiastical situation, in addition to that, we should say a word about the matter of the monks. Now the monks in those days were quite different from what a monk is today. The change today has been brought about largely through the Jesuit order which was not founded until near the end of the Reformation, so we'll look at that later in this course. But we'll note what the monks were at that time. 

The various monastic orders had been founded originally to bring together people who had gone off into the desert somewhere in order to be alone, to contemplate, to pray and devote themselves to developing their spiritual life, without being hampered by the corruptions of the world. These had in time come to be drawn together in the monasteries where they could live together under direction; but each of them was supposed to be devoting his whole time to development of the spiritual life. Then as we saw last year there developed a new type of monk who was not off in seclusion but who went about among the people. We had two such orders: Franciscans and Dominicans. And the Franciscans were supposed to be going about helping people: they called themselves the Little Brothers, and when you see a book today written by a man that has OFM after his name, the OFM means Ordo Fratrum Minorum or in English: Order of Lesser Brothers. They were supposed to be people who gave up everything earthly, and devoted themselves to going about helping people, owning no properties whatever but dependent for their livelihood on the gifts the people would give them. They're often called the mendicant order, an order of beggars, who were dependent on people's alms for their life, and supposed to be devoting themselves to doing good. That is the Franciscans. The Dominicans were similar, but they have OP after their names. They were supposed to be going about preaching. Well originally they were supposed to be entirely impoverished, having nothing; but as time went on the idea developed that though they owned nothing, their order might own a lot. St. Francis, who founded the Franciscans, was very disgusted when after a long trip to the Holy Land he came back and found that his poor brothers, sworn to poverty, were living in very fine buildings with a great deal of luxury and had a tremendous amount of money but not one of them owned anything; it was owned by the order. He declared that this was not his ideal at all, he was against it, but they said the Pope has given his authority, and Francis complained to the Pope, and the Pope spoke very beautifully to him, but made no changes. Francis was very disgusted, before his death, at the way the Franciscans had been changed, by having the order with great possessions.

Across the street here [Elkins Park, PA] are the Christian brothers; they are not priests, like the monks of the Middle Ages; that is, they do not become ordained and have the power to perform the sacraments, but they are a teaching brotherhood, and they have the oath of poverty. Every one of them swears that he will own nothing, they will have no property and they will teach without pay. Of course the order takes care of them, provides for their living, gives them for their needs, and people give large gifts to the order, so they were able to buy the property over there, perhaps a million dollars, perhaps about ten years ago; but it's the order who holds it, the individuals are supposed to possess absolutely nothing. 

Well, these monks were widespread in those days before the reformation, and some of them were very godly people but some of them were people who were just lazy and didn't want to work and found that people gave money easily to monks, and joined the order for that reason. Others were people who had had some great disappointment, were disgusted with the world; the order had degenerated as everything human does degenerate in time. 

There was a new order at that time, that is, it was not immediately new then, it existed a few centuries, but much younger than the other orders, which is very important in connection with the Reformation. So we should say just a word about it. It was the Augustinian Order. The Augustinian Order has no direct connection with St. Augustine. In the late Middle Ages there were individuals who had gone out as hermits, all over the wild country somewhere, to live alone and devote themselves to development of their spiritual life, and these had been drawn together, and the Pope had given them a rule for their order, and the rule which he gave them was a set of regulations which had been made by St. Augustine for the people who lived in his home, in which he had a number of people living with him when he was Bishop of Hippo in North Africa. And so this rule that Augustine had made was, several centuries later, given by the Pope to the group of hermits who gathered together and formed an order, and so they called them the Augustinians; and the Augustinian monks, which came to be by the time of the Reformation the leading order of monks in Germany. There were Augustinians in many countries, but in Germany they were particularly prominent, and particularly well-trained in Germany. They put an emphasis there on education. There were many very godly people among them, they had monasteries all over Germany, and hardly a university in Germany but what had an Augustinian monk as professor of philosophy or of religion. And so the Augustinian was one of these orders, the one to which Martin Luther belonged, as we will see when we get a little further along. 

If any of you have read Chaucer's Canterbury Tales, you find in it that he described the poor parson as a most godly man. The description of him shows a real Christian who is devoting himself to bringing the Word of God and the message of salvation to his people, and it is a beautiful picture and shows the working of this kind a century before the Reformation. Many people think that it's John Wyclif that Chaucer is describing, because he lived at the same time, but we don't know. Chaucer is theoretically just giving fiction, but he describes characters doubtless that he knew, but among his pilgrims to Canterbury, Chaucer also describes a man whom he calls a pardoner and he says this man has come direct from Rome, and he had all sorts of pardons and he said to people, why should you suffer after death for your sins, why don't you try one of these pardons, and then you can be free from it? And here a century before the Reformation, Chaucer describes this pardoner who had this statement, supposedly—or perhaps really—signed by the Pope, which gave people pardon for their sins. Now according to the theology of the church, they could not pardon a person from their sins; that is not what it was supposed to do. But the fact that he used the term pardoner shows how in the average idea that was the thought to be. Actually, according to the development of the theology, a person could be pardoned for his sins only through receiving the grace of Christ. It was Christ's death on the cross which paid the penalty for sin, and a person in baptism might be free from his sins, up to that point, but then after that point he has to be freed again, and for that the priest performs the mass, which is theoretically a renewal of the sacrifice of Christ, and that takes care of the cleansing for sin. [Student Question]. The same as indulgences, yes, but I want to explain just what it was. That, what you said, is what the people thought it was. The people took it as a pardon for sins, but according to theory it wasn't that at all. According to the theory, the only pardon for sin could be through the death of Christ, they had extended that by having the priest supposedly able to offer Christ over again in the mass, and so there was a repetition of the death of Christ, according to their theory, and that was the only thing that could atone for sin, but it grew up early in the Christian church, that when a Christian would backslide and would fall into sin, and who would come back and say I have repented and ask forgiveness and ask to be restored in the church, that the church officials in order to make sure he really was repentant would say, now if you are really sincerely repentant you will prove it to us by showing that you're willing not to eat any nice food for the next month, or that you're willing to come every Sunday morning early and clean up the church, just without any pay, just simply to show your real repentance, and that you're willing to do just anything to show how sincere your repentance is, and that's what they called penance. It was not a payment for sin, but it was an evidence to the church of the sincerity of their repentance. And I have one situation showing something rather similar, I have heard from a person who has said to me I fell into sin, in an examination I looked at another paper next to me, and copied it, and my conscience—nobody saw it, nobody knew it—but my conscience has been bothering me, and I feel—here is my diploma, you can have it back again, I don't deserve it. And in such a case if I have found that the person seemed to be a sincere, earnest Christian, who was really serving the Lord, he had fallen just briefly into sin, it was not his desire to continue in it, but he had fallen into this sin, and though nobody caught him he has sincerely repented and came and asked my forgiveness for it, I have sometimes felt that it is only fair to show the seriousness of what he has done and to show the truth of his repentance by saying, well now look here, we just won't say anything about this now, I believe you're sincere, I'll say nothing about it. But I will keep your diploma for the present and you do this particular study or this particular job and you do that, and you send me in what you've done, or you take an examination that I will send you on a certain matter, and there was one fellow who worked a lot of time over a space of two years now, and he did a lot of very hard work on some material that I thought would be a blessing for his soul and I thought his willingness to do it, when he hadn't been caught, he had simply come and confessed, I thought it was a real evidence of his thorough sincerity. Well, that's the way that penance got started. And one of the members of the faculty was rather shocked at my doing this, because it was similar to the practice of the Roman Catholic Church. Well, I think the way it started it was perfectly all right, when you had a good object, but you have to watch that they don't go too far and develop into something harmful. But in the Roman Catholic Church the idea of this pardon and indulgence is not to forgive sin, but it is to excuse a person from making the particular penance that the church should impose. But in this, the person lost many, many times that, while he was doing that. 

But having a fine as a substitute for a punishment is a rather widespread idea. In our courts, there are certain fines given. So the pardon theoretically gave a person excuse from the earthly results of sin, and then in the theory of the Roman church the earthly results were extended into what they called purgatory. Purgatory, according to their theory is not a place for a person to go to be punished for his sin, it is a place for a person to go to be cleansed and purified, of the sin which still remains, though he has been saved through the death of Christ. So the Pope could not excuse him from hell in any way but he could excuse him from purgatory. At the time of the Reformation the great painting of the Last judgment was painted by Michelangelo on the walls of the Sistine Chapel. It is still there today in the place where the Popes are elected. And they say that when that was being painted one of the leading officials of the Papal Court criticized Michelangelo, got to be quite a nuisance to Michelangelo, always discussing what he was painting, and not liking this, and liking that, and finally Michelangelo got so disgusted that on the face of one of the figures in hell in the picture he put this man's face, and it's still there today. And the man was so indignant that he went to the Pope and complained about Michelangelo's putting his face there in hell, and the Pope said to him where did he put it, what part of the picture? Why, he said, in hell. Oh in hell, the Pope said, well he said, if you were in purgatory, I could get you out, but over hell I have no power. So the man's face is still there today, looking down on the cardinals whenever they elect a new Pope. But it shows the theory of the church is one thing, the way it works out in actual in actual practice is another, and in actual practice people thought they could receive pardon for their sins through buying one of these indulgences, one of these pardons, and just how widespread the selling of them was before the Reformation, I don't know. But they were found occasionally in every section of Christendom, men who were selling indulgences, or pardons, which supposedly came from the Pope, they were usually quite limited. If you will get — go to a Catholic bookstore now and buy a copy of the Catholic translation of the Bible, you will find it says in the front, one of the Popes says, that if you will read 20 minutes in this book every day, you will be excused from a certain number of days in purgatory. But very few Roman Catho1ics read the Bible because you can go to certain services and be excused from a number of years instead of just a few days. So it's much simpler to get out of purgatory in other ways than by reading the Bible. But the theory still persists, and at that time, it had much to do with the start of the Reformation. 

So the ecclesiastical system before the beginning of the Reformation in different sections had become very much corrupt, though there were very fine individuals here and there in it, When Martin Luther was converted, the head of the Augustinian Order in Germany was one of the great forces in his life; his spiritual advice was such that even after the Reformation began Luther wrote him letters in which he called him my father in Christ, and Luther thought very, very highly of this man who was the head of the Augustinian Order in Germany. When it came to actual division, and death was a possible result of standing for the Gospel, this man lost his courage, and refused to follow Luther, but up to that point he was encouraging Luther and helping him and giving him advice, and Luther's original understanding of the Gospel to quite an extent had come from the help that this leader of the Augustinian monks had given him. There were very fine people in certain positions throughout Europe, but corruption comes into every human organization and it had come in to many, many sections of the church of that time. I don't like to call it the Roman Catholic Church because it was very different from the Catholic Church as it is today. For one thing it was a loose sort of an organization, and of course one reason why it would be so loose was because they didn't have the means of communication we have today. Today you can give an order in Rome and have people know about it a few minutes later, but in those days you could give an order in Rome and for people wanting to know about it in northern Italy, it might take a week to get there. And the communication was so slow that it made the situation itself naturally very loose, very different from the sort of thing we have today. 
But not only for that reason. An important feature of the ecclesiastical situation before the Reformation, of course, is the situation of the Pope. The Pope was theoretically at that time the executive head of the church. The idea that the Pope is an infallible figure is an idea of modern times, since the Reformation. It was not held until a hundred years ago, that is, it may have been held individually, but it was not official dogma until 100 years ago, and a little less than 100 years ago when a Pope got it through the Vatican Council, in 1870, the declaration that the Pope was infallible in his teaching, The greatest Roman Catholic scholar in Germany, who had been one of the great defenders of the Roman Catholic Church, opposed it, refused to accept it, and was excommunicated for it, and then he was offered chances to get back into the church and refused because he could not swallow that which he said was utterly contrary to history. That was Prof. Doellinger in Germany; we'll mention him more when we come to that period of history. At the same time Lord Acton, who was professor of history at Cambridge University, and who was a very ardent Roman Catholic, went to Rome at the time of the Council, argued strenuously against it, refused to accept the teaching that the Pope was infallible which he sa1d was utterly contrary to history. At the time of the Reformation, very few people had any such idea that the Pope was infallible in his teaching. The Pope was thought of simply as an executive head for the church, but there were many matters which it was difficult to decide on the local level and there was great advantage in having an executive head who could decide it, and if the Pope would be a fine spiritual Christian man, it is easy to see how there could be much advantage in the system. But there was so much power connected with the papacy that very early this became something that attracted people of low character, and many men got into the papacy simply for the power, for the money, for the opportunities that it had; and thus it was, as we noticed last semester, that back a few centuries before the Reformation the papacy had sunk to a very low ebb of terrible immorality and utter corruption, from which the German emperors had rescued it. There is no such low ebb at the time of the Reformation; the Popes are men of great respectability, of high standing, men who spend tremendous sums on their entertainment and on the entertainment of their friends, and so on, They are men of great standing in the world of this time, but most of them are men without much idea of character, or of Christianity at all. In fact, the man who was Pope when the Reformation actually began, he was a great improvement over the previous Popes, many people thought, and he was such a fine man, that many people said he would have made a perfect Pope if only he had any interest in religion. And thus you'll find in Farrow something of the way in which it is the great danger of a tightly knit organization that people are still sinners and it's only as we constantly go back to Christ for renewal, for sanctification, it is only as we do that, that any of us deserves anything. For us Christ has died, and to put this much power into one man can cause the possibility of great danger, and great corruption. We'll continue here Monday.

Ecclesiastics are people who are giving their full-time activity to religion in some form or other, and the different things connected with them. For that I am using the term "ecclesiastical". We have looked briefly at various phases of the ecclesiastical situation; what we mentioned under heading A would be true of this also, that in nearly every section of the ecclesiastical situation you would find men who were real Christians (though not a great number), and you would find a great many of them who were very corrupt, and we have noticed some of the reasons. A good argument may be made that the corruption was not as great or as widespread as it had been a century or two before, but the corruption was very widespread. And we looked last time at the end of the hour particularly at the situation of the monks, and we saw that the monastic organization which was begun with great enthusiasm had in many sections greatly degenerated. But not in all by any means. There were very real Christians among the monks; it varied in different orders, some of them had more, some less. I doubt if there was any great order of monks that did not have some real Christians among them. The purpose of the monastic orders originally was for people to get apart from the world where they could devote themselves to study, to contemplation and to prayer. And there doubtless were individuals who were sincerely doing it. But there were other individuals who found the pleasures of life were too much for them, and sought an escape; and there were people who were lazy, who sought a livelihood under direction, without having to meet the difficulties of life; and there were people who were greatly disappointed in life and who looked for an escape, and if these people came into a monastery where there was a real Christian for abbot they probably would become real Christians, but if they came into one where there was a mere time-server as abbot they would not. [student question] Well, there were some small organizations which were disseminating materials which certainly were very Christian, but there were no large groups like our present-day denominations, nothing of that kind. That is, no, I shouldn't say that. It is impossible to make a negative. You can't say that something didn't exist, you can't do that. There may have been such a group someplace, but you just can't prove it. We can't prove there weren't any, nobody can prove there weren't any. But the monastic organizations, we have abundant evidence of their existence, and one of the best of these was the Augustinian, which I described to you last time. One of the best of the monastic organizations. It was particularly good in Germany and was very widespread in Germany. I described its existence the last time. If in an examination I should ask you to state precisely the relation of the Augustinians to St. Augustine I hope all of you would be able to give an answer, because I explained it very specifically last time, though I didn't spend much time on it, exactly what the relation was and what it was not. 

Now at the end of the hour last time I was just briefly speaking about the papacy. The papacy, as we noted last year, was an organization which naturally developed on the example of the Roman Empire. When Christianity came into the world, all of the western world, practically, was under the control of one political organization, the Roman Empire. And as the centuries went on it seemed more and more natural to people to think of the world as being under one ruler, and after all it is a sensible thing. There is a very silly thing which is universally believed today and that is that a nation is an independent entity which has its rights and nobody else has any right to interfere with its rights as a nation. A nation is purely a fiction, a nation is purely a gathering of individuals. I was thoroughly disgusted back in 1938 and 39 with this fact, that when Hitler got control of Germany and began treating his enemies very cruelly, of whom many were Jews but not all—the world took the attitude, this is inside of a nation, a nation has the right to do what it chooses. We have no right to interfere. But when Hitler began to go outside of his borders and to interfere with people in neighboring nations, people took the attitude, Oh my, he is attacking other nations, now he has become wicked, now we should do something about it. A nation is purely a fiction, the individual is what matters, and if it was wrong for Hitler to enslave Czechs, or to enslave Austrians, it was equally wrong for him to enslave Germany. Once justice is done away with in an area, all Christian people should be opposed to those who are doing it, and this idea that a nation is an entity and you can't interfere within a nation, it is silly, like so many political ideas are, but it is universally accepted today, and is the basis of our present political organization. Well, it is an idea that did not exist in the early days of Christianity. The whole world as they thought of it, which of course was the western world, was under one ruler, the Roman Emperor, and the Roman Empire was expected to enforce law and order, and did on the whole do so to quite a reasonable extent. You take even a man like Nero, with his wickedness and his torture of individuals whom he disliked, his government was giving law and order throughout western Europe to a degree far beyond anything that the world had seen before the emergence of the Roman Empire. And after Nero's death, when you had rulers who did not have the personal meanness toward the individuals around them that he did, you continued to improve the condition of law and order for the general western world that he had established. So people thought of the empire as a reasonable sort of organization; and indeed it is, it is the organization which the Bible tells us will be in the world one of these days, when the Lord Jesus Christ will send forth his orders from Jerusalem and all the world will obey them, and we read in the Bible that He will rule with absolute justice but he will rule with a rod of iron. No one will be able to resist the just and righteous and beneficent commands that he will give. It will be an empire, and an empire if you have a ruler who has absolute goodness and absolute justice is the ideal form of government, but it is a system which is very hard for human beings to establish because all human beings are sinful and anyone may turn into a Nero. But the Roman Empire being there, the Christians, many of them, thought it was a natural sort of organization and just as all people should politically be under one control, it was reasonable that there should be a head for the church, an executive head, to which complaints can be made. In a hierarchy, they can go to a single head, It is theoretically an ideal arrangement for the church, to have a head on earth to solve the problems that come up between groups or within any group, and to settle everything in the light of God's principles. It is an ideal theoretically; practically it does not work because of the wickedness of men. As Lord Acton said, that great Roman Catholic English professor of history, "Power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely." He said that in this connection, urging that though people might believe the Pope was infallible, he did not believe that at all; he believed in an executive head, but he saw the tremendous danger of power concentrated in one man. Not that there's anything wrong in one man's having power but that there is great danger in a sinful man having power, and all men are sinful. And positions of power of that type are apt to attract to them more sinful men because a man who is a more just and peaceful man is apt to get disgusted with what he has to go through to get into it, and to wash his hands of it and to ignore it, instead of being willing to go through the misery entailed in trying to get it. And so the papal organization fell into great corruption, and the corruption would not be so much through any individual as to the fact that as a system it might be excellently adapted to a perfect world of entirely sanctified people, but to a world of sinners it puts too much power in one man's grasp, and inevitably leads to ambition and selfish desires which produce corruption, and in the 15th century that was very clear from the way in which the papacy developed. 
At the beginning of the 15th century, one hundred years before the Reformation, there had been three men who claimed to be Pope, and each of them excommunicated the other, and claimed that he alone was the head of Christ's church and everybody must obey him. In order to solve this situation it was necessary to hold a great council at Constance from 1414 to 1418 A.D., and at that time the leaders from all over the western world met and discussed the problem, and the first thing they did was to fire all three Popes and appoint a new one. And having appointed a new Pope they ruled that every ten years a new general counci1 should meet; they declared that the general council has the control of the Christian Church, that the Pope is an executive officer, subject to the decisions of this general council. And that puts Roman Catholic scholars of today in a great dilemma, because Roman Catholic scholars of today believe that a general council is authoritative and speaks with the Word of God. And they also believe that the Pope is infallible and is God's vicar on Earth and here is this general council declaring that the Pope's authority must be limited by general council, so it's very interesting to read in the Catholic Encyclopedia how they try to hold both views in one, and they state both views very clearly, and then try to hold both, and you simply can't because they contradict each other. But when the council was ended at Constance and they had appointed a new man as Pope, the new man was supposed to be accepted as head of the church and to call a new council in ten years. And Farrow in his book—the beginning of the passage that is assigned half of the class right now, the other half later—at the beginning of the passage, that beginning with this Pope Martin V, beginning with the statement that people felt a tremendous let-down when they saw who the new Pope was. In other words it recognizes the fact that the man who took the position had no thought of doing what the council expected him to do, and he proceeds to find one excuse after another for not holding a council. Every ten years for a while too he would call a council and then they would decide that there was too much sickness in the area where the council met, they'd better move it somewhere else, or they'd pick an impossible date for people to get there, or they worked things out in such a way, but after a few tries they quit having it, because the Pope was able to get rid of it. But theoretically most of Europe believed during that century that the general council had the authority in the Church, and that the Pope was simply an executive head. But the Pope was trying to decrease their power and their authority. I've assigned you all some sections from Farrow in which you see the character of the Popes during that century. And you see how the very power of the papacy attracted to itself men who were unworthy, and you see the degrees of unworthiness of the men who occupied the position during that century, after the council of Constance had cleaned up the mess that remained fo1lowing the previous century. I'm not going in this class to go into detail about the corruption and wickedness of the Popes before the Reformation. That you will find a pretty good presentation in Farrow's book, so you have to read his work. But Farrow tried to pass over it rather lightly, and if he finds something that he can praise in a Pope he is apt to do it. Julius II, whom I didn't assign yet, he praises to the sky, and read it carefully and see what he praises him for. Does he praise him for being a great spiritua1 man? You will find that what he praises him for is being energetic. And he was so energetic that he himself marched at the head of armies attacking Italian cities and sending all of their people into slavery, after they were caught, and he may have been a great success as a secular leader but you won't find—despite what Farrow says about him—anything that would suggest that he was a spiritual leader. And the man who later became Julius II earlier was going all over Europe telling the kings that Alexander V had become Pope through buying the position, that he was a wicked man who had his mistresses living with him in the Vatican, and whose sons he was making cardinals, and that the kings of Europe should rise up and put Alexander V out from being Pope; this is the attitude Julius II was taking toward Alexander V. But after Alexander V's death (his successor lived only a month), Julius II became Pope and the Roman Catholic Church today venerates the memory of both. Now Farrow brings these facts out, though (as I say) he passes over them rather quickly. I don't believe we should spend much time criticizing these men as individuals. They are symptomatic: that which results when a position of that type is given as much power as was given to the papacy. It shows that the Papacy is a wrong idea, and the Roman Catholics are hard put to it to find much evidence in the Scripture that such insistence is God's plan—mostly inference; there is no clear teaching of such anywhere in the Scripture. I think I will let that suffice now for the ecclesiastical situation before the beginning of the Reformation, and then as C, say a few words about the Political Situation. 

C. The Political Situation. I'm not going to say a great deal now about the political situation, because it will be easier for you to get the vital things in the political situation as we touch upon various matters. In this history, there is quite a bit of political background that is necessary to know to understand the Reformation, but I'm not going to give you that material in a bunch now. I'm going to touch upon it as we take up different elements. But I do want you to have a few general ideas about the political systems and the situation at the beginning of the Reformation. You will read in most histories that are written nowadays, most of which are written by unbelievers, who if they believe God exists think of Him as a pure abstraction and who cannot believe that religion is much of a real force in life. You will find that most of their histories will say the Reformation was a result of political and economic situations of the past. I think that can be completely disproved by showing that political and economic situations identical to those which they say produced the Reformation existed in other countries in which the Reformation did not exist, and existed at other times at which there was no Reformation. Political and economic situations may have helped the Reformation at various points but they are not the cause of the Reformation. It is a religious movement—strictly and definitely a religious movement, and in its main strength it is a religious movement, though political and economic matters sometimes try to stop it and at other times kept it from being destroyed. And those will be very interesting for you to look at as time goes on. At this point, in connection with the political situation, the main thing I want you to be aware of is that two political systems were struggling in the world, at the time of the beginning of the Reformation, and these two—it wasn't really fighting—but the two systems were quite inconsistent with each other. And they were struggling for existence. One of these was the system I've already mentioned: the idea of the Roman Empire. 
 

Theoretically, there was a Pope who was the executive head of the religious life of Christendom, and an Emperor who was the executive head of the political life. That was the theory, and all of Western Europe theoretically was subject to the emperor. Now this theory was continued until shortly after 1800, when it was abandoned. But the theory was that this Holy Roman Empire, an empire of which Dwight said it was neither holy nor Roman nor an empire, this Holy Roman Empire embraced all of Europe, and the emperor was its theoretical head: that's the theory. And that theory was an actuality only in Italy and in Germany. It had become an anachronism, practically a dead letter, practically forgotten everywhere else, but there it was a very vital matter; the empire which theoretically included all of Europe, this empire had its emperor who was usually a German but didn't have to be, he could be from any country; he was elected, and the man who was elected emperor was supposed to maintain justice and law and order throughout Europe, though actually his power was confined to Italy and to Germany, and even in Italy and Germany the actual power was in the hands of the rulers of small sections. Some cities were practically independent; various duchies or regions under a count. Germany was actually made up of several hundred divisions. Some of them were pretty large, but most pretty small; these owed allegiance to the emperor, but were practically independent as far as the actual direction was concerned; and very frequently they were fighting one another. But all theoretically under the emperor, who theoretically was over all Europe. 

The empire was a very vital factor in Italy and in Germany; and that interests us greatly because the Reformation began in Germany, and related largely to situations in Italy. The empire theoretically covers all of Europe but actually is pretty much confined to those two areas and its strength is largely theoretical even there. The other idea, which is today universally accepted, is the idea of nations or nationalism. It is an idea which leads inevitably to all sorts of confusion and turmoil, but the value of it is in having people, instead of trying to do what is too big for them, to establish law and order over a tremendous area, to settle for a smaller area and establish law and order in that area, and let the rest of the world go by. It's better to do something good in a small area than trying something in a big area and get nothing done. 

So nationalism had a good purpose up to a certain point. And here we have Germany and Italy in confusion because the emperor couldn't rule them, he didn't have the power, and all the little sections were often fighting against each other. But in France and in certain other sections, one of the local rulers succeeded in getting the others subject to himself to such an extent that it became an independent nation, and so you have something like an empire only much smaller. And gradually the theory developed that a nation should have one language, that these were people who in some way were more like each other than like other people, they were one group of people that belonged together; they were a nation. 

Actually this is not true, because in most cases you will find that nations don't follow language lines simply; and you can't, because languages are so mixed up anyway in the world. But in France, one local ruler managed to get control of the neighboring area and then his son a little larger territory, and his son a little larger, and so on, until gradually you developed a man who was king of France, and had such power in France that he was able to tell the emperor to keep out of France, that he had no power there; and France became a nation. And it's an empire on a small scale. But France was one of the first to become a real nation. Perhaps almost as early as France, England became one. The reason for England though is a little different, because they had the Channel separating them. There was a physical border that made it fairly easy for them to defend themselves from other nations, and England became a separate nation, giving up any real allegiance to the empire perhaps even earlier than France. 

Mr. Welch [a student] asked about Spain. Spain will become quite important in our study of the Reformation after a little. At the present point, we should mention this: that Spain was conquered by the Mohammedans many centuries before the Reformation. Not entirely conquered, but most of it, and during the centuries before the Reformation various parts of Spain gradually gained their freedom from the Mohammedans, until around 1460 you have 7 or 8 different sections of Spain, each of which was entirely independent; of course one of those would be Portugal. That is, Portugal is a section of the Iberian Peninsula, which never joined with the rest, so it remains a nation to this day. But the rest of it was gradually united together until you have two large sections; and then King Ferdinand, the King of Aragon, and Queen Isabella, the Queen of Castile, married and united their two kingdoms; this meant that you had Spain becoming a nation through the marriage of Ferdinand and Isabella not very long before the Reformation. You have Spain as a nation, but it's a little different in its development from the others. We look at Spain somewhat more a little later. 

Now the political situation, we'll look at various elements of a little later, but the main thing I want you to have in mind is this: the idea of empire persisted in Italy and in Germany. But the emperor had very little power actually, the great power being in the local ruler, in both areas, Italy and Germany. Nations developing is a different idea, having already developed in England and in France, and just about developed in Spain at this time. Italy actually never became a nation until 1871, and in Germany also, it was 1871 when Germany became a nation. Before that they were both parts of the empire, divided up into all sorts of little territories.

D. The Economic Situation. We're going to look just briefly at the economic situation. The economic situation at the time of the Reformation was one in which the mass of the people had to work 12-15 hours a day in order to get a very, very poor living. The mass of the people had to struggle on the land of the local lords and there were comparatively few people who didn't have to indulge in hard, long labor in order to get a living for themselves, because none of the industrial developments of the day were in existence then. But they did already have the beginnings of greater commerce than before. 

In this situation, the Pope was more and more collecting great amounts of money from all the countries; great sums of money were going to Rome to support the papal establishment, and all the nations were somewhat irritated about that. Some people will try to say that the cause of the Reformation was that the Germans didn't want to send so much money to Italy. Well, all the nations were doing it, France was sending proportionately just as much or more, and they were all irritated about it, and if this was the cause of the Reformation, the Reformation should have been universal. To this day, tremendous sums go to Rome from all Roman Catholic countries. But it was a cause of great irritation on the part of many people. And as much as sixty years before the Reformation, in the annual meetings of the estates in Germany the leaders were protesting against the tremendous amounts of money that Basil was collecting from Germany. But the French were doing the same thing; it was being done in England; it was being done all over. It was not the cause of the Reformation, but it was a cause of very considerable annoyance. Economics is not the cause of the Reformation; it is a distorted idea that makes it out to be; but there were of course points at which it was a help to the Reformation, and this irritation at so much money going to Italy did help in making people ready to examine it more fully. And of course the indulgence contributions, which was the spark that ignited the controversy, was the direct result of the Pope's desire to get more money; indirectly that was one of the causes of the Reformation just at that particular point. 

Now that's all we're going to say about the economic situation, which is greatly exaggerated in most present-day histories. 

E. The Cultural Situation. But we go on to the Cultural Situation. And the cultural situation is one which has tremendous importance in relation to the Reformation. Under Cultural Situation I'm going to put several points.
1. The Renaissance. We could spend two or three semesters studying the Renaissance. It would be extremely interesting, but all we can do now is to mention its importance in relation to the Reformation. The Renaissance precedes the Reformation by about a century. The word Renaissance means 'new birth' and it is a word which is applied to the great increase of interest in art, and in literature and particularly in the ancient classics, which developed particularly in Italy, a century before the Reformation and spread from there to the rest of Europe. The Renaissance was not a religious movement. There was a renaissance in art. It was connected with religion, in that the painters made pictures of the Virgin Mary, the Holy Family, or of Bible scenes to a very great extent, but many of these painters were utterly ignorant; it was to them—most of them, not all by any means—simply a job. But it developed art to an extent to which it had never been developed before and way beyond anything that has been shown today. Renaissance art was a tremendous development in the history of art, and it centers around this development of pictures for churches and decorations for the homes of the nobility in Italy, who often sat for their pictures. But along with this new interest in art was a great interest in the study of the classics. About 1400 A.D., people began to take a great interest in the ancient Greek language, people began all over Europe to study Greek, and Latin, the old classics, and from the old classics they began to get new ideas. And they began collecting manuscripts. And then in 1453 Constantinople was conquered by the Turks, and many people fleeing from Constantinople ahead of the Turks brought great numbers of new manuscripts from the east. You will read in Farrow about the interest of some of those Popes in collecting these manuscripts, the great interest which developed in Europe in these manuscripts. Some of these were Bible manuscripts, others were manuscripts by classical authors, but a tremendous interest developed in the Greek language and Greek culture, and the ideas of the ancient Greeks began to have a tremendous influence on the world during the Renaissance. 

There would be much more interest in the Greek manuscripts in Constantinople where they knew Greek than in the West. But the general stream of interest was not any higher in Constantinople than in the East. But as these scholars from Constantinople came fleeing, they added the records from there to what were already had in the West, so it helped in stimulating; but it didn't start the Renaissance, it was well under way before that came. 

2. The invention of printing. The invention of printing did not produce the Reformation, but it is highly questionable whether the Reformation could have occurred as it did if printing had not been invented. The invention of printing made it possible to disseminate ideas far more rapidly than had ever occurred before. 
The invention of printing was a gradual thing. Early in the 15th century men began taking wood plates and cutting them into forms onto which they would put ink, and then stamp on paper. So we have some books that you might call printing because they were made by stamping a wooden plate on paper. But they were books with pictures, very little writing. Then about 1450 in Germany a man thought—instead of taking whole wooden plates and stamping them on paper—he thought of cutting out, making out of metal, little things that would be just individual letters which you could fit together and stamp them and then you could take them apart and rearrange them in a different way, and that was the invention of printing. It was the idea of stamping something on paper but also the idea of having separate letters which could be fitted together and then could be divided again and refitted together in a different way. 

This was begun in Germany, and there had been a greatly increased interest in reading and in languages before that time for nearly 50 years; now, there being a market for them, this idea of printing having been thought of, pretty soon people were printing all over Germany and than it spread to other countries. It started in Germany at about 1450, in Italy about 1465, Paris 1470, London 1480, and so on. And by the year 1500 we know the names of more than a thousand printers. You see how rapidly it spread once it started. And we know the titles of about 30,000 printed works by the year 1500. Probably there were comparatively few printed of each of these works. But if you assume that there were only 300 printed of each one, you still would have about nine million books, among them very small books, but about 9,000,000 books in Europe by 1500; 60 years before, there would have been probably less than 100,000 manuscripts to tell all the learning that was known in Europe. It was a tremendous increase in the access of people to written material, this invention of printing. And during the next 50 years it increased just as rapidly proportionately, as it had during the previous fifty, and those were the years when Martin Luther was active. In fact, Martin Luther contributed more than any one man to the increase of printing, because perhaps a third of the books that were printed in Europe, I mean a third of the copies that were made in Europe, for certain years, were written by Martin Luther. There were so many copies made of his works, so many people wanted them, they were spread all over Europe. So the invention of printing was not a part of the Reformation, but it certainly was one of the most important factors in making the Reformation possible. 

Today there are so many things to read that when you print something, you have to persuade people to read it. But in those days, printing was just starting; most people didn't have any printed books or printed papers; you could get most anything out in printed form and somebody would read it, and it gave a tremendous advantage to the spread of the Reformation, though it had nothing in the world to do with starting the Reformation. Probably the great mass of people could not read at all. But the numbers of people who could read was greatly increasing over what it was a century before. And the interest was being spread for people to get together and have somebody read to them. [student question]. Well, practically all the monks could read and of course they were very widespread. And while all the monks could read, probably some of the kings couldn't read. But more and more by this time, they were coming to be able to read. Of course all of the kings would have secretaries who could read, and there were individuals in every place who could read, and of course the increase in printed matter would make more people want to learn to read. So that would increase it, it worked both ways. Well, the invention of printing then was very important in the cultural situation. 

3. Humanism. Humanism is something you cannot separate from the Renaissance. The two overlap, but Humanism is the interest particularly in the classics, and then going out from that, an interest in human life, in literature; it is the stress on that phase of human activity which before the time of the Renaissance was rather rare. Before the Renaissance, writing was the means to keep records, or a means to learn what to do in a certain situation; but there were individuals  who loved literature for its own sake; and now this number was tremendously increased. And the men in those days who were the great writers would get a tremendous hearing and have a tremendous standing. Great nobles would invite them to their courts, because of the increase of standing in the sight of others they would have to have a great writer at the court, and a man who could make clever statements, who could quote a Latin phrase that would just fit in a particular situation. So there developed a large group of people who were interested in literature, interested in culture—a tremendous large group—it was not primarily a religious movement at all, but it spread from Italy northward into northern Europe; up there it was a much more religious movement than it was in Italy. And as you notice from Farrow along about the middle of the 15th century the Popes began to have a great many Humanists for secretaries. And these Humanists—some of whom were not Christians at all—were men who were very interested in literature about the time of the Reformation. 

One of the cardinals declared that he would never read Paul's epistles because he was afraid it would corrupt his Latin style—that Paul's epistles didn't have a good Latin style. And one of the papal letters referred to the Holy Ghost as the breath of a celestial zephyr. The humanists were a much more individual group in Germany, comparatively, than they were in Italy. There was one leader of humanism in France whose name was LeFevre, Jacques LeFèvre D'Étaples. They usually put it in a Latin form, Faber Stapulensis. You will read about him in an assignment in D'Aubigne's book before very long. I won't bother to spell out the whole name, let me give you just his name as in France, Lefevre. Lefevre was the leader of the humanists in France, and he became tremendously interested in the Bible. You can almost say that LeFevre was as thoroughgoing a Christian and as vitally interested in the spread of Christianity as Martin Luther, but LeFevre's works would have completely died out if it hadn't been for Martin Luther, It was started, had a good start, and then the pressure came down against it and it was just absolutely destroyed, and LeFevre himself really practiced what he had said. 

Some even say the phrase "salvation by faith alone" was taken by Luther from Lefevre. It is an interesting suggestion; we can't prove it, but we can prove that Lefevre wrote it before Luther wrote anything on the subject, and it's very possible that Luther got it there. Lefevre was a very earnest fellow, he was a very earnest Christian, but he didn't have Luther's spirit, and he didn't have Luther's luck, using the word luck in the human sense, that is to say the forces came against him and destroyed him. The forces started to come against Luther and God in His providence prevented them from destroying him. Yes? [question] No, Calvin never studied under LeFevre, but he was Farel's favorite teacher, and Farel was the man who called Calvin to teaching. Calvin worked with Farel, so LeFevre had an indirect influence on Calvin, but not a direct one.
Humanism in Italy was largely an un-Christian movement, as I mentioned. But when Savonarola preached his great sermon against sin in Florence, he reached some of these humanists who became very earnest contenders in the new faith. And through them an influence came to England that had a real part in the start of the Reformation in England. We'd like to look at that in detail a little more but we see our time is about up.

a. Pagan Humanism. We did not discuss this much; it was a very extensive movement, particularly in Italy. Then we turned our attention more to the Christian Humanists, in whom we are more interested in this course; and we look at

b. Pico della Mirandola. He lived from 1462 to 1494, was a great scholar in Italy. He lived in Florence, Italy, but he traveled rather extensively in Italy, holding debates in discussion of all sorts of subjects. Then he came under the influence of the preaching of Savonarola and we're not going to discuss the life of Savonarola in this class to any extent. We read a very biased account of it in Farrow, in the assignment, and Farrow is very much against him, but you get an idea of some of the main features of his life and his fearless preaching against wickedness and evil, and he fled the luxury-loving, pleasure-loving city of Florence for a time, to turn away from its pleasure and to devote itself to the study of the Bible and to the attempt to raise the city to much higher standards than it had ever had before; and then he came into opposition through the wickedness of Alexander VI, one of the 3 or 4 most wicked Popes who ever lived in the Vatican. As Farrow points out, poor Alexander VI, though he didn't want to do so, had no choice but to have Savonarola burned, and then Farrow, after he tells about that, goes on that Alexander continues his vicious ways. So Farrow's book is approved by the Roman Catholic Church and it presents the history of the Popes from their viewpoint. Well, this man Savonarola—we are not going to pay much attention to him in this class simply because of the shortness of time. In Princeton we took two or three hours. But he influenced Pico della Mirandola very specifically. And Pico, hearing his preaching, turned his attention to the study of the Bible and to the exaltation of the teaching of the Bible, and he in turn had an influence on quite a number of others, not merely in Italy but in other lands. It was an influence which would have died out in a short time if it were not for the Reformation. But it contributed definitely to the preparation for the Reformation. 

Then I mentioned yesterday (but didn't give you heading, c):
c. Lefevre. I didn't take time to spell his full name in French or in Latin, but just gave you the one distinctive word, Lefevre. Lefevre was the leader of the French Christian Renaissance. He lived till twenty years after the Reformation was under way, was a very old man when he died. But under his influence a real revival of true Christianity began in a section of France and was having a tremendous influence until the power of the Church stepped in and destroyed it. I'm not going into detail on it here because I will assign to you later D'Aubigne's account of it, a very interesting account of a very great Christian man. He made a translation of the O.T. and he issued a commentary on it and in this he speaks of salvation by faith alone, and some think that that is where Luther got the phrase. However, his movement would have reached quite a number of people for Christ and then would have died out under the pressure of the hierarchy's power. It would never have established a Reformation. He had an influence perhaps on Luther who was familiar with his work, certainly he had a great influence on one of his disciples who later had a great influence on John Calvin, but that we look at later, I'm not going into detail on that now. Yes? [question] I'm sure LeFevre's work is available, but it's not widely available; there would be quotations from it here and there. If you wanted to find the full work you'd have to go to an extremely large library. Most people are familiar with it only in extracts today. Then d, another man I wish we had an hour for, but I can't pass by without at least mentioning. 

d. John Colet. He was an Englishman but he was a disciple of Pico della Mirandola. He may have heard Savonarola's preaching and been influenced directly by Savonarola. Whether he was or not, we do know that he studied with Pico della Mirandola in Florence and that John Colet became the Dean of St. Paul's in London. He wrote commentaries on the Pauline epistles; he was anxious to return to the real forces of Christianity. He founded a school in England, which was a grammar school. They call it a public school, but it actually is a private school. In England he was very highly thought of; his preaching was attended by many people who were looking for the real Gospel. The writers of that time so often say the followers of John Wyclif—those who still remained of Wyclif's followers a century and a half later—were very fond of John Colet, though they would say that Colet was no loss to them, which means he had no connection with them; but certainly his teaching was true Gospel teaching in every way. He was only molested once in his life, the time he gave a sermon attacking the aggressive attitude of the English government (which seemed sure to head toward war) and urging a more peaceful attitude toward the world; he was severely reprimanded by the leader of the English church, but the king who was very fond of him took him for a walk and talked with him, and urged him to be more careful in what he said, and that was the whole punishment that came to John Colet. Other people were killed for what he had done, but for some reason everybody thought very highly of him, and he never was interfered with. Of course he didn't live to a great age. He died about 1519, just as the Reformation was beginning. He had no great continuing influence directly, but indirectly he had an influence which was very important in a number of ways. So we'll refer back to his influence later. 

These are all men who lived before the start of the Reformation, and it shows how the Christian humanism was preparing the way for the Reformation. It was making people familiar with the ideas that were distinctive of the Reformation. But we can say this: if there had been no Martin Luther, these ideas which were represented would all have been crushed and would have disappeared, and left no continuing influence any more than the ideas of Lefevre did in France. His work in France was completely crushed, as you will read in D'Aubigne when I assign that to you. But I want to go on to 

e. John Reuchlin. He lived from 1455 to 1522. Now it may be helpful to you in understanding how the Reformation began. We're not to that yet, but I'll mention it simply for seeing the relation of these dates. 1517 when Luther posted his thesis. Later on I will ask everyone that date because it is one of the most important dates in Christian history. But just now I'd like you to note it down. 

Last time we noted there were a few people—monks largely, scattered here and there—who were real earnest Christians. There were also a large number of monks who were lazy, worldly-minded, luxury loving people who used the monastic life simply as an excuse for giving way to the lust of the flesh. They were by no means the majority, but there were far more of them probably, than of the true Christians, among the monks that would take orders from the Pope. However, there also were a very large number of monks who were very earnestly devoted to the superstitious aspects of the development of the church. That is, they were devoted to the particular superstitions which had developed through the Middle Ages, which they thought of as truly very religious, and were so devoted to them that they were ready to do anything in order to defend and advance them and to injure those who would oppose them. Now John Reuchlin came into conflict, through no fault of his own—or no intentional fault at least—he came into conflict with this particular type of monk. Now the fact that before the Reformation all sorts of beliefs were mixed up in all the countries is shown by the fact that the Dominican order, the order to which Savonarola belonged, had one of the greatest preachers of righteousness in Christian history as one of them, but it also had in its membership the inquisitors who came into conflict with John Reuchlin. 

This conflict came about through a converted Jew named John Pepperkorn. I don't know as you need to remember his name, but he was converted to Christianity and proceeded to go to an extreme in hatred of everything Jewish, and John Pepperkorn proposed in a series of pamphlets that all Jews should be compelled to hear sermons and to deliver up their Hebrew books and burn them, except the O. T. And he asked some of the men's, asked Reuchlin's, opinion about this. Is it right that all Hebrew books except the O. T. ought to be destroyed? And Reuchlin wrote a very carefully reasoned answer to it. He analyzed the Hebrew literature. He said that there are the books of the O. T. which are the Word of God. It certainly would be wrong to do anything which might risk even accidentally a copy of the O. T. in Hebrew. Then he said there is the Talmud. Well, he said the Talmud—the word means Teaching—probably one of the great problems in Judaism today is that their interest centers not in the Word of God but in the Talmud. It is like Roman Catholicism which declares the Bible is the Word of God, but puts its attention on the traditions of the Church rather than on the Bible. Judaism today declares that the O.T. is the Word of God, but puts its attention on the Talmud instead of on the O.T. But the Talmud is the teaching of Rabbis through a very long period, and it is a hodgepodge of all sorts of material. It is very easy to find that a few books published excerpts from the Talmud which will take some of the most beautiful, noblest sentiments you'd ever find. You can get, out of this tremendous mass of material—take 20 very large volumes to cover the whole of the Talmud—you can pick out enough to make a medium size book of grand material, as lovely as you'd find almost anywhere. But, if you want, instead of that you can pick out superstitious material and get a volume of ridiculous things. Or, if you want, you can get a volume of stuff of rather low ethics, and rather low attitude toward life, out of the Talmud. Some anti-Semites today are circulating extracts from the Talmud, designed to try to show that the Jews are all wicked and unworthy of our interest. The fact of the matter is that they are selected, as you can select from any uninspired literature, and there is very bad stuff in the Talmud and very beautiful stuff in the Talmud. There is helpful stuff and there is harmful stuff; there is all sorts of stuff in the Talmud and so Reuchlin said that the Talmud was such a combination of material and had so much good in it that nobody should propose its destruction who had not himself first carefully studied it all. He said he himself had not been able to study enough of it to give a really impartial judgment, but he knew there was a great deal in it that was excellent and he thought he would be wise to be very slow about destroying it. And then he took up other elements of Jewish literature, Hebrew literature, and he gave a general discussion of each, but the conclusion was that this was wrong to make laws that the Jews should attend sermons, and to take their books away from them, that sort of thing—that the proper thing to do was to take the evidences of Christianity and to go with kindness and friendliness to the Jews and present them to them and look to the Spirit of God to open their eyes, to see the truth, with that sort of approach, rather than the approach that John Pepperkorn was proposing. 

Well, this book of Reuchlin's which he wrote in answer to this question was attacked by the Dominican who said that this book was sufficient for a charge of heresy and the chief inquisitor of Germany condemned it, but the case was appealed to Rome and the trial lasted six years, and excited the interest of all Europe. In the end, the papal tribunal simply scotched the suit. In other words, they said there is not enough evidence against Reuchlin to condemn him, but they did not give him a real exoneration; the suit was ended, nothing was done to injure Reuchlin, and most people considered that he had been vindicated. 

However, in the course of the trials great numbers of monks and people—obscurantists of all sorts—had taken the side of the inquisitors and bitterly attacked Reuchlin, saying all sorts of bitter things against him, while all the humanists except one defended him, and many of them wrote letters of warm expressions of admiration and support to him; so in 1514, while the trial was still going on, Reuchlin published two volumes which he called Letters of Eminent Men, containing letters from the great humanists of Europe, all of them praising him and expressing thanks to him for his service to scholarship in general and to Christian scholarship in particular. Well this would not be near so important to our discussion and study if it were not for something to which it led which is important enough in the preparation for the Reformation for us to give it a separate small head, we will call it 

f. Letters of Obscure Men. But you notice that I said that a book was published by Reuchlin called Letters of Eminent Men, but section f is the Letters of Obscure Men. This as you can easily see was suggested by the other. There was one of the humanists who took the side of the superstitious monks attacking Reuchlin, I don't know as you need to know his name, Orfio deGracias (he was from Cologne), but there was a satire written called Letters of Obscure Men and it was supposed to be letters of various monks to Orfio deGracias, congratulating him on his stand, and asking him all kinds of questions. This book appeared anonymously; there was much discussion of who it was that wrote it; I think it's pretty well worked out, it was another of the humanists, but a man whom we're not going to spend time on particularly; he wrote with the help of still others. It was a forced satire, but quite subtle in some ways, and so cleverly written that it came to be read all over Europe, and many people were tremendously interested in it. 

These Letters were written in garbled Latin, such as you would expect a half-educated monk to write. One thing that made it easier for the Reformation to spread was that all Europe, at that time, though people had their different languages and their different countries, all the scholars spoke Latin, and wrote Latin, so any book that a scholar wrote in any one country was understandable in all the other countries. They had a general language—a great lack today. Many of the finest things written today are available to comparatively few people outside their own country on account of our many languages. But they were fortunate in still having Latin as the language of scholars. But these letters written in garbled Latin such as the average half-educated monk would use, expressed their admiration toward this man's attack on Reuchlin, and went on to tell some gossip about the drinking bouts and amours of the particular monks who were writing, and to show something of their life incidentally in such a way that showed what their attitude was, these supposed people who were writing the letter, and then asking questions. For instance, one of them said that one Friday morning he went to breakfast in Rome, in a restaurant, and ordered an egg, and he said when he opened the egg he saw it contained a chicken, and his companion said, "Quick! Swallow it, or the landlord will charge for chicken in the bill," so he obeyed, forgetting that the day was Friday on which no flesh could be eaten raw. So in his perplexity he said he consulted one theologian who told him to keep his mind at rest for an embryo chicken in an egg was like the maggots and worms in cheese, which men can swallow without damage to their soul even in Lent. But he said another man, equally learned, informed him that maggots in cheese and worms in fruit were to be classed as figs which everyone could eat lawfully on the Sabbath day, but that an embryo chicken was quite another thing; it was meat. So he asked Orfio deGracias, who knew everything, to decide this for him, and relieve his conscience. And they had all sorts of questions like that, and praise for him, for all his attacks on Reuchlin, and all this sort of stuff, and it was so cleverly written, that one of the monks in England thought the letters were genuine and ordered a large number of copies to send to all his friends. Other monks in England, thinking they were genuine questions, praised them. But the Humanists all over Europe read these letters and were laughing at the ignorance of these superstitious monks, so this Letters of Obscure Men was distributed very widely in Europe in 1515; as you see, before the start of the Reformation. 

This is not the sort of thing Martin Luther was interested in. It disgusted him. He did not think this was any way to advance the Gospel, to write that sort of material; but I mention it to show the general preparation that was occurring for people to be ready to listen to criticism of the Pope and of the monks. 
So we go on to small g, and I hate to give it a small letter like this, because it is so important, yet it certainly belongs under Humanism. It is another man—a man far more important than any of these we have mentioned thus far or all of them together. His name was Erasmus.

g. Erasmus. Erasmus was considered to be the greatest scholar of that century. In fact, many would think him to be the greatest scholar up until within the last two or three centuries. He is a scholar of letters, a scholar of literature, but his reputation in his time was such as few scholars in history have ever had. He was universally regarded as one of the great scholars of the world's history in his lifetime, and for a long time after. He is a man whom the monks at times strongly opposed, the superstitious monks, that type of monk, I mean, the superstitious ones sometimes were very bitterly opposed to Erasmus, but the Popes nearly always favored him because they realized his tremendous scholarship and his great ability. And he even was offered to be made a cardinal, which he turned down. Yes? [student question] Yes, as a scholar. Luther was a very great scholar, but scholarship was a secondary aspect of Luther's life, Luther was a practical man. He was a practical man, he was a preacher of the Gospel, he was a man who was tremendously interested in the spreading of the Gospel, Erasmus' primary interest was in studying Latin, in writing Latin, in making witticisms, in saying clever remarks, and in doing very, very careful scholarly work on ancient manuscripts. He was not a man like Luther, you will find modernists today who say, oh if only Luther had not come at all and it had been the kind of a Reformation that Erasmus wanted, how much better off we would be. 

I went to a college [Occidental] which had been a thorough Christian college just a few years before I went to it; modernism was rapidly coming into it when I was there. We had a woman professor when I was there who told us the first I ever heard of Erasmus. Oh, she said Luther was a revolutionary, she said; he just poisoned the people, and it wrecked the wonderful work Erasmus was doing, which would've been a real Reformation if Erasmus had done it. Well, she was completely wrong; there would have been no Reformation if it had been up to Erasmus to produce a Reformation. That is completely false, but it is the attitude which the average Modernist today has toward Erasmus, that he had the right sort of an approach to the church, while Luther was a wild revolutionary one, the obscurantist who held to old-fashioned doctrines which we'd have been better off without. 

That's to summarize a lot in a few words. We'll go into it much more at length as time goes on. At the moment we're not going to discuss Erasmus' life in any full way, but as we go on with our history, we will show contact with it, because he is not like the men whom we have mentioned, one who died just about the beginning of the Reformation, or very shortly after. He lived until 1536, that is, until 19 years after the beginning of the Reformation, and consequently there would be no point in going on to give the latter part of his life now. But he was a very vital force previous to the start of the Reformation, and that's what we're interested in now, in knowing a little bit about him; because when Luther began his work, everybody in Europe who knew anything knew about Erasmus; he was a man people had ideas about and whom the bulk of people praised highly, but whom some people detested greatly. Erasmus was a force to be reckoned with at the time of the Reformation. But at the moment we are interested in a general introduction to Erasmus, to know a little about him, and to know about his activity prior to the start of the Reformation. Now I was tempted to make him number 4, equal with humanism because he is as important as everything we have yet mentioned under Humanism, but I'm going to keep him under Humanism for the present, and I want to give you a little idea of his character now, of his personality, and in particular, of the things he did that are important, from the viewpoint of Church History, prior to the Reformation. 

Now Erasmus was born in 1466, so you see he was 50 years of age when the Reformation began. Erasmus. There is great uncertainty about his birth. Charles Reade has written a book, The Cloister and The Hearth, which Conan Doyle declares to be the greatest historical novel ever written. Most people don't agree with Conan Doyle in ranking it as high as that, but it is considered a very fine historical novel, and many people read it today. I don't know whether any of you have read it, I have not read it myself; my wife has, and it is tremendously interesting. But the story of the Cloister and the Hearth is Reades' idea of the life of the parents of Erasmus, in the previous century. He has a mix-up in which there was some misunderstanding and so on, he explains that way the story of his birth. Whatever the details were, the fact is that he was considered illegitimate. And some writers speak of him in a way which is only to be interpreted by understanding that they consider that his father was a priest, which of course made it, front the viewpoint of the medieval church far worse than an ordinary illegitimate. Now as to that, we don't know the details, but he was considered as a boy of illegitimate birth, but he was given a good education, and at the age of 20, somewhat against his will, he was persuaded to join an order of monks, but his mental ability was recognized and the bishops gave him the means to continue his study at Paris, and he managed to get freedom from the restrictions of the monastic order to such an extent that he traveled around to different parts of Europe, and he wrote and his writings came to be very widely read and very highly thought of, he was tremendously into the ancient classics. He wrote in Latin, probably better than anybody has ever written Latin since the time when it was a living language. He would write it better than most people then, but perhaps the great masses of Latin in the days when it was a living language would be superior. His Latin writing was so excellent that people were always coming to him to teach them good Latin, and he wrote little conversations to teach Latin, and in these conversations he had little stories, and the stories are very interesting, they tell us much of the life of the time, and more than that they tell us about Erasmus' ideas of what life ought to be. Erasmus spent a fair amount time in England. And one of the bishops—the archbishop of Canterbury in England—thought so highly of Erasmus that he gave him a position in the church there which did not require him to do anything but gave him a fairly substantial income which he had for the rest of his life. The worst feature of Erasmus is the way he tried to get money. He would write a beautiful work and then he would dedicate it to some noble, some rich man; he would write the most fulsome praise to this rich man, praising him to the skies and then hope to get a thousand dollars from him, and he was doing that all his life, but except for the letters to these rich men in which he praised them so, his writing is known for its moderation. He had a very clever way of putting things. So that in a very gentle, almost kindly way he could get ridicule across, and he was highly admired and nearly all the Popes of the day admired him, and they protected him when the monks were apt to try to bring charges against him. After his death, when the Reformation was in full sway, the Index, published by the Roman Catholic Church telling the books that its people must not read, devoted maybe 200 pages to just listing the passages in Erasmus' writings that the faithful were forbidden to read. But in his own time, the Popes defended him and many of the cardinals thought very, very highly of him. In England he became a close friend of John Colet. Mr. Myers? [student] We are not yet to Luther, I am talking about the situation before the beginning of the Reformation, before 1517. I stated a few minutes ago that he lived 19 years after the Reformation began; that there is a long extensive history of his relation with Luther and others afterward, which we will look at when we come to it. But at present I'm trying to give an idea of the situation prior to the Reformation, and there were many people who detested Erasmus, but nearly all the scholars including Luther in his early days thought very highly of Erasmus, though Luther thought less highly of some of his works than many others did. 

But in England he became a spokesman of John Colet, and John Colet urged Erasmus to devote his great gifts to getting available for us a good edition of the Greek N. T. He said there are so many different editions of it and it is hard to get any of them and they're not very dependable, he wanted Erasmus to get a good edition of the Greek N. T. And he wanted him to get some editions of the Church Fathers, and he wanted him to take some of these teachings of the Bible and discuss them in a way that people would see their meaning. He could write them that way while Colet didn't have the ability. In fact, very few people have the ability to do that. 

Erasmus seemed to have been changed to some extent by Colet. His interest was in classical studies, in general learning, in wit and all that sort of thing, but he was very fond of Colet and Colet seems to have developed in him a desire to give a part of his scholarly activities to the study of the Bible. Now there are some people today who think the Textus Receptus—that's the Greek text that is back of the King James Version—is the true Bible rather than what we can reconstruct by studying ancient Greek manuscripts. There aren't many who think that, but there are a few who are very vociferous. To my mind, if anybody thinks that, he must think that Erasmus was inspired, because the so-called Textus Receptus was largely the work of Erasmus. He issued a Greek N. T. from a careful study of a few manuscripts, all he could get a hold of. And he studied these manuscripts and he issued a text, comparing them, of the Greek N T., which lies back of our King James Version. Now it was later revised—now it's not identical with it, but it's almost entirely what he did. His Greek N. T. is the beginning of our modern standard N. T. This was the result of Colet's influence upon Erasmus, and the latter years of his life were very largely devoted to getting out editions of the early Church Fathers, of which he made good scholarly critical editions. One thing I should say about his Textus Receptus. There was the head of the church of Spain at the time, Cardinal Francisco de Cisneros who as early as 1503 had decided to get out a critical text of the Bible. The cardinal asked Erasmus who devoted 15 years to the task. He gathered manuscripts, he got people to compare them, they got out the N.T. and got out the series of great big volumes having the N.T. in it and not only the New Testament in Greek but the Latin translation beside, then the Vulgate beside that, and the Syriac N.T. and one or two other versions, all on the same page, great big pages, many volumes. They did the same thing for the O. T. While this was in progress and great interest had been stirred throughout Europe by the idea of getting out this critical text of the Bible—that is comparing the manuscripts—that was coming out in Spain, a publisher [Froben] in Switzerland, hearing that Erasmus was interested in getting out a Greek N. T. asked him to let him publish it for him, and so he announced that Erasmus was issuing a correct critical text of the Greek N. T. Well, in Spain, the New Testament was already ready, but the Cardinal wouldn't publish it till he had the whole Bible ready, till he had the O.T. too. Nobody knew when it might come out, and so Froben wanted to get his publication out in a hurry; so he was after Erasmus, hurry up, hurry up, get this ready, get this ready, and Erasmus kept going slowly, going slowly, he wanted to do it thoroughly, he did a good job of it, and he was working along, and finally the man says, hurry up, get ready, Well, Erasmus says I've got everything ready but the last six verses of Revelation. And he says every Greek manuscript I've been able to get my hands on has the last page torn and I can't find the last six verses anywhere. Of course we have them in the Lain but I haven't got any Greek manuscript that has them. Well, the publisher says we've got to get to press or the Spaniards will get ahead of us. Do something for us, and so Erasmus made a translation of his own from the Latin into the Greek. And so our Textus Receptus for the last six verses of the N.T. had Erasmus' Greek, something that is found in no Greek manuscript anywhere, but of course it's a translation from the Latin which was a translation from the original Greek which had been found in other manuscripts. Now the publishers for the RSV and books like that, like to make a great to-do, that casts despite on the KJV, and say, Why the last six verses of it are based on Greek that doesn't occur in any manuscript anywhere, just what Erasmus quickly wrote out to satisfy the publisher, Well, that may be true of the last six verses but the rest of it Erasmus compared very, very carefully. While we can get a better tras1ation of it, yet it was a good scholarly job that Erasmus did, but those last six verses he did put in that way, because the publisher was pushing him hard to get the thing finished and get it out. But the Greek Testament was one of Erasmus' great contributions, and perhaps even more the new Latin translation that he gave alongside the other. And this was used by Martin Luther and greatly influenced Martin Luther. And Erasmus had discussions of the verse, and the discussions of the verses which he gave had many very fine thoughts in them because he took the text; and instead of taking the general doctrine of the church and looking for proof texts to support it, he took the text and tried to bring out what it meant. And he did a good job of it in many places, and Luther derived tremendous benefit from this Greek text that Erasmus got out. And it helped to prepare the way throughout Europe for the coming of the Reformation. But Erasmus did content himself—he was preparing for the coming of the Reformation with the scholar's work of this type, in getting out the N. T. with good comments on it, getting out editions of the Fathers, and so on; he also wrote various books which—of a more popular nature, which had a very wide interest and one of them which appeared in 1511 is a book which received more attention than anything else that Erasmus ever wrote. A book which is, well, 12 or 15 years ago, a friend of mine joined the classics Book Club, a book club which would send you copies of great classics, and the first book they sent was a translation of Erasmus' The Praise of Folly. It is in this day considered as one of the great classic writings. Preserved Smith says of it, that in The Praise of Folly, Erasmus mildly rebukes the foibles of men, there never was kindlier satire. Folly is made quite amiable, the source of not only of some things that are amiss, but also of much harmless enjoyment. The book pictures folly as a deity whom everybody praises and goes on to talk as if he approved of it, and yet all the time making fun of it. But the interesting thing about this book, which he issued in 1511, is that he does not hesitate to make fun of Pope, cardinal, bishop, monk, and to represent a great part of their doings as that which is very pleasing to Folly. For instance, he says, if the cardinals claim to be successors of the prophets, they should consider that the same things are required of them as their predecessors. So if the Pope's being the Vicar of Christ endeavors to emulate His life, His labors, His teachings, His cross, His contempt of the world, if they thought of their name of Pope, that is, father, and their title, most holy, then what more afflicted beings would there be on the earth? Who in that case would purchase the post with all his fortune—the suggestion that the Popes had bribed people to elect them. Who, in that case, would purchase the post with all its fortune, and when purchased, keep it with the sword, with poison, and with violence? What a slam at the Pope! When purchased, keep it with the sword, with poison, and with violence. If wisdom stepped in, what abasement would be there. Wisdom, did I say, nay one grain of that salt of which Christ speaks, their wealth, their honor, their riches, their pleasures would all be gone, and in their place would be study, sermons, prayers, tears, vigils, fastings, and a thousand miserable labors of the same kind. The princes of the church would be reduced to scrip and staff. Thanks to my, that is, Folly's, influence there is scarcely any kind of people who live more at their ease than these successors of the apostles, thinking that Christ is quite satisfied if, in the mysterious theatrics of convents, with their ceremonies and titles of the attitude of reverence and holiness, with their blessings and their curses, they play the part of bishops. Miracles are out of date, teaching is laborious, explaining the Scriptures is the employment of a school, printing is idle, weeping is wretched and womanly, poverty is sordid, to be conquered in battle is unworthy of one who scarcely can let the highest king to kiss his blessed feet. And so on. So as you see, he went on criticizing in this way as if he was Folly praising them, criticizing a great many of the Popes, the archbishops, the cardinals, and the monks, and so on. And he did it in such a clever way, that the book was read all over Europe and is even read today, and highly spoken of by people like Preserved Smith here, in his discussion of the Reformation. Preserved Smith is one of those who thinks that if only Erasmus had succeeded instead of Luther, how much better off the world would be today. But Luther didn't like this book, In Praise of Folly. Luther thought that the abuses that Erasmus criticized were indeed worthy of criticism, but he didn't think the way to go at it was to think of them as something that was funny, something that he could ridicule, but rather something to be sorrowful for, the way in which the external church of Christ had fallen. He wanted to have a much more serious feeling about these things than Erasmus presented. But Erasmus in this book and in various other books did so much to spread contempt of the established church, that when the Reformation came there were many people who said that Erasmus laid the egg and Luther hatched it. That was a common statement of the time. Erasmus laid the egg and Luther hatched it. Now of course it is not true: Erasmus did not have the great love of the Gospel that Luther had; he was an entirely different sort of man. But Erasmus did a great deal to prepare the way for the coming of Luther; and with his scholarly labors Erasmus prepared materials like this Greek N. T. which was greatly used by Luther; and Erasmus led scholars all over Europe to take a sympathetic attitude toward a direct approach to the Scripture to see what it said, instead of simply looking for proof texts for the church's doctrine, by his books that were doing that sort of thing. Thus Luther got a hearing from many people who were prepared for it by Erasmus that he would not have gotten otherwise. 

Now in your assignment this week from Farrow, the assignment ends with Alexander VI whom Farrow doesn't think very highly of, and indeed it would be pretty hard for anybody to think highly of; he was an extremely wicked man, though a very clever one, and the name of the Borgias, Alexander Borgia, has passed into popular lore as a synonym for poisoning and treachery, as Alexander Borgia the Pope and his son Caesar Borgia whom he made a cardinal, are said to have done that sort of thing a great deal. We do know this, that Caesar Borgia, one son, killed the other son by stabbing him right in front of the Vatican. And the father Alexander Borgia had a brief time of repentance and remorse which Farrow himself describes, after his sorrow at that thing that happened, but nothing was done to Caesar Borgia for having done this. But after him, there was another Pope who reigned only a month, and then Julius II came, whom Farrow seems to think is just about the way a Pope ought to be, he praises him to the skies for his tremendous energy, and he did indeed have tremendous energy. He was over 80 when he became Pope and yet he led an army personally, and attacked Italian cities to add them to the papal domain and sold all the inhabitants into slavery after they seized the city. He was an energetic soldier but many people didn't think that that was the sort of thing which should be typical of a head of the church of Christ. Well, after the death of this Pope Julius II a dialogue was published called Julius Excluded. It is a dialogue which was done on the stage in Paris in 1514, and this dialogue called Julius Excluded was anonymous, but the style is so clever and the Latin of it is so excellent that everybody figured that Erasmus must have written it. And this book, Life and Letters of Erasmus which I have here by the English scholar Stroup, quotes it here. You won't often find it quoted in Erasmus' writings because he never admitted it—he would have been very famous if he had admitted writing it. It pictures Julius II coming to the gates of heaven and demanding to be admitted, and threatening what he was going to do to St. Peter if he doesn't admit him. But St. Peter is telling him that they want a different kind of people in heaven than he is, and that nobody of his stripe would ever be permitted to enter. It is a brilliant piece. But as I say, Erasmus never admitted writing it. It is a part of the preparation for the Reformation. But it took an entirely different type of man from Erasmus to bring anything that could really be called Reformation. Well we continue there tomorrow.

There were two more things I wanted to say about Erasmus. Just as we finished I mentioned about his play, Julius Excluded from Heaven [See appended excerpts  ̶  dcb], a play which was put on the stage at Paris, in 1514. But was 1514 before or after the beginning of the Reformation? It was 3 years before, wasn't it, and of course there's this about it, that putting this on the stage 3 years before the Reformation, people weren't so suspicious of it, they didn't think of connecting it with the Reformation. It might have been a very dangerous thing to do after the Reformation. But before the Reformation began, even then it was dangerous enough that Erasmus didn't put his name on it, and he never admitted that he'd written it. But most people are quite convinced that he did. But this was put on the stage there. The scene is the gate of heaven, the characters are Julius II, a familiar spirit, and St. Peter, and Julius says, "What the devil is this, gate not open, something's wrong with the lock." The spirit says to him, "You've brought the wrong key, perhaps, the key of your money box will not open the door here. This is the key of power, not of knowledge." Julius said, "I never had any but this and I don't see any use of another. Hey there Porter: are you asleep or drunk?" and he goes on telling them he's got the key and finally Peter says "I see a key but not the key which Christ gave to me a long time ago, the crown, I don't recognize such a crown, no heathen king ever wore such a thing, certainly none that expected to be let in here." [Then Peter looks at the key.] "And see there are marks on all three of that loafing imposter Simon Magus that I turned out of office." [dcb Note: "three" refers to the triple crown, symbol of the papacy. 
Excerpt from play -- Julius: But if you're not stone-blind, you're bound to recognize this key, even if you aren't familiar with the golden oak tree. You can certainly see my triple crown, as well as my cloak all gleaming with gold and gems. Peter: "But that glorious crown of yours, how could I possibly recognize it? No tyrant ruling over barbarian peoples ever ventured to wear one like it, much less anyone who came here asking for admission. Your cloak doesn't impress me either; for I always used to consider gold and jewels as trash to be despised. But what does this amount to, really? In all this stuff—the key, the crown, the cloak—I recognize marks of that rascally cheat and impostor who shared a name with me, but not a faith, that scoundrel Simon whom I once flung down with the aid of Christ."]
So it goes on for about 20 pages, criticizing Julius' life, and comparing him, criticizing him very strongly for what he did in his life, and finally toward the end, Julius says "And you won't open the gates?" Peter says, "Sooner to anyone than to such as you. We're not of your communion in this place, You have an army of sturdy rogues behind you, you have money and you're a famous architect, go build a paradise of your own and fortify it. Let the devils break in on you." Julius says, "I'll do better than that. I'll wait a few months till I have a larger force. Then if you don't give in, I'll take your place by storm. They're making fine havoc just now. I shall soon have 60,000 ghosts behind me." Peter says, "O wretched man, O miserable church. You, spirit, I must speak with you. I can say no more to this monster. Are the bishops generally like this one?" The spirit says "A good part of them, but he is the top far and away." Peter says, "Was it you who tempted him to commit all these crimes?" Spirit, "Not I, he went too fast. I'd have to have wings to keep abreast of him." Peter says, "I'm not surprised that so few apply here for admission when the church has such rulers. Yet there must be good in the world too when such a sink of iniquity can be honored merely because he bears the name of Pope." And the spirit says, "That is the real truth, but my master beckons to me and lifts his stick. Adieu." And so, I just read the beginning and the end but there is twenty pages of that sort of thing, and you can see how much respect Erasmus had for Pope Julius II whom Farrow describes as if he really was one of the very best of all. 

But as you read Farrow's description the things he praises him for are the tremendous energy of which there is no question, his tremendous energy and his great ambition for the church, leading his army and conquering these cities around, commissioning Michelangelo to make wonderful paintings in the Vatican, and doing a great deal from a worldly viewpoint. But as far as a spiritual leader is concerned, I don't know if we are in a position to say Julius II is quite as bad as the general picture Erasmus has given us. He certainly wasn't nearly as bad as his predecessor, Alexander VI, but most people were quite convinced that neither of them was the sort of man who should be a leader of the church of Christ. 

Then there is one other thing I thought I would mention from the many things that might be told of this early period of Erasmus' life, and this is an experience which he seems to have in England. Now it's a little hard to be sure about some of these details of Erasmus' life, because Erasmus was always—there were two things always true about him. One was that he was afraid of the inquisitors; he didn't want to get into trouble. He would do anything to avoid trouble. He was not the stuff that martyrs are made of. And the second thing is that he was always looking for patrons who would give him some money, and so he didn't want to say anything that might displease someone who would do something good for him later. And so a good bit of what he wrote is written in somewhat evasive style. 

His comedies consist of conversations which he wrote in Latin for training people in good Latin, but incidentally he wrote stories into them. And many of them fit so exactly with experiences in his life that scholars go through—still large number of them—and try to decide whom they are about. Now there is one of these that he wrote which describes a man whom he calls Gracias Pollen, and of course that is simply a name he has given this fellow, but scholars are pretty well agreed he means John Colet, who had such an influence on him in England. And so in telling the story of it they usually refer to the man whom he calls Gracias Pollen, and of course that is simply a name he has given this fellow, but scholars are pretty well agreed he means John Colet, who had such an influence on him in England. He tells of a visit which he and Colet made to Canterbury in England, Now Canterbury is the ecclesiastical capital of England today. The head of the Church of England is called the Archbishop of Canterbury. He is the primate of all England. The primate of England today is the Archbishop of York, but the primate of all England is the Archbishop of Canterbury, and Canterbury has been the ecclesiastical capital of England ever since the first missionaries from Rome went to England back about 600 A.D. At Canterbury we discussed last semester the story of Thomas a Becket. I'll just quickly remind you of it and just give the main points of it for the new students. Thomas a Becket at about 1100 A.D. was the leading supporter—he was a knight—the leading supporter of the English king Henry II, and Thomas a Becket was so loyal to the king and would do anything to please the king, to help the king, the king had so much confidence in him that when the Archbishop of Canterbury head of the Church of England died, he asked Thomas a Becket to become Archbishop of Canterbury. Well of course he was not trained as a priest, as a minister, not trained in theology. It was queer for him to take a man like that and make him head of the Church of England, but the king had pretty much power to do as he wanted, the Pope would usually go along with anything he suggested, and—there were plenty others with no more qualification than he had—and Thomas wasn't particularly anxious to do it. The king urged him to, and Thomas took the position. But Thomas was a different sort of man than the king thought. The king thought of him as one devoted to himself; Thomas was a man of great loyalty, but the loyalty wasn't necessarily directed to an individual like the king, he was the king's leading supporter in the government, he was absolutely loyal to the king, did anything the king wanted; but when he was asked to become Archbishop of Canterbury he very soon decided that now his loyalty was to the church, rather than to the king. And so he set to work to do the very best he could to administer the Church of England in the interests of the Church rather than to twist things to favor the king the way the king wanted them. And soon they came into sharp conflict, the king wanted him to collect certain taxes which the Archbishop absolutely refused to pay, and they came into a very sharp conflict and the king declared once in a fit of petulancy, "Oh, If I had real supporters here, people really loyal to me, somebody would get rid of this vile Archbishop of Canterbury." And it's not at all certain that the king actually meant to murder Thomas a Becket, but it certainly sounded like it when he said it. And four of his loyal men immediately went to Canterbury and broke in on the Archbishop and killed him. And that made a terrible scandal in England, when the Archbishop of Canterbury in the few years he had been Archbishop made people think of him as one devoted to the church, as one very earnest in his work, very faithful to it, when he was killed this way, there was great feeling against the king. And the result of it was that the king had to do terrible penance for it, he went through the streets of London having people whip him, he went through—he humbled himself to the very utmost to show his remorse for this, which people blamed him for, though probably it was not his intentional act but it certainly was the result of his angry words that he hadn't thought through when he said, "let the man be killed." And Thomas a Becket was made a saint, Saint Thomas, and Canterbury was made a shrine to Saint Thomas a Becket. 

In Chaucer's Canterbury Tales, perhaps the greatest English classic prior to Shakespeare, it is a story of pilgrims on their way to Canterbury, Well, Erasmus made a visit to Canterbury. I don't think you'd call it a pilgrimage, but a visit to Canterbury with John Colet. At least, that is what we gather from his description of the visit in which he describes this man as Gracian Pullen, an Englishman of note and authority who, though probably not a follower of Wyclif, had read his books. And so the account goes on and describes the church, tells what a majestic great church it is, and tells of the pilgrims coming to it and of the names of the assassins and so on, and after describing that, Erasmus goes on and says, on the altar is the point of the sword with which the Archbishop's soul was freed. We religiously kiss the sacred relic on account of our love for the martyr. Entering the crypt the skull itself is displayed, encased with silver, though with a part at the top left bare to be kissed. There are also hung up in the dark, a hair shirt, and bands with which that fellow used to subdue the flesh. The very appearance of them made us shudder, such a reproach were they to our luxurious lives. Thence we returned with the choir, on the north of which were repositories for relics. When these were unlocked, from them were produced an amazing quantity of bones, skulls, jawbones, teeth, hands, fingers and arms, all of which we adoringly kissed, until my companion, a man less well disposed to this department of religion than I could have wished, not over-politely, refused to kiss an arm which still had bleeding flesh still attached to it. Then the pilgrims were shown the immense store of costly vestments and precious metals bestowed on the shrine by pious persons. At this point Colet burst out again, "Is it true, Good Father," said he, "that Saint Thomas was very good to the poor?" "Most surely," cried the other, and began to relate many instances of his bounty. Then continues Colet, "since the saint was so liberal to the destitute when he was himself poor and in need of money, do you not think that now, being so rich and having no use for money, that he would take it patiently if some poor woman, for instance, with starving children or a sick husband, and destitute of all support would come and then take some small part of the great riches that we see for the relief of her family?" I for my part am quite convinced that the saint would even rejoice at being the means in his death as in life of assisting by his riches the destitute and the poor. At this the attendant began to knit his brows and glared at us, and I have no doubt would have turned the company immediately out, had he not learned that we had an introduction from the Archbishop. I pacified him as best I could, telling him that my companion never meant a word he said, he was only joking, and at the same time I put a few shillings in the box. And then he goes on to describe the visit, and what he is actually doing, you see, is ridiculing the pilgrimage and the worship of the relics and the great wealth that the church had that is simply put on for display instead of using it for practical purposes. 

Preserved Smith says of it in his Life of Erasmus he says, though Erasmus represents himself as deeply mortified with his friend's manners, he tells the story in a way that shows he appreciates the humor of it keenly. There never was a drier wit than his. No writer has ever had such a gift of ridiculing a usage, while pretending to hold up his hands in holy horror at the profanity of those who give the lie. I have no doubt but that if one were to bring it out clearly in translation, that Erasmus saw the absurdity of kissing the sword which cloved the Archbishop's skull, just as Luther later made fun of the exhibition of cord with which Judas hanged himself, as a relic in Rome.

Some say that during the exhibition of the relics, while Colet fumed, Erasmus tittered. The two attitudes were becoming general in Europe and were ominous of the Protestant Revolt. That is all we will say about Erasmus at the moment. We notice his attitude against the superstition, against the traditions that had been grown up in the church; but lightly, wittily ridiculing them, rather than making any real attack upon them and always being very careful to retreat immediately, if there was any danger to himself from what he said. And saying most of what he said in a tone that was sort of veiled, so he could say he meant it differently, or he could say he was only criticizing the abuse, not the institution as of course he doubtless did do that, constantly. 

Now that's the end of our section on the Cultural Situation before the Reformation. That was E. Well then just a brief F, which would naturally stand for Forerunners. 

F. Forerunners of the Reformation. I'm not going to say much about the Forerunners of the Reformation now. We looked at some of them rather fully last spring, but I just want to mention now that there were such. Under forerunners of the Reformation, number 1: 

1. John Wyclif. He was a century and a quarter before the period we're now looking at. Nearly a century and a half before the actual beginning of the Reformation. And he took all the positions that Luther took. He went completely against all the superstitions that had developed in the medieval church; and John Wyclif had a great following in England for a brief time but then the powers settled in against him. After his death the Council of Constance condemned him, his body was dug up and burned, and his ashes scattered on the river and many of his followers wee burned at the stake, and while there were still many followers which were called the Lollards, they had to be secret followers, because it was strictly death, during the centuries before the beginning of the Reformation. The second great forerunner of the Reformation, number 2:
2. John Huss. And John Huss, a Bohemian, as we noticed last spring, was a very great preacher who had access to Wyclif's writings and translated many of them almost verbatim into the Czech language. He was a good scholar but not so much a scholar or a thinker as a speaker and a wonderful speaker; the Czech nation followed him to such an extent that it took about a century and a half before they could be completely mastered by the forces of the rest of Europe, and forced, most of them, to turn away from John Huss' teachings. But he was a real forerunner of the Reformation, stopped by the power brought against him, and he himself was burned at the stake. 

Now I'm going to mention third in this list: 

3. Girolamo Savonarola. Savonarola is not a forerunner of the Reformation in comparison with the other two. He did not come out against any of the superstitions of the church; he did not lead a movement that could be called specifically a Protestant movement; but he did preach great sermons against the wickedness of the world and of the church; and he led a tremendous movement in Florence, Italy, so that this pleasure-loving city for a time became quite puritanical, and the whole city followed him for a brief time until the Pope had him burned at the stake in 1498. He put his emphasis on Christ; he didn't put his emphasis on the work of the clergy at all, as many of the scholars of the time did. Savonarola was a Dominican; and, as we have noticed, He was a Dominican preacher; he was the head of the great Dominican convent in Florence. That convent in Florence where Savonarola was head had earlier had a monk who was a great painter, and who painted very beautiful pictures on the wall. Today it is a museum, and those paintings on the wall, by Fra Angelico, this very fine painter from some little time before Savonarola, are visited now by thousands of people. Mostly Romanists who go to Italy visit the convent—the museum it is now—in order to see the paintings of Fra Angelico, which are well worth seeing; but there is no notice there at the door, or anything about the fact that Savonarola was there. But if you go upstairs, you find the room which is indicated as his room, and according to the guidebook which I had—which came out about 20 years ago—in that room there was a notice put up by a Florentine who became Pope, who was Pope about 1520, saying that anyone who would come to this room and visit it and say a prayer in it—it is Savonarola's who had been killed by the wickedness of this Pope's predecessor—that such a man would receive an indulgence of a few years off his time in purgatory. Well, I looked all around for the sign which my guide book said was in the room and I couldn't find it anywhere, so the only thing I can think is that during the confusion of the 2nd World War, somebody removed the sign; it's not there now. But the guide book said the sign was in the room, evidently put up there by a later Pope, a man from Florence himself, and remained there for 300 years, until it was removed during the World War. 

Savonarola was not a thinker like Wyclif and Huss but he was a very sincere earnest man; he was a man who loved the O.T. prophets and who predicted that a great reform would come soon, and the wickedness of the Pope and of the leaders would be swept aside. I do not believe that in his writings there was anything which could be specifically seized upon as evidence of attack on the superstitious beliefs which have since that time become a part of the teachings of the church of Rome, because this sign was put there by the Pope and the Roman Catholic books do not condemn him as a heretic as they do Wyclif. Farrow tries to criticize him as a person, but you notice he doesn't call him a heretic. Well, this is just a brief tour of forerunners. Just a very few words in summary now. 

Summary of the situation for the world into which the Reformation came. It was a world which was ripe for change; it was a world in which many parts of the church had fallen into superstition and into corruption, and there was widespread criticism of these. There was great objection to the amounts of money that the people were being robbed of in order to send it to the Pope. There was all kinds of dissatisfaction. None of this would have brought on the Reformation. The writings of Erasmus and of the lesser men who criticized the corruptions of the church, they were affecting the studious people, and leading them to ridicule and sneer at it, but they never would have produced the Reformation. Except for the lack of anybody of the genius of Erasmus, we had a situation almost identical to that in Mexico 20 years ago: most of the thinking people turned against the Roman Church, and were disgusted at its superstitions and at the grasping efforts of the hierarchy to retain absolute control of the Mexican government; they threw them out completely. But we had no reformation there; none has come and the more recent presidents of Mexico, while very definitely keeping themselves out of absolute control of the church, have declared themselves to be Catholics, giving lip service to the Roman Catholic church. You have a similar situation in France. 100 years ago in France, most of the writers were ridiculing the superstitions of the Roman Catholic Church. The general attitude of the thinking people in France is what they call anti-clerical. 

I heard the statement made 20 years ago that if a politician is to get ahead in France, he has to be known as one who is against the Roman Catholic Church, he has to be considered as anti-clerical. On the other hand they say, if he is going to be an ambassador, then he has to be known as one who supports the Roman Catholic Church, because France claims to be its great defender throughout the world. But in local politics there is a general attitude of sneering at the Church; but there is no reformation, it is perhaps one of the hardest countries in the world to do Christian work. We had a speaker here last year, or year before, who had been a missionary, I think he was a missionary with [Baptist] Mid-Missions If I recall correctly, and he was a representative from there in Czechoslovakia for two years, and had great accomplishment in Czechoslovakia. Then the Communists expelled the Christian workers from Czechoslovakia. He then went to France. He had been in France for about 8 years when he came back here and spoke to us in chapel. He spent practically all his time telling of the work in Czechoslovakia, telling of the wonderful outpourings of grace, and the great number of people turning to the Lord in Czechoslovakia. After he was through, I asked him about the work in France. He said, it's uphill work, you have occasional conversions but very few. You have no reformation in France, you have no reformation in Mexico; but the conditions which were in the world before the Reformation of the 16th century have been there in France, and have been there in Mexico; these conditions do not make a Reformation. It takes something else. And the particular something else that God used to bring a great Reformation was a man. God sent a most remarkable man, a man whose influence, and whose accomplishment, as judged by the effect he had on the world, is perhaps as great as any man who has ever lived, aside from the Lord and the apostles. 

Very few people today have any realization of just how tremendous has been the result of his work, the result not only on his followers, but the result on the whole western world, of the life of this very remarkable man. And so in our Church History up to this point we have mostly called our numbers by centuries, I think we did divide one century But we're going to give Roman numeral II to this great man whom God used to win the Reformation and without whom humanly speaking there would have been no Reformation. 

II. Martin Luther. 
People who talk about wishing that we had had the kind of Reformation Erasmus wanted, instead of the kind Martin Luther wanted, are just talking nonsense. Erasmus lightly criticized, issued some good material; his publishing the Greek N.T. was a valuable thing. His pointing out the errors of the superstition was helpful to many, but he never would have produced anything that could be called a Reformation. Martin Luther was a unique man, one of the unique men of the world's history. A man who was prepared for—if it can be said of anyone outside the Bible—that God prepared him from before his birth, to be the one to accomplish a tremendous work, it can be said of Martin Luther. Some people speak of the Church of England, as if Henry VIII was the founder of the Church of England. Henry VIII opposed the Reformation for a time, then found it useful for his own political purposes, to help it for a time. Henry VIII is in no sense the founder of the English Reformation. The founder of the English Reformation, as of the German Reformation is Martin Luther.

A. Early Life. So we look at the life of Martin Luther. 

1. His Parents I should start perhaps with his great-grandfather and his grandfather, but there is practically nothing to say about them, They were simple peasants, living in a little village in Germany, living the hard life of peasants in those days, toiling to get a life from the soil, working 18 hours a day in the summer—hard work, very little to eat, the life which was true of 80% of the people of Europe at that time. Like the ancestors of John Calvin, they were simple peasants, seeming to have no share of the good things of life. But Martin Luther's father, like John Calvin's father, was a man who, coming from a peasant family, went into the town and by hard, self-denying work, raised himself above the standard of life of the peasants among whom he was raised, and who got forward in life and longed that his son should become a great man in the secular world. That was the attitude of John Calvin's father and of Martin Luther's father. Martin Luther's father, when Martin was born, was very, very poor but he was beginning to go ahead a little. By the end of his life he was one of the leading men in that small town. He had worked very hard in mining enterprises and had showed considerable shrewdness in his activities and had got himself ahead quite definitely in a material way; it was his desire that his son become a great man in the material world; he had no interest in his son's becoming a great man spiritually, and his son was for a time a terrible disappointment to him. But Martin Luther's father gave the boy a start which an ordinary peasant could not have given him, though he was not yet at the place where he could really help him much. 

2. Secular Education. He sent him to a grammar school run by some monks; he was anxious his son get an education. Then he sent him to a cousin of his in the town of Eisenach, near the place from which the father had come, and there in this town, the town we will mention later and I'll spell the name for you later rather than now—in that town Martin had to make his way as the poor boys of the time did, by going about the streets singing and looking for alms; that was considered quite normal for students in those days. Living was very hard for them; there were no chances of working, they would beg. And Martin, with other children, would sing on the streets and people would give them a little money. And there was a family in the town, a fairly well-to-do family, which was attracted by the boy, and took him in into their home, and he lived with this family, the Koppes family in Eisenach for a time, and was going to school. When he finished the lower school, his father had gotten enough ahead in life to be able to send him to the university. And so he sent him to the University of Erfurt. Now you'd better get the name of Erfurt. We'll come back to Eisenach later. But Erfurt—the town of Erfurt was a moderate size town, but it had many monasteries, and many churches and it had a great university. And at that university, when he was 17, Martin Luther began his studies for the Bachelor of Arts. He took the Bachelor of Arts and the Master of Arts there; he was a good student and he was very popular with his fellow students. He liked music, they used to get together for evenings, to sing together. He was a popular young fellow in the college. As the speaks of it later, he looked upon himself as a careless worldly sort of a fellow; but we can be quite certain that he never got into any activity which would be considered as morally wicked or as reprehensible because if he did, his Roman Catholic enemies of 20 years later would have dug it up and exposed it, because they went into everything in his life with a fine-tooth comb, trying to find things to criticize him for. And when he got his Master of Arts degree after 5 years at the university, his father told him that now he should go into law; he had ambitions that his son should become a great lawyer and be one of the great men of Germany. Martin Luther started his law course and after two months in law, one evening he invited his friends to his home, or to the place where he stayed, and they had an evening of music and singing, gaiety and pleasant time together, young fellows and young girls being with him; that evening he took his law books and his musical instruments and the various things he prized and he gave them to his friends. And they were amazed, they said, "What does this mean?" He said, "Because this is the end of my university life. As far as the world is concerned I am dying tonight. Tomorrow I am entering the monastery." Well there has been much discussion as to why he took this sudden step, which made a complete change in his life. One thing that may have had something to do with it was a great thunderstorm shortly before, which he had been in, in which he had been terrified. There is one story that said that a companion of his was struck dead by the lightning right near him, but there is no proof that that is true. One of the Roman Catholic books says he stabbed his friend to death during a thunderstorm and was filled with remorse, but there is absolutely no evidence for anything like that. It would seem that Martin had been tremendously impressed as a boy in the family prayers and in the local church with the pictures of God as a great judge, judging the wickedness of man, and Jesus Christ was always represented as the great judge who was going to judge the world eventually and to mete out punishment to all the sins of humanity. And Martin had probably during those three years more and more become impressed with his own shortcomings, his own sin, his own falling short of the standard that God required, even though, as people of this world are concerned, he probably was much better than most; and there is no evidence of any glaring sin, of any kind, which the world could consider as a matter for reproach. But he had become so impressed with these things, that he had reached the point where he felt that becoming a great lawyer and having good things in this world, a great reputation, or great standing in this world, was absolutely worthless; if all it means is that you meet Jesus the righteous judge and he condemns you to hell forever; he must find some way of getting rid of the burden of sin. 

3. Monastery Experiences. And the normal way in those days, people understood, was to go into a monastery where other people were trying to do the same thing. There was a Dominican monastery, a Franciscan monastery, and an Augustinian monastery in the town. We don't know why he chose the Augustinian, but it had an excellent reputation in Germany, it was probably as good or better an order in Germany at that time than any other. Or it may be that he happened to know somebody there; we don't know why, but he went to the monastery and was received there as a novice. And so Martin, who had been a wealthy guest in the homes of people in the town of Erfurt the week before, now would go to the back door dressed in a monk's costume with a bag of rough cloth in his hand to beg for food for the monks. And as he went on examination for the first year, went on trial, he must do all the menial work of the monastery, and was kicked around by the others much like a freshman in a college. This fellow who was educated above most of those in a monastery, and who had been on the way to become a great man in Germany; but he smilingly took everything because he wanted to find rest for his soul; but he couldn't find it. And his life in the monastery was a period of using the best of the means that were then considered to be means of finding peace of soul, and finding them absolutely useless. They said that by prayer and humiliation you would find it. He lay all night m the cold floor in his cell in the monastery, praying, but he absolutely found no peace. They said to go through the rosary and say a prayer on each bead; he'd go through it hundreds of times. They said to demean yourself, to go without eating; he would fast until he was ready to faint, but he found no peace in his soul. And finally a monk there, an old monk said to him, he said, "Martin, you're having an awful time here." "Yes," Martin said, "I just can't find any peace for my sins." Well the monk said, "Do you believe the Apostles' Creed?" "Of course, I do." "Well," he says, "the Apostles' Creed says, 'I believe in the forgiveness of sins.' You believe that?" "Well," he says, "if it's in the Apostles' Creed, of course I believe it." "Well, then why don't you receive it? Well, there, after all, is salvation by faith, simply receiving forgiveness of sins, it wasn't expressed the way Martin expressed it later, but the root of the matter was in it, and Martin found peace in his heart for a while. But then it left him again. Again he was disturbed, and then the head of the order for Germany came. A man named Johann von Staupitz. And in later years, Martin Luther called Staupitz his father in the faith. Staupitz did not have a clear understanding of the truth of salvation by faith, but I believe he had an apprehension of it. With the one hand he clung to much of the superstition of the day; with the other, he had something of a realization of the relation of simple faith in Christ. And he, as a great judge of people, was able to see Martin's struggle, and to see what he needed was to depart from his own efforts and struggles, and to rest back on Christ. He said things to Martin which were of tremendous help to him. And eventually it was Luther's study of the Bible and his finding statements, particularly in the book of Romans, which brought out in more clear language the ideas which had been more vaguely suggested by the monks and by Staupitz, which brought Martin to the point where he felt that he was free from his sins—that he was forgiven—not through anything he had ever done or could ever do, but solely through the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, who had given Himself for him that he might be saved. And so he came, not to be the first to realize this truth, because there were a large number who were putting their trust in Christ alone for salvation; but perhaps the first in that period to have such a clear understanding of it, that he could express it in such simple fashion, that others could readily catch exactly what he meant by it. And so Martin Luther got a real understanding of this great truth, salvation by faith alone, but he didn't think it was anything revolutionary. He understood it as what the Bible teaches, and the church believes in the Bible; he understood it as what the church really holds to, he had gotten his first understanding of it from this old monk, and from Staupitz. He understood it as the central truth that should be proclaimed and he was interested in proclaiming it. It was a good many years later before he came into sharp conflict with any of the leaders of the church. We will have to wait until next Monday to go into details of that. I will have to stop now, of course, for today. 

In our discussion of the Post-Reformation Church History, we have taken up II, Martin Luther. Under that, A, Early Life. And Under Early Life, I gave you the first head: 1. Parents, but I went on to 2. Secular Education And number 3. Monastery Experiences. We noticed in Martin Luther's Monastery Experiences an evidence of the fact that we've already discussed in connection with the Religious Situation, prior to the beginning of the Reformation, that there were at this time, in all countries of Europe, people who knew the true Gospel. How fully they knew it, how clear an understanding they had of it, would vary from place to place. In some cases, the understanding might be very slight. But there were people whose religion consisted of a personal relationship to Christ—through Him and Him alone, they had confidence, and looked for their eternal salvation through Him—they were found with this attitude in every country in Europe, the bulk of them being in monasteries, though there were many of private circumstances. But along with this, there was the great growth of superstition during the Middle Ages. And in the ecclesiastical organization, there were people in ecclesiastical positions who were interested in their own power and wealth and their own advancement. And these people naturally inclined to favor the superstition rather than the true Gospel. Luther of course knew little of this when he went into the monastery; he went in there because of his conviction that he must find some means of escape from his sins. As a boy he had always been taught that Jesus Christ was the great judge that would judge the world in righteousness some day. And as he looked into his own heart and saw the sin in his heart, he knew that such a judgment in righteousness must result in condemnation for himself. Luther was a pretty high-class person, compared to the general mass of people of today; he was a very good sort of man. But compared to the standard of divine righteousness he knew that he deserved nothing but eternal punishment; and in the monastery he used the current methods of trying to find peace in his heart—of abusing his body, suffering, going without food, enduring all kinds of physical pain and misery, in order thereby to find peace in his soul; but he found no peace through these means. He would lie on the floor of his cell, in the cold of the winter, all night long, but he found no peace for his soul. He did everything that the monastic exercises prescribed to such an extreme, so that some people looked on him as a rather crazy fanatic. But most of them looked on him as an example of how monastery life ought to be carried out, and they held him up as an example; "here is a real monk who is doing the things the way they're supposed to be done, doing them to the fullest," but he no peace to his soul. And then we noticed, it was through the suggestion of an old monk, through the help of the head of the order for Germany, Staupitz, that Luther came to find peace in his soul; and the peace which he found in his soul was the simple faith that God was willing to forgive him, and that Jesus Christ had taken his sins on Him in His death, and therefore by simple faith in Christ, he could be free from it. Now Luther came, in a part of his mind to a clear understanding of this, very soon, but he did not think it through in relation to the other teachings of the Church. All of us have spots in our minds which are inconsistent. We all have something brought home to us, but then we have other parts of our life which have not fitted in with this, and in relation. Luther was very loyal at this time; there was not the least bit of disloyalty in his attitude; but this truth he had gotten through the monastery, he had gotten from the leader of the monastery; it was what all the Augustinian monasteries in Germany held—this great truth—and upon its base was centered, other things were secondary to them. But they had not been pushed aside. It took a long time to force out of his mind things that were inconsistent with this great truth he now had. We find something of Luther's attitude when he was ordained as priest. He had, after the course of instruction in the monastery, and after a certain length of time under observation, reached the point where they ordained him as a priest, and according to the present-day teaching of the Roman Catholic Church which at this time had come to be accepted by most of its teachers, according to that teaching, the priest has the power to change the bread and wine into the actual body and blood of Christ. He has the power to do this, and when he offers it, he is reenacting the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. Now we, reading the Bible, consider this very sinful and wicked. The N. T. speaks of those who crucified the Son of God afresh. We consider he was crucified once; it is finished, His death for us has ended that phase of the work of salvation. We consider this attitude entirely wrong, but Luther has not caught the truth of that point as yet; he did not for some time after. And so he had come to think of Christ, not simply as the great judge but also as the great loving Savior. When he received this power, this magical power, which every priest in the Roman Catholic Church today claims to have, given to him by ordination, through saying certain words, and thereby changing the bread and wine into the very body and blood of Christ, he tells us that the first time after he was ordained, when he performed the mass, he was so nervous he could hardly hold it in his hand, without dropping it, as he felt the terribleness, the tremendousness of this thing which he was then doing. Luther was an example of a supremely religious man; he was utterly different from the humanist, men like Erasmus, who saw the evils in the ecclesiastical situation, and laughed at them, and wanted to ridicule them, and wanted to get rid of them, but to whom it was all a rather light sort of thing. One of the reasons for Luther's power was that people recognized that he was not simply a cultivated man of the world trying to get rid of superstition, but that he was a deeply religious man, a man who was deeply stirred by the great mysteries of the faith, and who was carrying through that which was vital. Of course that didn't come till later, after the Reformation actually begins. But it is brought out as we see Luther's activity at this time. Luther very soon was recognized by Staupitz as a man of unusual ability; he had an education far beyond the education of most monks; he took the training they gave more readily than others there; he was a man of pleasant personality, a man whom most everybody liked, he was a man of remarkable ability, devoted himself to his studies, and soon was marked out for special service. For many years, Staupitz put him over 11 monasteries, and he had the duties of going about to these monasteries, every year, to visit these monasteries, and see how they were doing, to bring reports to Staupitz, to do what he could to help them, where there was any difficulty, any problem. And Luther began passing on to others the lessons that he had learned. One time, Staupitz, having to be away on a special mission that sent him out of the country, left Luther in charge of over 60 monasteries in Germany, for a time, and he had to conduct the general supervision of these monasteries. He was recognized as a man of real promise for the future. His life in the monastery now was a normal life of a monk. That is, before that there were months during which he just lay all night, and prayed and fasted so tremendously. Afterward he observed the regular fast days, as indications of his love for Christ and his wanting to show his interest in what Christ had done, by being abstemious to a certain extent, that sort of thing, but he did not carry these to extremes any more: that was only a brief period. He did not ignore these after that; nobody marked him out as a man who was a rebel, but he did not go to extremes. But he had had an experience—an experience which did not have great effect on him now, but which may have been quite important in his later experiences which we are going to give as our next number.

4. Luther's Trip to Rome. I'm not going to take the time with the details of how he came to go to Rome. It would seem that there arose a difference between him and Staupitz, or a difference between a large group of the monks and Staupitz, and these monks sent Luther as their representative to Rome over the dispute. Now the dispute is not of importance for us in the history of the Reformation. What is of importance is the fact that he was sent to Rome on a mission for some of the leaders of the Augustinian monks in Germany. The important thing is not this particular issue which he took to present there, and we will not give the details; the important thing for us is the things that Luther saw and experienced on this trip. Luther, as a poor monk, making the trip to Rome, simply went, another monk with him; they walked all the way, from northern Germany down to Rome, so it was a long trip. Of course they had this advantage, they could stop at a monastery and stay there overnight, and they would be given food. And there were enough monasteries along the way. Whenever possible they would go to an Augustinian monastery, but if there was none near, they would go to any monastery that was on the way, and they would be received hospitably and entertained overnight or for a few days if they needed rest. But they walked from northern Germany down to Rome. And as they stopped in these different monasteries, particularly as they got into Italy, he began to sense among many of the monks, a worldly manner and a lightness of attitude, which he had only occasionally found among the monks in Germany. And he began to find that some of them tended to ridicule the extreme piety, as they considered it, of these monks from Germany. 

When they got to Rome—as Luther got near Rome—he was filled with awe and reverence. As he came in sight of the great city where Peter and Paul had been working—the city which, as he considered then, the center of Christendom, for so many centuries. As a boy, he had been accustomed to refer to the church as the Pope's house and to think of the Pope as the great executive head of the church. Now he was coming to Rome, the very center of it all. And as, just in the distance dimly, he saw the great city of Rome, he was filled with enthusiasm, with zeal, and with awe. He went into the city, and there while he carried out the business for which he had come, he took advantage of the opportunity to visit all the great sites of interest. Now a Roman Catholic today can go to Rome and can visit various churches and receive so much indulgence for going to this church, so many years off in purgatory for going to a service in that church, and so on. There are all these different things there today, perhaps even more than there were in Luther's day. But Luther went to these places, and saw these  historic sights and the various things that they had, and he performed masses in the various places and he found himself horrified at the attitude of many of the Italian priests. He says that while he went through the service of the mass, offering the blood and body of Christ, and going through this which for him was such a great part of his religious life, there was an Italian monk next to him who was being paid for carrying on masses for people. Luther was not being paid for it, but this man was being paid for it; he would have five masses while Luther got through one. Another priest near Luther would be saying, "Hurry up, hurry up, get out of the way, I want my turn here."
They considered the mass a great joke. In it you say the words, this is the body and blood of Christ. Now this is how this works. Hoc est corpus meus, Latin for this is my body, which occurs in the mass. Now that word which the people couldn't understand, they simply hear Hoc est poc; they'd hear them say that, and right then they knew the great wonderful transformation had occurred, and so they got to refer to it as the hocus pocus, and so our word hocus pocus is taken from the ceremony of the mass, the twisting around, the very words which are used in transforming the bread and wine into the very body and blood of Christ. For Luther it was no hocus pocus, it was a very serious thing, but these Italian priests were saying, you know, what a big laugh I had on these people today, he said, that instead of saying in Latin—the people couldn't understand Latin, ordinary country people—here they stood up in front of the people, and instead of saying, "This is the body of Christ," this is changed into his body; instead of that they would, very piously, say these words in Latin: "bread thou art, bread thou shalt remain, wine thou art and wine thou shalt remain", and then they would hold up the bread and wine which were just still bread and wine, they hadn't changed them into the body and blood of Christ at all, and the people would bow down and would worship; and the priest would think what a big joke, the people worshipping and it's just ordinary bread and wine. 

Well, Luther was horrified at the attitude of these people on this, but he still did not feel anything against the system. He thought of it just as individuals, unworthy individuals, who were making light of what was to him such a sacred part of the service of the church. One day, though, Luther came to the church of St. John Lateran. I visited the church of St. John Lateran in 1912. I've been to Rome many times since, but I've never been back—I wish now that I had because it is one of the great old historic places of Rome. It was the papal headquarters for many centuries. It was replaced by the Vatican about the time of the Reformation. But in 1912 I saw in this church of St. John Lateran, what I have no doubt you could still see if you went there today. In the Lateran palace there a stairway, and this stairway, according to the tradition, was brought from Jerusalem and was the stairway of Pilate's palace. And in 1912 I saw Roman Catholics going up this long marble stairway on their knees and saying a prayer on each step, and at certain places on the steps, there are what they said were blood stains which were supposed to be from the wounds of Christ as he went up Pilate's stairway. Now of course when you think it was taken from Jerusalem to Rome several centuries after the time of Christ it would seem quite unreasonable if there was blood that it was from Christ. But at these blood spots they would stop and they would kiss it; and when the marble got nearly worn away by this constant kissing, they put glass over it. So when I was there, there was glass over it, but we saw the people kissing it in 1912, and saying a prayer on each step; and they would receive so much indulgence from purgatory for going up these steps. Now according to what Luther tells us many years later, as he was going up these steps, he was halfway up the steps and saying a prayer on each step, and all of a sudden the thought came into his head, the verse from Romans, the "just shall live by faith," and he thought, "I've found peace in my soul through simple faith in Christ, that is the source of my salvation. Shall I not live by that faith? What am I going through this for?" According to what he said years later, he got up and walked back down the stairs, and did not finish going up. The chances are that Luther at that time had a little conflict in his mind, which he didn't realize he was having. He had the great truth of salvation by faith, and yet he was going through the forms and ceremonies of medieval superstitions, which had gotten such an important place in the church by this time. Well, Luther did not make any great plans or any issues at this time; he simply was disgusted at many of the things he saw at Rome. He went back, still considering Rome the great center of Christendom, still considering the Pope to be the head of the church, and regretting the fact that there were very unworthy people who were in it, who had become priests in Rome itself. But he was busy in his life in Germany, and it did not touch his attitude for a considerable number of years after this time. He returned then to Germany and we will call this next section number 5.
5. First Years at Wittenberg. Now just to have an understanding of this, we must tell a little bit here about the political situation at this time. Luther was a Saxon; the Saxons are a large section of the German people which was conquered by Charlemagne. We referred, last year in Church History, to the fact that when Charlemagne conquered the heathen Saxons about 800 A.D., that at that time Charlemagne had forced them to become Christians. They were forced to become nominal Christians. Many of them were killed for refusing to do so. What it meant was that the people were put under Christian instruction, that children had the chance to get it, many of the older people conformed whether they were interested in it or not, but this was many centuries before the time of Martin Luther. Now Saxony was a large section of eastern Germany, a section which is in what is East Germany today, but it is the most western section of what is today East Germany. In other words, it is about two-thirds of the way from the border of France to the extreme eastern end of Germany. Now they are a very large group of people, these Saxons. And the Saxons had been ruled by their own Dukes until just shortly after Luther was born. I mentioned to you the date of his birth: 1483, is the year when Luther was born. Most of you will have no difficulty remembering that date because it is just nine years before that date with which everyone who was brought up on this continent, I am sure, is quite familiar [1492: Columbus discovers the Americas]. 

But 1483 was Luther's birth, and in 1484 the Duke of Saxony died, and had two sons. He didn't like to leave his property to one or the other, and so he left it to the two of them—to the two sons—and the two sons made a treaty which divided Saxony into two parts. It was divided 'forever' into two parts—the divisions have never since been reunited. Now these two parts—it was a rather crazy sort of division they made—the idea of it being to give the two sons more or less equal advantage So one of the sons received the two principal cities, one of them a city called Dresden, and the other the city called Leipzig. Now Dresden is one of the great artistic cities of the world. And Leipzig is one of the great commercial cities. Leipzig used to be spoken of before the war as the book capital of the world, and the Leipzig fair attracted business men from all over the world. Both of these cities are behind the Iron Curtain today. But Dresden and Leipzig were very important cities and the younger son received the two cities and the little towns around them. To the older son they tried to make up for it by giving him a larger area, which was south of these, and so he had the larger section but not the two most important cities; and then to make up to him still further for not having the most important cities, he was given the power of being what we call an elector. The German emperor, the Holy Roman Emperor, as he was called, was not a hereditary office; it was elective, and there were a group of about nine men who had the power of electing him, so they called them electors. So they gave the older son the power of being one of the electors, the man who had control of the southern part of Saxony. They called that Electoral Saxony, while the man in the northern part was Duke over the northern part, so they called that Ducal Saxony. 

Well we will refer to those areas dozens of times in the next few weeks, so it would be good to have it in mind: Ducal Saxony, the northern part including the important cities, Dresden and Leipzig, with the great university at Leipzig; Electoral Saxony, the southern part, of which the Duke, since he is an elector of the empire, instead of being called Duke he is called an Elector. It's a larger territory but it is ruled in such a way that to get from any part of the Electoral Saxony to any another part, you have to cross Ducal Saxony, and that's very important in our later history. The line is very queerly drawn between the two, but we have these two sections, Ducal Saxony, and Electoral Saxony. This division was made just two years after Luther was born, and the very next year this Elector of Saxony died, and his son who succeeded him is a man who is very important in our history; his name was Frederic, and later they came to call him Frederic the Wise—Frederic the Shrewd would perhaps have been a better representation of him. We have no reason to think he was wise in the sense of Latin learning, or in the sense of the wisdom of Solomon, or anything like that; but he was a man of great political shrewdness, and if it were not for that, the Reformation would have probably been destroyed if it were not for Frederic's shrewdness. So Frederic the Wise later becomes very important for our history. Frederic the Wise, as a young man, came to be Elector of Saxony, and Frederic saw the important cities in the north his cousin had, Dresden and Leipzig, and he had open country with little villages. It was not a particularly good area; it was rather large, he had a fairly good income from it, but he wanted to make his territory important too. 

And so he picked a little town in the northern part of his territory called Wittenberg; it's still a little town today. I was there for Christmas in 1927, and it's still a little town today. But Frederic took this little town for a sort of capital, while he usually resided further south at a different town. Sometimes he lived in Wittenberg, but he decided to make the town quite different; he built a castle there, he built a church there, he employed famous painters to decorate the church, and in 1510 he founded a university, so his subjects didn't have to go up to Leipzig which belonged to his cousin, or to go further west to Erfurt where Luther had studied, but that they could stay right in his territory, and get their university training there, the University of Wittenberg. That university has been extinct now for many years. But he founded it and for a time it became a very great university. There was a monastery in Wittenberg of the Augustinians. The Augustinians were called the black monks because of the black garb they wore, and so the monastery which was built for them there he called the Black Cloister. And he asked Staupitz the head of the Augustinian Order in Germany to become a professor in his University and to lecture on the Bible in it. And Staupitz began gathering others who had proficiency to teach in the university and he spent many years on this—he called Martin Luther to teach philosophy. 

And so from 1508 to 1509 Luther taught philosophy in the university at Wittenberg. But as he taught philosophy there, it soon became evident his real interest was in theology; so Staupitz said "You ought to be able to teach theology but you don't have enough education yet, so we'll send you back to Erfurt to study to become a doctor of theology." So Luther went back to Erfurt, took the course there for his doctorate, and received the degree of doctor of theology. He had to take a vow of loyalty to the Scriptures, and give a presentation of the Scriptures as part of the ceremony of being made a Doctor. Now Luther continued then as Doctor of Theology to lecture on theology, and particularly on the Bible, and he began to take up one book after the other of the Bible, and to present it in class. The classes soon began to draw people from the town, and students began to come from all over Germany to hear the lectures of Martin Luther on the Bible. He did not devote himself exclusively to monastic work; he was a very social sort of a being, and very musical and soon everybody in Wittenberg knew him; he took part in musicals constantly. He was loved by most of the people there, and very busy with his musical and social life, in addition to the great amount of study that he did. 

And then one day Staupitz said to him, "Martin, I want you to preach in the church next Sunday." Well, Martin, said, "I've never preached, I'm no preacher, I'm a student, a Doctor of Theology, an expounder of the Word, I couldn't preach." "Well," Staupitz said, "I want you to preach in the church next Sunday." Then Luther said, "I couldn't preach, I'd die." Staupitz said, "Die then, fellow, I want you to preach." So Luther went into the church and took some of the deep truths he had been expounding in his classes from the Greek N. T, and he set to work to make them plain to the common people in the church. And there, to every one's amazement it became apparent that this great Doctor of Theology, this great scholar, had a marvelous gift in making difficult things clear to the average person who had no background of education. And Luther, from his peasant background would bring up illustrations which just fit to make the thing clear and vivid, and soon he became known as a great preacher and people began to come from many parts of Germany, not only to attend his classes, but also to hear his sermons in the church there in Wittenberg. Now I'm going to give a separate head to one set of his lectures, though we won't say a great deal about them right now. 

6. Lectures on Romans. Luther went through various books of the Bible, but one book to which he devoted a long course of lectures was the book of Romans. And as he lectured on the book of Romans, he used Erasmus' comments and the comments of LeFevre of France and other great scholars on it, and studied it carefully. He brought out the teaching of salvation by faith very, very clearly—faith alone, to make it absolutely clear that that was what was being presented by the apostle. These lectures on Romans—the first time he gave them a student took some notes from them, which in some way passed from one hand to another, and eventually found a place in the Vatican Library in Rome; and they were discovered there in the Vatican Library early in this century, and a Jesuit scholar, early in this century, wrote a book on Luther's first lectures on Romans, in which he tried to show that in these very first lectures, the ideas that later were important in the Reformation were already clearly contained in Luther's first lectures. 

Now I don't know just how he thought this was an attack on Luther; maybe he thought that Luther was holding views that were in rebellion against the church while still an Augustinian teacher, I don't know. But these views were widely held at the time, but not as clearly expressed by many people as Luther expressed them in his lectures. Later on, Luther's Lectures on Romans were put together in a later form into a commentary on Romans and Luther wrote a Preface to the Epistle to the Romans in which he summarized in clear language the teaching of the epistle to the Romans. 200 years later a young man went from England over to Georgia in the United States, and there in Georgia for 3 years he just poured out his heart in trying to do effective work for the church and had little accomplishment. He left Georgia with people rather disgusted at him, having gotten into various difficulties. John Wesley, when he came back to England, landed in England just as he heard his friend Whitefield was about to come over to Georgia, and Wesley wrote a letter to Whitefield, he said you shouldn't do it, he said, you can't do anything for the Lord over there in America. Well, Whitefield came over and had great revivals all over the United States, up and down, from Georgia to Maine. But Wesley came back to England feeling that his life was an utter failure up to that time. There were some men whom he had met on the boat going back, who had invited him to a little chapel in England, where they were holding services. There in the chapel one evening, John Wesley heard someone reading from the Preface to Luther's commentary on Romans and Wesley said that as he heard this, Luther made the way of salvation clearer than it had ever been before. He said that as he listened to it he felt his heart strangely warmed, and he felt that he ceased then to put any trust in works for his salvation, but put it entirely in the Lord. And Wesley's life was transformed by Luther's Preface to the Epistle to the Romans, and Wesley instead of being a hard-working zealous earnest sincere fellow whose life was a failure as far as any accomplishment was concerned, became a great force that turned England upside down, and affected the whole world for a return to solid true Christianity. But it was Luther's writing 200 years earlier that had that effect on Wesley. 

Now it is strange indeed that Wesley himself had given Whitefield five years before a book to read which had the same effect on Whitefield, though Wesley himself had not yet had it. We'll go into that further when we get to Wesley, but here I'm just mentioning it in connection with the Lectures on Romans as a wonderful illustration of the clarity of Luther's presentation, and the depth of his understanding of the book of Romans. [Student] Yes, the Lectures would be just the notes some student took the first time he gave the series. Now he gave them various times after that, and eventually he put it in book form. And it was this which he put in book form which had a great effect on all subsequent Christianity in Europe, and I give the relationship of John Wesley as a very interesting incident of the great importance of Luther even 200 years after this time. 

[Student: Was Wesley was saved before he was exposed to Luther's Preface?] Well, now, it's very, very difficult for us to say just when a man was saved. It is hard to think that a man who is so earnest and so zealous and so devoted to Scripture as Wesley was when he was in Oxford University, when he was ridiculed by the other students for his methodical manner of life, his constant time with the Bible, and on visiting the hospitals, and doing these things. They called him and his friends, Methodists, because they were so methodical in their Christian life. It's hard to believe he actually wasn't saved at that time. But this we can say: he didn't have a clear understanding of salvation. His understanding was hazy about it, and he was not able to accomplish much with all his work. But when he got a clear understanding of the ground of salvation, whether he was then actually saved or had been saved, from that time on he was able to accomplish a tremendous work; and it was Luther that gave it to him, even thought that happened 200 years later. And Luther took a long time getting it himself, gradually struggling through, with the help of this person and that, and his own reading. The Holy Spirit works in people's hearts, and the time of regeneration is very hard to prove in most cases, so I recommend in many cases going slow about being sure you know the exact time. But the important thing is to be sure of the fact—that we really are saved and we really are trusting in Christ alone for salvation 

Well, I just looked for an instant to Wesley. Our interest now is in Luther, and this is before the Reformation began that he had this clear understanding of the great central basis of Christianity. Yes, Mr. Kaufmann? When did he come back after getting his doctorate? I would have to look that up; any book on Luther will give the exact date for this. The dates I want you to remember are his birth, 1483; 15l7 the beginning of the Reformation; and 1546, his death. Those are the three most important dates to relate others to. After 1517 we're interested in just about every month in his life, we'll find. But those are the main dates, and the exact dates when he took the doctorate would be around 1513 or 14, I'm not sure exactly. But 7. gets us already to 1517.

7. Theses on Scholasticism. Luther, working hard at the university, working hard at his preaching, and also being active in musical things and social life in the town; Luther, active in the confessional where he dealt with people personally and tried to fasten their hope on Christ alone for their salvation; Luther in all this active life, and trying to pay a little attention, though not a great deal, to the condition of the church as a whole. Luther felt that there was need of a Reformation, need of an improvement in the church as a whole, and Luther felt quite correctly that the scholastic method of studying theology was based upon a misunderstanding of the old Greek philosopher, Aristotle. The method which was used by Thomas Aquinas and by most of the monks of the day—he thought that that method was wrong and was at the basis of the wrong attitude of great parts of the church toward the Gospel. So Luther decided to try to affect the world on its level; and he wrote a series of theses, or statements for discussion. Now this series of theses—I forget the exact number—somewhere between 50 and 100, of the theses that he wrote on scholasticism, he wrote in the spring of 1517; and he sent them to the great leaders all over Germany, the great scholars, and he thought now they are reading and seeing how my thought is running, they will give me their thought, we will discuss it back and forth, and we will bring about a Reform in the church. One man he wrote to was a man called Dr. John Eck in southern Europe, whom Luther thought very highly of. He sent these theses to Eck telling how much he would be interested in his opinion about them. These scholars received the theses from Luther; Luther was looking forward to great discussion and his tremendous help in forming his theses. 

They received the theses, glanced over them, "This looks very interesting, I hope one of these days I'll have time to make a thorough study of this, and see just how much Dr. Luther has advanced our consideration, where he may be wrong, but for the present I'm so busy with the meeting up there at so-and-so." And so Luther's first attempt to bring about a reform in the church fizzled out into nothing. God wrought the Reformation, not Luther. And God brought it about in a way that Luther had never dreamed of. It came about and matured from a connection that never entered Luther's head; and when Luther started the Reformation, he never dreamed he was starting a Reformation. He tried the way he thought would do it, and nothing happened. But that was the spring of 1517. So we go on to capital B:

B. The Beginning of the Reformation. Under this:

1. The Coming of Tetzl. Now everybody knows that the Reformation began over the matter of indulgences, but they had had indulgences for centuries. Luther was familiar with the idea of indulgences; he did not pick indulgences as the central thing that needed action. The issue was forced upon him. Now we want to see a little bit, under this head, about this issue that was forced upon Luther, this issue of indulgences. But in order to explain it, we'll have to say just a little about things that Luther didn't know anything about until much later, but it shows what happened, how this coming of Tetzel happened. It happened because the Duke of Brandenberg, in northern Germany, had a younger brother named Albert, whom he was very anxious to help get on in the world. And Albert the young man, he was about 21 now, the brother of the Duke of Brandenberg, could not be Duke because his older brother was Duke and they had more sense than to do what the previous Duke of Saxony had done, to divide the territory into two parts, two halves; so the sensible way to do it was to find him advancement in the church. So they got Albert made a bishop of a sizeable section, and then they got him made archbishop of another large section. But that wasn't enough, they wanted Albert to have still more money and more standing than that, and just then the Archbishop of Mainz in southwestern Germany died, and he was head administrator over Mainz, a very large section of Germany. They said, "Can't Albert become Archbishop of Mainz too?" So that would make him Archbishop over two large sections, and bishop of another section, any one of which would be enough, if done right, to keep a man busy all his time. But it was quite customary for men in the church then to hold a position and simply hire somebody else to do the work, and keep most of the fame for himself. But Albert would not only have a position in which he wouldn't do much work, he would have three different positions which certainly one man should not have. So they had to get a special permission for it; his brother went to Rome to see the Pope. And he asked the Pope to give Albert this special permission. Now Pope Julius II had recently died, there was a new Pope, Leo X. He went to Pope Leo in Rome and Pope Leo was quite willing to give special permission for Albert to have all three positions in the church, provided they would pay him, because Leo was a man who was interested in art and the architecture and he wanted to make Rome a very, very beautiful city. He had two of the greatest artists in the world's history, Raphael and Michelangelo— Michelangelo was making statues which are in St. Peter's Church, in the Vatican, today. Michelangelo made the plans for the building of St. Peter's Church. Raphael made a beautiful painting of Pope Leo X and many other very beautiful paintings in the Vatican today. Personally, I don't think there has ever been a greater painter in history than Raphael. Some of his paintings to my notion are superior to anything else I've ever seen. Now tastes differ. That was the attitude of most people toward Raphael a century ago, though today the tendency is to like modern art and to run down people like Raphael, but I think you'll still find that most people will find Raphael's paintings about as fine as anything you'll ever find. But he was recognized in that day, and the Pope had to pay Raphael enough so that somebody else couldn't get him to work for them instead. And he wanted to pay these men, he waited to build the new great church of St. Peter—today the largest ecclesiastical edifice anywhere in the world and one of the most beautiful churches—it took nearly 50 years to build it. He needed all this money, and then in addition he was constantly holding tremendous banquets, spending money lavishly. So he talked to him, he said, "Well of course you'll have to pay a proper fee for such an unusual thing as this," and they discussed it and settled on a very, very large fee that would have to be paid. But the money had to be raised, and so they said we couldn't possibly raise all this money ourselves, the only way we could give the Pope all this money is for the Pope to do something to help us raise the money. And the Pope was quite agreeable to that. He said we will give a special indulgence, the best that ever has yet been given. We will give an indulgence so fine that anybody that has one of these indulgence papers, he is safe forever; he can commit any sin he wants to, he can do anything he feels like, but if he has this indulgence paper, he is safe. This will give his relatives who have gone to purgatory—they can go right to heaven. Give them one of these papers, we'll give them everything that you could want in this wonderful indulgence paper. 

Now I suppose he got one of his scholars in the court to write it up in Latin language in such a way that the ordinary person could get all these ideas from it, but yet if you read it very carefully, you'd find it really didn't quite say that. But at any rate that was the general idea that people had about it, and they hired a Dominican monk named Tetzel to sell these in Germany. And Tetzel started out to sell these indulgences. Tetzel would come to a town and the people, its mayor, the leaders of the town would come out to meet him; they'd have a very formal meeting and he would tell them what a wonderful opportunity this town was to have. That now they were to receive the opportunity to get indulgences such as they never had before and probably would never have again. Here was a marvelous opportunity to get some money for themselves. Half of it went direct to the Pope, the other half went to the archbishop, but then the archbishop had to pay most of that to the Pope for having given him this special privilege of having these three different benefits. Of course, the people didn't know this; all the people knew was that Tetzel was coming because the Pope in his marvelous goodness had given the greatest indulgence ever yet received and they would have a chance to get it. And Tetzel was a great orator; he was a very fine salesman; he would go to the leading church in the community there, and get the people together and then he would tell them about the wonderful goodness of the Pope. He would say in Rome—now there was a church called the church of St. Peter in Rome which was supposed to be over the place where St. Peter had been buried. A tomb was found there about ten years ago, the burial of some man underneath it, and we were told ten years ago that St. Peter's tomb had actually been found. Now whether it was or not, nobody knows. But this is an old tradition; the church of St. Peter was there, an old, old church, it was going to pieces at any rate back then and they wanted to build a new church on the place. And so Tetzel would say, here in Rome the body of St. Peter, the rain is falling on it, it is going to pieces, the bones are being injured by the rain coming on them; they need a new building, they need a beautiful church there, and you have a chance to help to do that; and while you're helping to do it, you have a chance to get the greatest indulgence you could ever get. Now he said think of your departed relatives who are in purgatory, think of the way they're suffering, think of their misery in purgatory. Why, he says, you get one of these indulgences, and just as fast as the coin that you give drops into the container that we have here, just as fast as that drops, the soul of the departed one goes up to heaven. 

Later on in the discussion, and today, the Roman Catholics will say, what he meant was, not that it happened immediately, but that if a soul goes to heaven, it will do it just as fast as the coin drops. But that's not what the people thought who heard Tetzel speak. Why Tetzel said, these indulgences are so fine, he said, any sin past, present, or future, you will be absolved from with these indulgences. He said if a person were to rape the blessed Virgin Mary herself he would be forgiven for it if he had one of these indulgences. Those were the very words that Tetzel said. It shows the terrible extremes to which he went in preaching these indulgences. Well, he did not preach them in the town of Wittenberg, and the reason he didn't was because Frederic the Wise was very wise in this regard—he did not allow indulgence sellers in Electoral Saxony. They were sold in Ducal Saxony; they had sold indulgences before, though not like these; and so Tetze1 went through Ducal Saxony, covered it back and forth, and though he hadn't been able to get into Electoral Saxony, he came to Ducal Saxony, right to the edge; and the people would cross over and hear him and buy indulgences. And one day Luther came into the confessional and in the confessional he said to the man, "What sins have you committed?" The man began to tell; Luther said "Are you truly penitent for these, are you sorry you did them, are you ready to turn completely away from them and trust in Christ alone for salvation?" "Oh," the man said, "That's not necessary, I'm going to keep on doing them, but he says you've got to absolve me from them, because I have a letter from the Pope. I have to be completely absolved from them." He said "I'm not sorry for them, I'm going to keep on doing them." "Well," Luther said, "how ridiculous, I wouldn't absolve you from them." "Well," the man said "I've got the letter right here." Luther looked at it, said "I've never seen anything like this, where did you get it?" Well, he said there is a man right over in Ducal Saxony selling these, he's got a big drum, beets it loud, and gets the people together and tells the people about it. Luther says "I'd like to knock a hole in his drum." 

Luther's theses on scholasticism had given him the opportunity to develop a reasoned opposition to the philosophical foundations of scholasticism, and this was becoming the basis of much of his scholarship. He insisted on going back to the Bible as a foundation, putting his stress on the Bible as a foundation and faith in Christ alone as the vital center of Christianity. But these theses had got no attention; that is, copies of them were around but they were put away, with most people ignoring them and not paying much attention to them. Now, however, in a way that he never dreamed of, the Reformation began. He had found that people coming to him in the confessional wanted him to say they were absolved from their sin in view of their having this indulgence. And there was no expression of any real repentance, or any real desire to turn from it, anything of the kind; they didn't need it, they had this indulgence. And Luther said when he heard about the big drum that Tetzel had during these meetings, he said I'm going to try to break his drum. Well, Luther said a few things like that and word got back to Tetzel, Tetzel says that man is a heretic; he says these indulgences one of these days will be worth more than the whole life of a man like him. He said he'll get burned at the stake if he takes an attitude like that. And Tetzel began to put into his sermons some fiery blasts against Luther. Well, Luther wanted the matter thoroughly looked into. The matter of indulgences was a difficult problem in any case. People now, Roman Catholic writers today, will insist first of all, that half of the things quoted from Tetzel, Tetzel didn't mean the way we take them. But that's the way the people took them at the meetings. Second, they will insist the other half of what Tetzel said was wrong on Tetzel's part, that he was giving a false picture of the doctrine of the church. They will state that indulgences cannot possibly affect the guilt of sin; that is affected only by the death of Christ, and by the mass, which they consider to be the repetition, the unbloody repetition, of the sacrifice of Christ. But that all the indulgence could do is to remove the penalty which the church can give, the penance which is assigned one sincerely repentant, and not in any sense the eternal punishment for the guilt of sin. And of course they will say that also the Pope had the right to remove part of this same thing which is the suffering in purgatory. Which may go on for hundreds or thousands of years if you don't get indulgence from the Pope, get rid of part of it. So that is what they will say today. But at that day, some of the thoroughly Romanist theologians were very hesitant about believing it could have any effect on purgatory either; they all of course agreed that if the Pope says to a man you must go through this penance to show the sincerity of your repentance, he can say, "Well, instead of doing this particular thing you can pay a fine instead." Change it to a fine. They would agree that could be done. But as to purgatory, some say the Pope could affect purgatory, some say he couldn't. But Tetzel didn't pay much attention to all this anyway; Tetzel's business was to see that indulgences were sold, and the way he talked it sounded as if one were freed from all the guilt of sin; didn't need to worry about any repentance or anything else; do what you want, just so you have one of these indulgences. That was certainly what the people thought who heard Tetzel preach. That was certainly the impression that they had and what they thought was meant when they bought them; has been thought by many, many Roman Catholic people when they have secured themselves either by buying an indulgence or by going to a certain church and performing a certain service; and such indulgences are available every year now, most particularly of course in the jubilee year. But any Roman Catholic can make a trip to Rome, can easily get himself absolved from several hundred years of purgatory, by going to a certain church, and performing a certain service. I think there was one last year where a person could get rid of a hundred years in purgatory if you would go five times to a church in Rome, but it said it had to be five times on the same day, you just had to go out and come back in again. I remember seeing the sign giving this offer to people if they would do it. You see these special indulgences that Pope Leo gave, you could get one entirely out of purgatory, but they don't give indulgences like that now; it's very rare, at least. The indulgence won't release you from purgatory entirely, it will maybe cut a hundred years off your time in purgatory, but what your total time there is, nobody knows. Nobody knows, whether taking a hundred years off leaves you free from purgatory, or whether you still have a hundred thousand more. Nobody knows; there is absolutely no ground on which any Roman Catholic theology can say, what the total time in purgatory might be; but whenever a Pope dies thousands of priests all over the world perform dozens of masses for his soul in order to try to get it out of purgatory. And if it takes that much for a Pope, think what chance the ordinary person would have of getting out of purgatory. But of course these indulgences that Leo gave, we'd have to read the exact wording of it carefully, and study it carefully to see how great an extent they were carefully worded to give an impression yet not mean it, but Tetzel certainly made no such attempt—there is no question but that he gave the impression that with one of these your dead relatives, you get one of these, and just as fast as the coin drops into the box, so fast his soul comes up out of purgatory into heaven; those were the very words that Tetzel said. That's proven, everybody today admits Tetzel said those words, but the Roman Catholic scholars today say that what Tetzel meant was that when the soul finally leaves purgatory its passage to heaven at is just as fast as the passage of the coin into the box. Not that it shall happen the same time but in the same manner as the dropping of the coin. Well, this was an involved matter, this matter of the indulgences, and Luther did not intend to issue a blast against the whole idea of indulgences; he did not intend to do that. He did not intend to start a Reformation at this time, he had wanted to start one for this other reason. But what Luther wanted to do was to protect his flock from this thing which was threatening their eternal destiny, which was making many of them unwilling to listen to his preaching that they had to turn entirely away from sin, and they could not do that in their own strength, but that they must look to Christ and by faith receive Him as Saviour, and receive His strength in order to grow in grace. Well why would they need to bother with that if they had indulgences? But rather he must admit them; he must recognize them as absolved sinners no longer under any displeasure of the church. Well, Luther was concerned for his flock. And so he said this matter of indulgences is very involved, I will write some theses on the matter and present them for public debate, as was the process on any matter on which there was desire of discussion or clarification. I will take these theses and I will send them to other professors throughout Germany and get them to have some public discussion, go into this matter carefully and see just what the real situation is on it, and clarify it so that if someone like this Tetzel comes along with something that's absolutely wrong, it will be easy to point to the fact that the leading authorities all say that there is no validity to what he is doing. But Luther may have thought the previous theses that he sent to these people, they didn't pay any attention to; maybe if he put them up publicly they'd get a little more attention; and they'd be a little more apt to have the discussion, that he wanted to have. So a helpful thing here was the fact that the Elector Frederic, as you remember, had been very anxious to make Wittenberg a great city, a great town. It never was more than a town, a mere village, but he wanted to make it an important place. And he wanted to make his university there an important place. And so Frederic years before this had made a trip to Palestine and there had gotten a number of relics—I think he had a wing of the Holy Spirit—and he had other things; he had some very, very sacred relics that he had gotten in Palestine, none of them were in the first class of relics, because those would be in Rome and other places like that, but he had quite a collection of relics, and he had representatives buying new ones in different parts of Europe, and Frederic had gotten years before this a special indulgence from the Pope, that anyone who would come to his church in Wittenberg on All-Saints Day, the 31st of October, that anyone who would come there at that time and see these relics would receive a few years indulgence from purgatory for doing it, and so every year at that time great crowds came to Wittenberg, so Luther went to the church, and posted his theses in Latin. And they were posted there and the bulk of the people who came wouldn't be able to read it but they'd be curious what it was and there were some scholars among them who could read Latin—every scholar in those days could read Latin—Latin was the language of scholars. Priests of course would be able to read, priests with any education, people like that, and it would attract attention to the theses and they would have discussion and this matter would be clarified. So Luther posted the theses the night before All-Saints Day, so that early in the morning when the people came, they found them on the door. 

2. Luther's Theses. Now these theses, there were about 100 of them, are not an attack, not an attempt to make a blast against the church, they are nothing of the kind. They are an attempt to open up the question. But in opening up the question, his emotions affected his statements at various points. For instance, he asks the question, "Does the Pope have any power over purgatory?" He raises it as a question. But he says, "If the Pope has the power to free people out of purgatory then why does he not show his sympathy to the poor people, and simply free them all, instead of asking money for them? Wouldn't it be better if people would, in their free interest, give the money to build the church and have all the poor people in purgatory been released if the Pope has the power to do that?" He asked questions like that. 

And then some of Tetzel's statements he took up and he categorically denied. For instance, he said that it is utterly wrong to say that any kind of indulgence could release a person from punishment or guilt who had raped the blessed Virgin Mary. He said that specifically, taking the quotation that they had from Tetzel, and he specifically said it is wicked to make a statement like that. And then he takes certain others, he said it is wicked to say that a soul will leave purgatory immediately when a coin is dropped in the box. And a few of Tetzel's statements he directly denied which he felt sure that every theologian would agree with. And then the others he simply raises the question, but in raising the question, he raises such questions as I mentioned about the Pope. If the Pope is good, loving, kind, head of Christ's church, if he has any power like that, well we certainly would think he would use it for everybody without asking any money. And so these questions are—it is sort of a logical consideration of the whole matter of indulgences—opening up the question but making very clear that Tetzel's extreme positions were something that could not be defended from any possible view. Yes? [student question] I don't imagine he had thought particularly about the question of purgatory; He had taken it for granted; the church taught it, everybody considered it to be so, he doubtless assumed it was so. 

The theses then were posted and Luther thought he would have debates and get some attention to them by putting them up where people will see them. Yes? [student question] Traveling salesmen of indulgences, like Tetzel, were forbidden to enter. [student question] No, I don't think they sold them but you see you could get one by coming to the church on All Saints' Day. In all the churches there were certain places where you could get indulgences—like today, if you go into a Roman Catholic Bookstore and ask for a copy of the N.T. One of our faculty members did that in Wilmington when we were down there some years ago, and the man was quite surprised, hadn't had anybody ask for one of those in ten years. But he hunted around and he found a copy and he told him, when he got the copy he found it was the Douay Version of the N. T., the Roman Catholic translation made at the time of the Reformation; but in it, in the front, there was a statement by one of the Popes, that if anybody will read this book for fifteen minutes every morning, he will receive—I think it was—three months indulgence from purgatory, something like that. So you could get an indulgence by reading the Bible every day. Of course most people don't need to bother with it because you can get ten times as great an indulgence by going to see a certain relic, visiting a certain church somewhere which is much easier to do. But this indulgence is available for reading the Bible a certain amount, if you read it in the Roman Catholic version. And if a person will read it in that version, there is enough Gospel in it to save a person, if they will read the Gospel. It is a good thing to know in dealing with Roman Catholics. I think it is foolish to spend a lot of time arguing with a Roman Catholic, that their translation isn't good and ours is better. Their translation has enough Gospel in it to show them the way of salvation. And many a Roman Catholic has been saved by the Roman Catholic Bible. Now once they are, they will want a better translation, and they will probably look for a better one, but the way of salvation is clearly contained in it. Now sometimes they have footnotes which try to explain it away, but it is in the text. But the indulgences—some people who try to criticize Frederic will say the reason he didn't want the indulgence sellers in his territory was that he wanted people to come and get their indulgences by coming and seeing his relics. That may have entered into it but I don't think it was the main thing. But there were other sections of Europe where the indulgence sellers weren't allowed. Many people had thought for a long time that much of this indulgence traffic was harmful to their people and had not desired it in their territory. We go on then to 

3. The Immediate Effect of the Theses. And this is what amazed Luther. People came to the church and they saw the theses posted up on the door. Luther had gotten them printed and he was mailing copies to professors all over Germany, and to some of the bishops. And people saw this and said "What is that anyway?" Then someone who knew Latin would come up and begin to translate it to them. And as they translated, they heard the discussions, pretty soon they began to say "Well, say, does that mean then that this indulgence that my brother paid so much money for to Tetzel isn't any good?" "Well, that's what Luther says." "Well, who is Luther?" "Well, he is the professor in the university here, doctor of theology from the University of Erfurt." "And he says they're no good?" They said, "That good-for-nothing Tetzel made me waste my money, to buy a piece of paper that has no value." And people got quite excited and somebody took the theses and translated them into German, and got a copy run off on the press in German, so everybody could read it. And to Luther's amazement the theses were copied and circulated so that in the course of about three weeks in every town in Germany, there were found these theses in their midst. And within six weeks several copies of them were in Rome, and within three months they were selling them on the streets of Jerusalem; they spread all over the western world in very quick time. Pope Leo came in from the hunt one afternoon, and he came in there and went down the hall. Pope Leo was not, as you knew, like Alexander VI, whose mistresses were there in the Vatican with him, he was not that sort of a man, he was not like Julius II who led his army and conquered cities, he was not that sort of man, he was a cultured refined gentleman who loved hunting and art and banquets. It was said, as I mentioned before, that he would have been a perfect Pope if he had had any interest in religion. But Leo came down the hall and they rushed up to him and said "Look here, look what has just come from Germany, what a monk there has written." He read it and said, "Say, the German writes pretty good Latin doesn't he?" He was amazed that a German could write in good Latin like that, and he went on, and he wasn't much interested. But some of his people in the papal court began to get quite interested because they wondered what the effect would be on the sale of indulgences. Tetzel was a Dominican, Luther was an Augustinian, and orders of monks are always fighting; they are fighting today, many of them. When the king of Spain, 200 years ago, ordered all the Jesuits to quit his domain, when the order was announced in the court, the Franciscans and the Dominicans clapped when they heard it given. There is great rivalry and hostility between various orders in the church, and this is just two different orders having a little squabble. But pretty soon the great sums of money that were coming from Germany to Italy for the building of the church and for the carrying on of great banquets and all the great pleasures of Leo began to dry up; they weren't coming. And then they had to take an interest in it. 

Well, before we speak of how they took an interest, and what they did to put a stop to this, we will glance at number 4. 

4.Tetzel's Counter Theses. Poor Tetzel, after a year or more of going about and having great crowds come to hear him and selling innumerable copies of these indulgences, now he found the people weren't coming, the crowds were cutting down, the people who came listened out of curiosity, most of them didn't buy anything, and some of those who had bought began even to come and ask for their money back. And people began to throw stones at him in the streets, and he found that there was no use trying to carry on the business any more. So he said, "Well Luther is a doctor of theology and he attacked it, I'll become a doctor of theology and then I can speak against him." So he went to one of their Dominican universities in north Germany and there another of the Dominicans, a man who had some standing as a scholar wrote some theses for him; they came out in Tetzel's name, but it was quite generally recognized that this man wrote them. They rushed them through, arranged so that he had his public defense of his theses and was given his doctor of theology quite quickly, but in these theses they went right down Luther's theses and whatever Luther said, they simply denied them and said the exact opposite, so that in these theses of Tetzel's, you get the most extreme position on the indulgences that you will find anywhere. But they took these theses of Tetzel's and gave him the degree of doctor of theology, and all his friends were there and they had a big celebration, but that didn't make people any more ready to come and buy indulgences. 

So the indulgence business was ended, and the counter-theses were sent to Luther, who sent an answer to them, but the real problem was going to come from Italy, naturally, where the drying up of the money began to be a serious situation. 

Now if the Pope had realized just how serious this was apt to be, it probably would not have been difficult for him at the very beginning of it to have gotten Luther seized and killed. Men before, for doing less than Luther had, had been burned at the stake, or had been put in the papal dungeon for years. It probably would have been very easy, when it was just a little tiny spark, to have extinguished it. But the Pope did not realize its importance at first. Now this was end of October, when this happened, By the beginning of 1518 the Pope was realizing—his supporters were realizing—that something had to be done about it. And so I'm going to call our next heading: 

C. 1518 to 1520, and the reason I'm going to call it that is because in 1521 we have an event which I want to give a separate heading to, which is really a part of this series. I thought of giving it the title, "Attempts to Silence Luther", but didn't for two reasons: one, because the greatest attempt of all is going to be the next heading, and second, because in addition to what was done to try to silence Luther, I want to discuss Luther's activities during these three years. So I'm going to call it 1518-1520. 

Now last semester we were dealing with things by centuries, but now we're getting down to where we're going by individual years. I do this, because at the beginning of the Reformation things are so tremendously important to our whole Christian testimony, that we want to look at some of their major details, month by month or year by year. So 1518-1520 are the years in which three things were happening. Luther's influence was gradually widening; Luther's ideas were gradually becoming clearer; and the Pope was gradually trying harder and harder to put a stop to Luther's agitation. So you have these three things which are happening at the same time, during these three years. Now there were many other things happening at that time in the political world. The Reformation is not a result of political or economic circumstances, it is a religious movement. But God used political and economic circumstances to keep it from being stifled at its beginning, to enable It to get really under way. So in 1518 the first attempt to silence Luther—I'm simply going to call it

1. The Heidelberg Meeting. and explain to you how that was an attempt to silence Luther. The general meeting of the Augustinian Order was usually held in Heidelberg which is southwestern—not the extreme southwest but pretty far southwest in—Germany. Luther was pretty much north and quite a bit more east than Heidelberg; it was a fairly long trip to Heidelberg, but the Pope gave orders to the head of the Augustinians in Italy that they should notify the order in Germany to put a stop to this agitation on the part of one their monks. That seemed the simplest way to settle it, to go through the channels, to get the Augustinian Order to silence Luther. So the command was sent to Germany but the head of the Order in Germany was Staupitz, and Staupitz, you know, was the man who had first given Luther his understanding of salvation by faith; he was the man who had called Luther to the University of Wittenberg; he was a man who thought very, very highly of Luther; and he was head of the Augustinian Order in Germany. Naturally his general attitude toward him was, "Well I don't know whether Luther went a little too far in what he has done here or not, but he is a fine man and he certainly is entitled to a good hearing." That was Staupitz's attitude. 

The order came from Rome to Staupitz, in Germany, that something be done to silence Luther. And Staupitz proceeded to do it by bringing the matter before the General Council, the general meeting which occurred every year, of the Order, which would be held in Heidelberg. Well, Luther was asked to go to the meeting; but the question was, is it safe for Luther now to go down to Heidelberg? Luther is well known now, many people in Germany think very highly of him; but there are the Dominicans who were the Inquisitors—in general anyway—directed the Inquisition, although there were many fine people among them. Savonarola was a Dominican, yet the Dominicans in general were against Luther. And some of the Dominicans were preaching very fiery sermons against him, how he ought to be burned; and if he got away from Wittenberg, on the way there, there might somebody to injure Luther, some local authorities might interfere with him. 

Well, the Elector wasn't going to have anything happen to injure his university, by anything happening to Luther, so the Elector gave Luther a safe conduct, which declared that anybody injuring Luther would be attacking the Elector, and the Elector was one of the leading nobles in Germany. Not in wealth, by any means, but in standing, in position, in reputation, one of the leading nobles in Germany, and so he gave him this safe conduct and he wrote to the Duke of the region where Heidelberg is, asking him to protect Luther when he was in his domain, as a personal friendly service to the elector, and the Duke's brother down there had graduated from the University of Wittenberg, and knew Luther personally, so that the Elector wrote him also. So Luther went in safety to Heidelberg; he had to walk most of the way; it was a distance of two or three hundred miles. But walking was quite customary in those days; Luther did not yet have enough reputation that they would provide transportation for him. 

He made the trip to Heidelberg, and when he got there he found that Staupitz and the others had a very friendly attitude toward him. They did not attempt to tell him that he had done wrong and should stop. They said we'd like to know just what it is that you are saying, what is your real position. So they had a meeting at which Luther presented his views; and Luther didn't just talk about indulgences, Luther talked about the whole matter of salvation by faith. He took up his previous views and he presented his opposition to the scholastic attitude on theology, which was tradition and syllogisms, and said the place to get theology is from the Bible. In Heidelberg in these public meetings, he presented it so well, that he secured a good many followers there who were followers of his the rest of his life. One man who heard him there was a man named Martin Bucer (also spelled Butzer). Martin Bucer became one of the great leaders of the Reformation eventually, with an influence in many countries. He first heard Luther at Heidelberg. 

So Luther returned from Heidelberg, having spread his ideas further, and made new friends and new supporters, and this attempt to silence Luther had no success at all. 

2. Trierias. Trierias was the official—this is an abbreviation of his name—the official in the Papal household, whose title was that he was in charge of the papal household. He was a high officer in the papal household—not in the church but in the papal household—a high officer, a man of some education. He proceeded to write against Luther, and the principal thing in what he wrote was that Luther is denying the authority of the Pope. Luther hadn't said anything against the authority of the Pope, but Trierias said, the Pope has given these indulgences; that settles the matter. Luther should recognize it. Well, these were written before Luther went to Heidelberg, but they would reach Germany about the time he was leaving, so it was after he got back that he prepared his answer, and he took up Trierias' complaints and logically answered them, to such an extent that it helped his cause instead of injuring it. 

The attack Trierias had made on him. Well, by this time, they had decided in Rome something more drastic must be done and so in August of 1518 an order was sent from the Pope that Luther was to come to Rome, and there appear to answer charges at Rome. Well, Luther knew of others who had gone to Rome and had never come back. Luther knew that it would be very dangerous; so he wrote to the Elector and said, "I have orders to go to Rome, what shall I do?" Well, the Elector could not fight against the whole power of Rome. But the elector had a good reputation. He didn't know what Luther was doing; he did not understand this discussion. Later on he came to understand, but at this point he didn't. He himself had been collecting for his state in getting indulgences for those who would come to him. But he was very much interested in the university he built, and he wanted this university to be a great university and Luther was its greatest jewel. People were coming from all over Germany to study under Luther. The university had become three or four times as big as it had been before Luther began to teach there. It had become known throughout Germany and the thought of losing his best professor and the man who had impressed him well each time he had heard him preach, was something he did not want to give up. He was a wise man; at least a very shrewd man. So Frederic wrote a real nice letter to the Pope, and he told the Pope how anxious he was to please the Pope in every way possible, but, he also pointed out to him his difficulty. Luther was the outstanding pride of his university, which he was so anxious to build up and Luther's health was delicate; traveling was hard for Luther. It was difficult; he might catch a cold on the way, or something like that, Now would the Pope be so kind as to let there be someone with power to examine the matter, in Germany, and not risk the dangers to Luther's life, of his catching some disease on the way, in making the trip down to Rome. And Frederic was a man that the Pope didn't want to displease and he had written a very, very nice letter, and the Pope said we will have our legate in Germany to look into the matter and treat Luther in a fatherly way, and see if he can't show him the error of his way. Well, you see, the time is passing while these letters go back and forth. It was a little bit of a flame that could have been put out, but time was passing, and Frederic the Elector was responsible for a good bit of the extending of time on it. So 

3. The Appearance before Cajetan. Now Cajetan is sometimes called Cajetan, sometimes he is referred to by his proper name, which was DeDio. He was a Dominican, but he was a scholar. Many of the Dominicans are scholars, so I shouldn't say "but he was a scholar." They are among the best scholars of the Roman Church today—the Dominicans. But Cajetan was an outstanding theologian, and when Cajetan had been asked about this indulgence matter, he himself said this is a very complicated matter, indulgences. And he said there are some of Luther's statements that would seem to be rather definitely wrong, but there are many of them which are certainly justifiable. Cajetan was against two or three of them very definitely; and he was very loyal to the Pope; and he was coming as papal legate this year, to the meeting of the Diet in Germany. Now "the Diet" is a term that meant something like a Parliament or a Conference today. The Diet was the meeting held usually every year of the German Estates, that is of the Dukes and the Bishops, and the Electors, and the Free Cities—the various elements of Germany which was pretty much of a hodge-podge, different types of political organizations, they would come together at the Diet once a year, and at these Diets as much as 50 years before, they had passed resolutions asking that the Pope do away with various abuses in connection with the relation of the German church to the Italian Church. They had often made all kinds of objections, but all they would do was pass these resolutions and they had been doing it for 50 years. Well, Cajetan came to the Diet and there at the Diet he found that the feeling of the people was very strong against various abuses of Rome. He had to be very, very clever with them, to keep them from passing some very strong denunciations to certain of the practices; but they all were well impressed with him; and he managed to do a good bit in moderating the attitude of the Diet, at that meeting. 

Now before mentioning Luther's coming before him I'm just going to incidentally mention something that happened at this time which is of no importance in the immediate situation but of much importance later; since chronologically it happened here, I will just mention it here. Reuchlin, you remember, had a nephew whose name was Schwartzerde (German for black earth); he was a real scholar, this nephew of Reuchlin's, a fine Greek scholar, so he didn't want a German name like Schwartzherde; he translated it into Greek, which made it Melancthon, Philip Melancthon. Well, Melancthon was a young man who had his doctor's degree in Greek, a fine Greek student, and Reuchlin said, you go to Wittenberg and work with Martin Luther; he is one of the promising young scholars, you work with him; and Melancthon came and he was Luther's best friend for the rest of Luther's life. And Luther often said "Well, if they burn me at the stake, Melancthon is still here." And Melancthon wrote the creed which is today the creed of the Lutheran church. He was a man of tremendous importance in the future history of the Reformation. So that right now—we will say much more about him later, but at this point, I merely mention that right at this time he came to Luther with a letter from his uncle. But continuing with the events which seem to be of importance at this time:

Cajetan wrote to Luther from Augsburg, a big city in southern Germany. He wrote to Luther and ordered him to come to Augsburg and appear before him there. And the Elector said we will let Luther go provided he has a safe conduct; he must have word from Cajetan, and from the civil officials, that he will be allowed to go to Augsburg, and to return to Wittenberg. In other words, if anything is done against Luther it must be done after he returns, not down there. [Question.] Augsburg was where the big bankers were who collected the indulgence money. I know that. But whether the Diet had been there, I don't know. This was a month or two after the Diet. He was simply to appear before Cajetan. So Luther had a letter of Safe Conduct from the Elector. He could go to Cajetan and be heard before Cajetan, have his examination by him; but nobody could touch Luther now. If they wanted to do anything to Luther, they must come to the Elector. He is one of the Elector's subjects, and they must say to the Elector, this is the situation, we want to do so-and-so, and then the Elector will decide whether to turn him over; and if they have pretty good charges, you can be sure the Elector will, because he didn't have the power to resist any great army, or to resist the public opinion of the world either. But nothing could be done now to Luther; he goes, he is heard, and he comes back again. Well, Luther went to Cajetan and Cajetan received him in most fatherly manner. Very, very kindly, and was so nice to him that it looked as if everything was going to be all right. But Luther started to try to defend his position, and in the meantime Cajetan has read Luther's other theses, and though Cajetan thought there was much to be said for Luther's theses on the indulgences, he did not agree with Luther's attitude that said the Bible was what matters rather than the scholastic theology; he didn't agree with that; he didn't like that, and so this turned him somewhat against Luther, on the real issue of the case, rather than the indulgences, but that didn't come up in their discussion. Luther had several meetings with Cajetan. At these meetings he would bow before the Papal Legate, the representative of the Pope. The Pope would address him through his legate, and tell him how he was interested in his eternal welfare; he wanted him to avoid difficulty in this world, and the next, by simply withdrawing two of his statements in the indulgences; two of these statements, he should withdraw, and recant these; Cajetan thought that if he could get a statement from Luther that he had recanted these, he had given them up, that would destroy Luther's influence against the indulgences and would satisfy the Pope. But Luther said, "What is wrong with these?" He said, "Show me from the Scripture where they're wrong." Cajetan said, "My son, your duty as a faithful child of the church is to obey when the church commands." He said, "The Pope and the scholars of Rome, of whom he was one of the leaders, are convinced these are wrong, you must recant." Luther said, "Show me from Scripture that these statements are wrong, and I will gladly recant. But he said I cannot do it without such evidence." Cajetan said, "You must do it. This is the order from Rome; this is the order of the church, you must recant." And so they had several meetings, one after the other, getting a little bit more feeling in it, though on the whole it was on quite a courteous, friendly matter; but in the end it was definite. Cajetan said, "You must recant." Luther said, "I cannot recant, unless you give me evidence from Scripture." And Cajetan, who was a fine theologian and had been in great discussions of many matters at other times, evidently didn't think this simple German monk was important enough for him, a learned Italian, to bother to try to get into a real discussion, and particularly when the monk kept saying the question should be settled on the basis of the Bible, and Cajetan was more interested in tradition and theology and philosophy and those things. So in the end Luther left him, to go back to Wittenberg. Staupitz had been in Augsburg and seen Luther in between and asked him how the meetings were going after each meeting. And now when Staupitz saw how the meetings had gone, Staupitz said to Luther, "You start back"—they had provided him a horse by this time to this meeting—he said, "Luther, you get on the horse and you start back quickly as you can, because you don't know what might happen." But Staupitz also said, "First come here; there is something I want to do," and Staupitz got him off and went through a ceremony of releasing Luther from his vow of obedience to the Augustinian Order. That was quite a surprise to Luther, but Staupitz wanted to do two things, one he wanted to leave Luther a free man to follow the dictates of his conscience without being in danger of breaking his vows, but more importantly he wanted to relieve the Augustinian Order of responsibility for Luther. So instead of trying to force Luther, he excused Luther from any obligations to the Augustinian Order; so he did that at the meeting in Augsburg. Staupitz realized how things were heading up. Well, a whole year had gone by, in the effort to quiet Luther, and only resulting in people being more interested in the whole matter, and especially as Luther was a very good writer, and as soon as he got home he sat down and wrote the whole account of his meeting with Cajetan and published it. He simply told what had happened. But the effect in Germany was to say that this Italian from Rome, that our great German doctor, our leading professor here, just has to be told "You give this up, and he'll give it up, and he will not attempt to give him argument from Scripture and prove to him it's wrong." So it raised much sympathy for Luther in many quarters. So a new method was tried. 

4. Charles Miltitz was a Papal Chamberlain. He was a German. And he heard in Rome what had been happening, and he said, "They are going at this the wrong way." He said, "I know how these Germans feel about the Italians trying to force them." He said, "You send me up, as a German, and I know something of their psychology, I think I can silence Luther." So the Pope said, "I'll do better than that; I will send a golden robe to the Elector of Saxony, Frederic." Every year the Pope sent a golden robe to some king in Europe, king or duke, and it was a great honor to get the golden robe. And the kings in Europe were very proud when the Pope would give them a golden robe. Now he said, "I'll send the golden robe this year to Frederic, and with this great sign of papal honor to Frederic, Frederic will now be disposed to try to please the Pope." And he said he would send Miltitz to do it. And he told Miltitz, "Now you go and you see about getting this thing quieted up." 

So Miltitz got to Germany and he could understand what people were saying. In the hotels along the way and everywhere he heard people talking about Luther, and he heard them talking about the Pope; and he saw there was pretty strong feeling there, and he said, "We've got to move gently in this." So he went to see the Elector and gave him the golden robe and told the Elector that he ought to do something about Luther, and the Elector said if Luther has done something wrong, we certainly will do something about it, but he said we want it to be something proven. I don't know these theological details, he says, but Luther is a fine man, we want to be sure there is something really wrong before anything is done to hurt him. Well, Miltitz went to Luther and Tetzel and tried to make them each promise to keep quiet on the controversy and not make any more controversy. And both of them promised. Miltitz was very gracious to them, and he said to both of them, he said now you've promised that you won't say anything more about this, we're just going to hush the whole thing up. Miltitz went after Tetzel much harder than he did Luther. Oh, he told Tetzel, he had raised a big storm by his foolish statements and he went after Tetzel pretty bad. He summoned Tetzel to come and appear before him, Tetzel wrote back, I can't do it, if I go out on the streets I'll be stoned to death; I don't dare leave the monastery. So Miltitz went and saw him and scolded him so hard that within a few months Tetzel died of a broken heart. And everybody deserted Tetzel; nobody had any compassion for him except Luther, Luther wrote him a nice letter, trying to comfort him and saying "Tetzel, it isn't your fault; it's the fault of those who sent you." He said you're not the founder of this custom and he said I'm awfully sorry it's having this effect on you, Luther was the only man who showed any compassion to Tetzel, and he died very shortly and disappeared from the scene. Well, we'll continue there tomorrow.

The Elector was not going to permit the leading professor in his university to run the risk of losing his life. But Miltitz felt he had won a great victory in getting Luther and Tetzel to promise not to carry on the discussion in public any further, to drop the matter, and both of them agreeing that they would enter into no further public discussion of it unless they were attacked. But naturally they would not say that they would not, if they were attacked. By now, it is already January of 1519, a year and a half had gone by and during this time Luther had been active as a professor lecturing, active preaching in the church, but he had also been answering all the attacks upon him, and he had been very much occupied with getting information out, Now he stopped issuing any publications on the matter, but his interest had been aroused by the way in which so many people were claiming that the Pope settled such matters; that was all that was necessary, a statement from the Pope. And so Luther set to work to study into the Pope's authority; to read up the statements of the fathers; to look into church history; and to see the scriptural evidences that were alleged for papal authority. And thus during the next few months, Luther devoted himself largely to the study of this subject; but Luther was not allowed to keep quiet on the whole matter because a new antagonist came into it. We'll call this number 5: 

5. John Eck. John Eck now becomes greatly interested in this matter, and for the next 30 years he is perhaps Luther's most able opponent. John Eck we've already mentioned once. He was a professor in south Germany, Luther had had sundry correspondence with him; Luther was well impressed with his mind, his active mind, his seeming interest in getting at the bottom of this; and when Luther sent out his original theses on scholasticism, Eck was one of those to whom he sent a copy. Luther expected Eck to look at the matter impartially and to stand with Luther on it. Now whether Eck was the man who had a great strong prejudice in favor of papal authority and felt so much aggrieved when he felt it was attacked that it just became the predominant thing of his life to try to destroy that which had opposed him, or whether Eck was ambitious to make himself a greater name and a greater standing by attacking what was coming to be a great popular leader and getting all the acclaim that Luther had, no one can tell; we cannot get into his mind, we cannot get to know him intimately; but this we do know, that he was filled with a tremendous desire to combat and destroy what Luther was doing, which nobody had expected from their knowledge of him before. And he set to work diligently to put himself up as the opponent of Luther. Well now he had written some things, and Luther had written an answer to them too. It was just private. He sent these long discussions to Luther, Luther sent him long answers. Luther was surprised to see how he was coming out against the position that Luther was taking. Now he wrote and challenged Luther to a public debate. Luther had promised Miltitz he would not engage in public discussion unless he were attacked, and so Luther said that under the present circumstances he had better not engage in a public debate on the matter. He had expressed his views, they were clear for anyone to read. 

Well, then Eck wrote to one of Luther's associates, this man was named Carlstadt. Like Eck, his real name was not Carlstadt. Eck's real name wasn't Eck. They were both named after the town they were born in. But this man—I think his real name was Bosenbach, but everybody calls him Carlstadt because he came from a city called Carlstadt—Carlstadt was a professor at Wittenberg who had come there after Luther had and had at first been disposed to be very critical of Luther's views and of that which was new in Luther's approach. But it had now been quite a few years since he had been at Wittenberg and after he'd been there for a time, he had accepted Luther's views but tended to go beyond Luther. Luther was moving very slowly, studying everything very carefully. He would stand by what he had received unless he found proof that some point was wrong and needed changing. That was Luther's attitude. And Luther was studying everything very, very slowly and steadily and solidly, and making no changes without being absolutely sure he had full evidence in the Scripture that that is the right thing to do. Carlstadt started with the position of opposing Luther's innovations, then finding himself unable to answer Luther's arguments, coming to the conclusion that Luther is right, he jumped over to the other side, to take the position Luther was taking, but to go much beyond Luther in the taking of this position. And now Eck wrote to Carlstadt and asked Carlstadt to engage in debate with him. And Carlstadt agreed to do it. The suggestion was made that their debate be at the great university of Leipzig. Leipzig was to the north of Wittenberg, not a very long distance away, but it was in Ducal Saxony. I mentioned to you prreviously that Leipzig and Dresden were the two great cities in Ducal Saxony. Leipzig was the center of a great university, and the request was made that the debates be held in this university. Now the professors at the university, some of them didn't think they ought to have it there, because they were afraid of its hurting the good name of the university. But the Duke of Ducal Saxony, a man named George, cousin of Elector Frederic, thought it would be a very good idea, to have the debate there and have a chance to see what it was all about, hearing the real leaders discuss it, and he gave orders to the university to accept the challenge to the debate. So a decision was made to have a debate between Carlstadt and Eck—Eck coming up from south Germany—at the University of Leipzig, in July. Remember it was in January 1519 that Miltitz had got Luther to promise not to made further publications or to arouse further public discussion over these matters unless he were attacked. Now 

6. The Leipzig Debate. For this debate Carlstadt was the protagonist on the one side. It was statements which Carlstadt had made in defense of Luther's position which Eck had attacked as far as this debate was concerned. They made an outline of the matters they were going to deal with in the debate, Carlstadt to take the one side and Eck the other, but Luther and Melancthon went along to be of assistance. They carried quite a few books; they were helpful in providing materials and giving suggestions to Carlstadt. By this time the story had spread pretty much over Germany, what was Luther's position and Luther's stand, and the Humanists were beginning to feel that here was a man who fearlessly attacked the pretensions of the ecclesiastical leaders and they were beginning to speak very highly of Luther; and so were many people who were displeased with the exactions of the papal court and with the corruption of the church. But among the common folk of Germany, as a rule, the tendency was simply to think, here was a very evil heretic who was causing harm to the church and they better be careful of him. The story was in Leipzig that Luther carried the devil in a little box in his pocket, and people had better be careful not to get too near him, what might happen to them; and when Luther appeared (they got a wagon and horses to pull them and their books up to Leipzig), the people went running every direction, away from Luther; they were afraid of the terrible heretic, and that was the general attitude in Leipzig at that time, toward this awful heretic. Duke George, however, had a banquet, and with Eck, Carlstadt, Luther and Melancthon and the others entertained, he gave them very pleasant treatment as they started; they took the largest hall there in the university for their meeting, and Duke George himself presided at the meeting. When the debate began, Carlstadt spoke very vociferously but when it came to a particular point at which Eck attacked them, Luther and Melancthon would step up with a book and point to a page which Carlstadt would read, and they did that so many times, it was so obvious that Eck was a far quicker thinker, and keener in his dealings with problems, that the others began to object violently to Carlstadt's having so much assistance in the debate. 

So finally, after a couple of days—they were three weeks in Leipzig—after a couple of days of the debate, finally they got the Duke to rule that each debater while he was speaking should be on his own, not have other people handing him books or giving him assistance. And then very soon it became evident that Carlstadt was by no means a match for Eck as a thinker and as a speaker, but that constantly what Eck was saying was attacking not what Carlstadt said but what Luther said. And there was Luther right there. And so they began to ask, "Why can't Luther speak? Why can't we hear the man who really originated these things say what he thinks about them?" Luther by this time was getting like a horse who is tied up and there is something he wants to get to and he is just tied, with a tremendous craving to get loose and going; and you could see that when a point would be brought up Luther knew just what he would like to say to answer it, and he couldn't do anything. So finally they prevailed on Duke George to let Luther take over for part of the debate, so from there on it was Luther arguing publicly with Eck. And Eck was a very skilful debater; there were two points at which he scored there very tremendously. One of these points was this: that Leipzig the University was an old university in Germany but not nearly as old as the University of Prague in Czechoslovakia. The University of Prague, at one time, the German Dukes of this area had gone there, and the king of Bohemia there had been the emperor of the whole Holy Roman Empire. But the German students felt that they were being discriminated against by the Czechish leaders and were not being given their full rights in every way, and the feeling got so strong that they had left the University of Prague and started this new university at Leipzig. It's a long distance from Prague, it's several hundred miles, but of course it was much easier for the German students not to have to go so far, and yet in this starting it made a certain feeling against the Bohemians. 

Well, back then it was John Huss of Bohemia who presented these views, following the views of John Wyclif, at the Council of Constance; for this he was burned at the stake, and the best armies of Europe had tried to reduce his followers—Hussites as they called them—from Bohemia, and been unable to do it. The Hussites had driven these soldiers back and had even made things worse. Eck seized upon this to take some of Luther's views and say, "Well look, this is what John Huss said, exactly what John Huss said. This position you're taking is the position of John Huss." And when Eck went after Luther that way, well, Luther said, "Not everything John Huss said was wrong." He said, "In fact, he said a good many things that were right." And this shocked Duke George terribly. He let out an oath. He was sitting in the Chairman's seat; he was quite shocked that anything good should be said about the Hussites. That hurt Luther in the general attitude of the people who were listening to the debate. Then Eck made his biggest point there. The Pope has spoken on this matter of indulgences. Quite recently then a statement had been issued by the Pope clarifying his position on certain aspects of indulgence selling. Not defending all Tetzel had done, but definitely opposing some of Luther's statements. They said the Pope has spoken ex cathedra, he has taken a definite position on this, now they said, as a loyal son of the church, will you not accept what the Pope said? And he pressed Luther into the position that it wasn't the matter of indulgences, but a matter of papal authority, which Luther had not previously thought about. Luther had felt the Pope must have been misled by his counsellors or the thing must be a forgery, the Pope didn't really issue it, or the Pope must have done it hastily, he appealed from the Pope and he could not feel that the Pope himself could be at error on these things. 

In your assignment for next week you will read a letter that Luther wrote to the Pope, in which he takes the position that the Pope is a great and good and godly man, but that he is surrounded by wicked men, and in a terribly difficult position because of all these wicked men in the court. Luther tried to hold that position as long as he could, but Eck forced him to a position where he had to deny the authority of the Pope. And Luther said that a Pope could err and he began to give illustrations from history where a Pope had made mistakes. But this also made Duke George very angry; Duke George became a bitter enemy of Luther, one of the bitterest enemies he had, to the very end of his life. Duke George, you know, was so near to where Luther lived, and a constant danger to his life. But the debate continued for quite a number of days. Finally it ended and after three weeks at Leipzig they went back and the proceedings of the debate were sent to the university of Paris to judge it and to make a determination who had won—whether Luther or Eck had won, and the decision in that was pretty apt to depend on the views of the people judging the debate of this kind, rather than to be a judgment of the ability of the men entering into it. And that would take quite a while before they would get a decision on that. But the story of the debate was spread all over Germany of course, and it forced Luther into a position much stronger as far as the authority of the Pope was concerned, than any that he had taken before. 

It also resulted in Eck's becoming a violent opponent of Luther, and Eck devoted the next 30 years to trying to injure Luther; he was perhaps his most able foe, because he was a brilliant thinker and an able writer. And he was constantly working against Luther; in fact, he soon went to Rome, to urge the Pope to take more violent measures against Luther. It resulted in Duke George becoming a very bitter antagonist of Luther, which he remained for nearly 30 years. He was constantly opposing Luther, would not allow his books to be sold in Ducal Saxony at all, and if he had ever gotten his hands on Luther, he would have burned him at the stake as a heretic. It resulted, though, in all of Germany coming to know the issues more clearly than they had before, and it resulted in forcing Luther into a clearer understanding of what he really stood for and into a position from which retreat would have been much more difficult than before.

7. The Papal Excommunication. The Pope had been trying to get Duke Frederic to turn Luther over to him; he had been trying to get Luther to come to Rome for trial; he had been trying to get various ones to take a strong action against Luther; and he was delayed in going to the ultimate point of excommunication largely because of his fear of displeasing Frederic. Frederic was a force, though not extremely wealthy—he did not have great power, but he had great standing. And the Pope was anxious not to displease him, so he went more slowly on him than might have been expected. But John Eck went to Rome and urged more vigorous action against Luther. The considerations of the matter were spread over many months; it was pointed out that a heretic was not to be condemned immediately, but notice must be given to him first of 60 days in which to retract; and then if he does not retract then he can be excommunicated. And so in 1520—in June of 1520—Leo issued a bull. You know, the papal official documents are called bulls from the Latin word which is used for the seal that is put upon them. A papal bull was issued, called "Arise O Lord"; this bull declared that if Luther did not repent and give up his false views within 60 days, he was then to be excommunicated. It is very beautifully written document, starts "Arise O Lord and defend thy vineyards against this wild animal that has come in and knocked down the plants and is destroying the tender plants; and arise O Peter, arise O Paul, come to the defense of your people", and so on.

It is quite a document. And Eck was given the authority to take the document and to distribute it throughout Germany. Now of course in those days without telegraph or trains, it would take a long time for material of this kind to get around. It has to be brought up and distributed here and there, so the 60 days in it would probably mean 60 days from when Luther would be apprised of it, rather than 60 days from the time when they issued it. Yes? [student: Was the bull infallible?] I'm not sure whether that particular distinction was much in the people's minds at that time. The idea that the Pope is infallible is an idea adopted in 1870; and there was no official adoption of it until then. When it was adopted, in order to make it clear what they meant, they said that when he speaks ex cathedra; but before that, in Luther's time, the great mass of the scholars thought of the Pope simply as an executive leader, and did not feel that in his doctrinal statements he would necessarily be infallible. There were individuals who took the position that the Pope must be infallible in whatever he said; but the general position would be the Pope is the executive; if he makes a definite stand, you've got to capitulate, and I think they were more interested in the general leader then than they were in the question of infallibility, which really is an issue of the last century, not before. 

But this excommunication—or this threat of excommunication—was issued in June 1520 and Eck was given the authority to take it and to circulate it in Germany. And he was also to see to it that notice of it actually reached Luther himself. Now before this, Luther had been busy since the debate studying and writing; and in August of 1520, after the papal excommunication, but before it reached Luther, he issued the first of his three great Reformation treatises. These three great treatises I'm going to put under one head here, though they are so important they deserve more. We will make up for that by letting you read the three of them. 

8. Luther's Three Great Reformation Treatises of 1520. I say "of 1520" to bring out the year in which they were given out. The three were published in this one year. The first of them we'll call 

a. The Address to the Christian Nobility of the German Nation. This address to the Christian Nobility of the German nation, a long article which Luther wrote and which was widely circulated in Germany in August 1520, pointed out to the German nobles how their land was injured by its dependence on an ecclesiastical ruler in Italy. It pointed out the corruption of the church and the way in which the church leaders had been oppressing the Germans, and urged the nobility to take some action to bring a stop to these abuses. Now the German nobles in their meetings—in the Diet—had for the last 50 years been making complaints about papa1 corruption; and time after time they had passed resolutions, as much as 50 years before; but nothing beyond that had ever been done. Now Luther wrote, crystallizing things; he urged them for the welfare of the German people, and for their freedom to develop their Christian lives and to follow the Scriptures, they should take a more forthright stand on this thing. In October came out his second of these three great Reformation treatises. This is his work on 

b. The Babylonian Captivity of the Church. In this one, Luther goes much further into doctrinal matters, and much further into secular matters than in the first one. In it he takes up the matter that the Christian church, he said, is held as though in a Babylonian captivity. It is held by the teaching of the Roman Church regarding the seven sacraments, which must be administered by a priest; he takes up each of these sacraments and shows how for some of them there is no Scriptural evidence for such a rite being observed as a sacrament at all; how they are a part of the superstition which had developed in the Middle Ages which the ecclesiastical organization had foisted upon the Christian church. It holds people in subjection to it, so that they are unable to exercise their freedom in Christ, and enjoy the blessings of the Gospel which they should enjoy by direct access to Christ Himself, without being bound by these restrictions of the sacramental system which had developed in the church. And so he goes right to the heart of the medieval superstitions which were binding the church, and which (subsequent to that time) were adopted by the Roman Catholic Church as official teaching. He goes right to the heart of these in the Babylonian Captivity, and these two are great controversial documents. They are filled with invective, the strong bringing out of error, and calling on people to do something about it. They are very, very strong, controversial documents, very clearly worked out and ably presented. The third great Reformation Treatise—many people find it hard to believe that the same man could write the third as the first two—the third which came out in November is called

c. On the Freedom of a Christian Man, sometimes called his treatise on Christian Liberty, I think that's the title put over it in the book in which it is assigned to you for next week. His Treatise on Christian Liberty, he called, "On the Freedom of a Christian Man." Now this one is very different in tone from the other two. It shows the same clearness of thinking; it shows the same able presentation; but it is a mild, quiet, friendly talk, taking up Scriptural matters and seeing the blessings to which the Christian is entitled from the Scriptural teachings It is a presentation, as Luther himself said, in brief form, of the theology in which he believed, and of the rights a Christian man had in Christ, as he understood them. And so this is a beautiful presentation of the heart of the Gospel, "On the Freedom of the Christian Man," on Christian liberty. Not a controversial document like the other two. The first one was addressed to the Christian nobility, to Christians in general; this one was addressed to the Pope; and there is an introductory letter with it, in which he tells the Pope that he considers that the Pope is a Daniel among lions; a lamb among wolves; he is surrounded by all the wicked people in the papal court in Rome, but he wants the Pope not to be misled by what he is told about him, but to understand what he really believes. So he goes on and gives a presentation of his doctrine. Whether the Pope ever saw it is a question, but certainly thousands of Christians saw it; it was widely distributed, and it had an effect not only in Germany, but also in most of the other countries in Europe. 

Well, these three great writings which came out in this year were tremendous forces in advancing the Reformation, and in increasing people's understanding of the Gospel. And then we take 9:

9. The Burning of the Papal Bull. Now this is in December. In December, the Bull which had been promulgated in June reached Luther's area. Eck had been distributing it in different places and now a copy of it comes to him; it tells him of the danger that is actually his from the Pope; the Pope calls Luther a terrible heretic, an utterly wicked man, who is destroying the vineyard of Christ, a wild beast that has come into Christ's vineyard; and Peter and Paul are called upon to arise and rescue the church from him; and if he does not within 60 days repent, then excommunication inevitably follows; and if he is excommunicated, he is to be an outlaw against the church. Anyone who killed him would be doing a good deed. 

Well, before this time the students in Wittenberg, who were very great supporters of Luther had taken some of the documents that had been written against Luther and had publicly burned them, and Luther had not approved of this thing. He felt that more serious methods of quiet, careful answer to arguments were what was needed. But now things had reached the point of this open declaration of war against Luther by the Pope; he declared him to be a condemned heretic, and that he is to be excommunicated. Luther felt that things had come to the place where an absolute clear stand must be taken; so one morning in December Luther went out to the outskirts of Wittenberg with some friends who were carrying some things. He got out there, the students were all there, many people from the town, and they built a bonfire and Luther declared that this Bull that the Pope had written was unworthy of a Christian, was unworthy of a man—that a man who would issue the statements in this was unworthy to be the spiritual head of Christ's church, and that he would show his attitude toward the Pope by publicly burning it. And so he threw the Bull and a copy of the Canon Law—which was the law that had grown up through the church through the Middle Ages—much of which had more and more come to be accepted, to corrupt the church by the superstitions that developed in the Middle Ages. He took the Canon Law, and the Bull, and he threw them into the fire publicly, which was a declaration of his unwillingness to submit to the Pope, and to attack what he said in open defiance of him. 

Now before this time, in the previous century, there had been occasions when a Pope had excommunicated a king or an emperor and when the man had defied him; in some cases in the end the king had to submit; and in other cases, in the end, the Pope had withdrawn his attitude and had made confession in order to win the support of the king or the emperor. Such matters had occasionally occurred, and in fact they had even occasionally burned bulls of excommunication by the Pope; but never before had a humble monk done such a thing; never had a man of peasant extraction done such a thing; never had a man who did not have an army or strong temporal support behind him taken such a public stand as this in defiance of a papal edict. So the account of what Luther had done spread all over Europe and made a tremendous stir; people either thought that it was terrible that this man should take this stand against the Pope, against the leader of the church, or felt that it was wrong that this fine German citizen would be ready to step out and to take the terrible risk involved in it. 

And of course everybody knew that the century before, John Huss had been burned at the stake despite the fact that he had a safe conduct from the Emperor to come to the Council of Constance. Everybody knew that many of Huss' followers were burned publicly for their views. Everybody knew that Savonarola only 20 years before had been publicly burned in Florence in Italy. Everybody knew that John Wyclif's body had been dug up in England by the order of the Council of Constance; his bones had been dug up and publicly burned, to show the attitude of the church toward him. And here was Luther taking this public stand of defiance there in Wittenberg. Now the enemies of Luther were bound to move just as forcibly as possible. If they had moved that way when the theses first came out they could easily have put an end to it; but they had allowed this time to go by, and more and more people knew about this, and more and more sympathized with him, including many of the leaders; and so it is a much more difficult thing—though not by any means impossible now—to get rid of him. We move on then to 

D. The Diet of Worms. This was the meeting of the leaders of the German political unit. Diets were held once a year. And Worms was the city where it met—the Diet which was held in 1521. Now in speaking of this Diet of Worms, this was much more important than most of the Diets. A Diet was held every year, but sometimes the emperor was present and sometimes he was not present. And if the emperor was present there was the opportunity for the Diet to have far more interest than if he was not. The Diet might just pass resolutions but that's about all it would amount to unless the Emperor was present. But if the Emperor was present, then an actual action might be taken of considerable importance. It was difficult for any action of importance to be taken in his absence. And this Diet was the first diet at which the new emperor was present. And so it was a meeting of greater importance than any Diet of the time for a good many years. So we will have under D, 

1. The New Emperor. Now this new emperor is a man who was during the whole of Luther's life of very great importance. He was the man with the authority in Germany, and he was one who very soon became determined to destroy Luther. And so he is of tremendous importance, and you should know something about him. 

His predecessor, Maximilian had died in January 1519 Now Mimilian is not of importance for our history of the Reformation, except for the fact of his reputation and of his death at this particular time. Now Maximilian's reputation was this: he was a real German in every way. He came of old German stock from south Germany, a section now called Austria, he was the Archduke of Austria, he was not particularly wealthy though he had much larger territory than Frederic had, but he was a bluff sort of a fellow that appealed to the Germans. And he was always going off to the mountains and engaging in exploits where he would nearly lose his life for one reason or another, and he was sort of a popular hero. He was a general good sort of a fellow, people thought, and they liked him and they thought highly of him. He was not a great executive or a great leader in any way. But everybody felt sorry when Maximilian died, and the question was who will be elected in Maximilian's place? And the death of Maximilian in January 1519 probably was as important as anything at all in the fact that it wasn't till a year and a half after that that an actual excommunication was issued against Luther. Because the Pope now, once Maximilian was gone, was tremendously interested in who was going to be the next emperor. And the one that Pope would rather than anybody else have for emperor was Frederic the Wise, the Elector of Saxony. In fact Frederic was the administrator of the Empire when the emperor died. He was the administrator; whatever had to be done for the administration of the Holy Roman Empire, Frederic had to carry out; and the Pope wanted him to be elected emperor. 

Why did the Pope want him elected emperor? Probably for two reasons: because he was rather along in years, and not very strong. And because his own possessions were just this little country area of Electoral Saxony. In other words, he wouldn't be a strong emperor. And for centuries the Popes and the emperors had been at sword points as to which was the stronger. And the Popes were always trying to have a weak emperor, so that the papacy could be supreme in the Holy Roman Empire. And the men who wanted to become emperor now? One of them was King of England; he tried to get himself elected to the title of the Holy Roman Emperor. Another one was the King of France. And there was a young fellow that some were talking of as a possibility, a great grandson of Maximilian; he had ancestral possessions in different parts of Europe, and would probably become quite a strong man because of his possessions. 
Now Maximilian, as emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, had married the daughter of the Duke of Burgundy. Charles the Bold, the Duke of Burgundy, had in the previous century held the territory known as Burgundy, which included Holland and Belgium and part of France. It was a very prosperous section; it was the section of Europe in which commerce was perhaps more developed than any other place in northern Europe. A very prosperous section, with very prosperous people in it, and Charles the Bold had had many wars with France; France had taken quite bit of the territory, but still it was a very sizeable territory and Maximilian married the daughter of Charles the Bold, but they hadn't been married very long, when this daughter Mary died. And Maximilian got the people of this area to recognize him as Regent of Burgundy, for their son Philip the Handsome. But it didn't give Maximilian much power, just to be Regent of this area, but their son, the little boy, Philip the Handsome, was the heir of this fine territory. 

I started to say Burgundy was great; well it was great in wealth—but it was full of independent cities which gave only a nominal fealty to the Duke of Burgundy. Still it was a region of great wealth. Maximilian himself had very little power over them. Now when Philip the Handsome grew into manhood, Maximilian managed to get Philip married to the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain. And Ferdinand and Isabella had not only sent Columbus to discover America, they had united Spain; Spain had been divided up into little sections, most of them under Mohammedan control until that time. So here was Spain, which Ferdinand and Isabella had united, and their daughter—they had no sons, they had several daughters but no sons—this was the oldest daughter; she was the heiress, they called her Joanna the mad, because she went out of her head very early in life; and she had a long life but was not very intelligent. But Joanna married Philip the Handsome. Isabella of Spain died in 1504; young Philip died in 1506; and Ferdinand of Aragon, the king of Spain, died in 1516. So you see, Maximilian died in 1519; he had no power over Spain at all; but when Maximilian died his grandson Charles—it was when Ferdinand died in 1516 that his grandson, who was also Maximilian's grandson, Charles at 16, was ruler of Burgundy and of Spain. 

Columbus had discovered America 20 years before and the big ships were bringing gold from North and South America to Spain and the wealth of Spain was being multiplied many times, and all this would belong to the young Charles, who was then just 16 years of age. And when Maximilian died, Charles was 19 years of age. You can see, then, how Charles was a man the Pope did not want to have for emperor. If Charles became emperor he'd have all this wealth from America coming to Spain; he'd have power over Spain to get armies from Spain; he'd have power over Burgundy to get taxes from Burgundy; he'd have power in Austria where Maximilian was Archduke to get soldiers and some taxes from Austria; and then if he became emperor and had theoretical control over Germany and Italy, Charles would be a factor the Pope would have to reckon with. And he did! At one time Charles' armies even plundered the city of Rome itself, and held the Pope a prisoner for six months. But this was some years after the death of that Pope. But that Pope could foresee what might happen, and he thought if on1y we can get Frederic the Wise made Emperor! But Frederic was protecting Luther, so naturally he didn't want to displease Frederic, and so he put off, and dilly-dallied and if Maximilian had not died then—humanly speaking—the Reformation might have been killed by the burning of Luther at this time. 

This is a little involved, that relationship there; the important thing is the tremendous wealth and power which Charles would have if he was elected emperor. 

We began at D, The Diet of Worms. Under this we took up 1. The New Emperor. We noticed that in January 1519 Maximilian died, and Maximilian had been a German, a very typical German, a man whom the peop1e felt as definitely one of themselves. He was not a man of great power, because he had only a certain section of Austria of which he was Archduke, and it was from there he had gotten most of the actual strength that he held. But he was nominally the Emperor for many years, and he presided at the Diet and he was well liked, and the German people considered him as a man that they were happy to have as their emperor. But Maximilian, though he had very little power himself because he was only ruler over a comparatively small area, was constantly trying to find a way to make himself or his descendants strong, and he was so successful in this, that 200 years later his descendants were ruling nearly two-thirds of the earth. And his descendants were of tremendous importance in European history in future days, as a result of his careful planning in order to try to get them larger possessions than what he had. The way he set about this was by marrying them. We notice that he married the daughter of Charles the Bold. That added her property which was called Burgundy—Belgium, Luxembourg, and most of Holland, and large portions of northeastern France—to his estate; a very large area, but as you see, quite a long distance from Austria and it was pretty hard to combine the two into one region, and in this region up there, they received the husband of Mary in quite friendly fashion, but the cities were accustomed to a great deal of independence in that area. There were some very important commercial cities, and Mary died in 1482, before they had been married very long. 

After that Maximilian had no one in direct power there, but his son, a little boy, Philip the Handsome, was the one who was in line to rule Burgundy, and so he got himself acknowledged as regent for Philip. And then when Philip grew up they lost part of the land to France. But as Philip grew up Maximilian managed to make an arrangement that Philip would marry Joanna the daughter of Aragon's Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain. And you all know about how Ferdinand and Isabella had brought together the different sections of Spain, and thus produced one kingdom, including all the Iberian Peninsula, except Portugal; a very large area, and a fairly prosperous area which was on the verge of becoming wealthy because of Isabella's having financed Columbus' discovery of the new world, and the ships were beginning to bring back great quantities of gold from the new world to Spain. This of course all came to Ferdinand of Aragon. Isabella had died in 1504. It came to Ferdinand, but Ferdinand's daughter and heir was married to Philip the son of Maximilian, and Ferdinand lived until 1516, outliving his son-in-law who had died in 1506, but the daughter, they called the Mad Joanna, she was out of her head a great deal of the time, but still she had been sane for a considerable period, and she had two sons, so these are the grandsons of Maximilian. And so the after Maximilian's death, the question is who is going to be the emperor?

And the Pope was very anxious to see Frederic the Wise be the Emperor, because he was only ruling over the little area of Saxony, wouldn't have so much power. And the Pope would be the real ruler in Christendom; Frederic would be the nominal power but all his power would be just in this little Duchy of Saxony, so he wanted him to be ruler. 

But Frederic declined—definitely refused to be considered as a candidate. He was not young any more, he was getting along in years, not particularly strong; he acted as administrator of the emperor after the death of Maximilian, until the election of a new emperor, but he declined to be considered as a candidate, because he knew he could be nothing but a puppet ruler. He just didn't have the personal possessions to be independent in any reasonable way. And meantime the king of France was trying very hard to be elected Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. If he could unite France, and Germany, and Italy, he'd have a real empire. He was a candidate, but the empire was mostly Germans, and they weren't particularly anxious to have a Frenchman over them. And King Henry VIII, king of England, was having his claims pushed so that they would elect him as Emperor. That would be quite as bad a combination, to combine England with Germany and Italy, with France in between, but Henry was hoping he might be elected. And the Inclination of the Electors, these rulers of different sections of Germany, who had the power of election of the emperor at the death of an emperor, their inclination was "let's get a German instead of a Frenchman or an Englishman." And that was the general attitude of the people and so the people rejoiced when the word came in May 1519 that the Electors had met and had elected the grandson of Maximilian. 

So young Charles, not yet 20 years of age, is elected Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, and thus, as a result of the clever marriage arrangements made by his grandfather, he becomes a man who nominally holds the largest territory that any man has ever held since the days of Charlemagne. He is Archduke of Austria. Well, that is a much larger territory than what Frederic the Wise held. It is not a wealthy territory but it is a sizeable area. He is Archduke—he inherited it from his grandfather Maximilian. He is king of Spain, which he inherited from his mother, who inherited it from her father and mother, a region which was full of democratic aspirations, with various bodies vying to have some rights of self-choice; but in the next five years these uprisings were all put down, and the people were reduced to complete subservience to the absolute power of the king. That doesn't come under Church History to any great extent, but it is just good to know that. Spain did have a very strong unity.
Charles is also the ruler of Burgundy—which he inherited from his Great-Grandfather, Charles the Bold, king of Burgundy—what is today Belgium, the little section of Luxembourg, a very large section of what is today northern France, and the main part of what is today Holland. You see Burgundy in itself is a fairly large territory, but these different areas have different types of government—a difficult situation. 
Some of the territories aren't even touching each other. Between Burgundy and Spain there is France, and between Germany and Italy there are large sections of Switzerland that have managed to win their freedom, so that it is a scattered area, with various types of government, and the Empire itself was a heterogeneous combination of many Duchies, with different sorts of rulers having many rights of their own. But once a year they had the Diet, and the Diet had a very considerable amount of power, and between the Diets the Emperor had the legal authority to represent the Diet and therefore he could do just about anything he wanted to, if he had the force to enforce it. 

So the German people rejoiced when they realized that Maximilian was to be succeeded by a German, and all through Germany there occurred a joy that they were to continue to have a German as Emperor; a joy which soon disappeared when they found that they didn't have a German at all, but a Spaniard. He couldn't even speak German. His Grandfather was Maximilian, but his mother was a Spaniard; he'd been brought up as a Spaniard; he fought as a Spaniard; acted as a Spaniard; talked as a Spaniard, and it was a disappointment to the German people. 

Well, this then is the New Emperor; but when he was elected, the Electors profited from the situation that all these forces were against him, and thus were able to get certain promises before the election. And one of these promises was exacted by Frederic the Wise in Luther's interest. He didn't say that of course, but he asked—the others were asking the emperor to promise this and to promise that, that they would not be oppressed in various ways. They do that when a Pope is elected. The cardinals have him before the electors and they make him make all kinds of promises as to what he is going to do for them; but once he is elected, then he can do as he wants to, and often the promises are not fulfilled. But now in this case Charles was a man of honor. We must say this for Charles. Charles is not one of the great men of history, not by any means. And he is a man the deeds of whom we cannot particularly approve. That is to say, his deeds pushed in the interests of measures which impress us as being harmful rather than helpful. But I personally feel we have to recognize that this young fellow Charles proved to be a man of honor, as he understood it. A man who had certain great convictions upon which he stood, certain great principles which he was acting to carry out; and he spent his life not enjoying the luxury that he could have with all this tremendous wealth that he could draw from in his territories, but he spent his life trying to enforce the principles that he believed to be right. This involved him in war after war, trouble after trouble. He had plenty of respite in between, but he spent a great deal of time in very severe efforts and in the end failed in just about everything he attempted. 

His last two years he spent in a monastery. He did not become a monk but he went into the monastery, or he had a house right next to it; he lived in one and took part in the other, though he had a great deal of special help. A resigned emperor. And the story is that he spent a lot of his spare time trying to make clocks and that he found it difficult to make the clocks keep time together, and that he said one day, here I can't make clocks keep time together and I spent my life trying to make people keep together and think the same way. Now whether that story is true or not, we don't know. But he is a man of conviction, but not of convictions which we feel to be the right ones. But people didn't know what he was going to do. All they knew was that Maximilian's grandson is emperor, and they were very happy until they gradually learned that he was quite a different sort of man from what they had dreamed about as emperor. He didn't even know German. 

Well, Charles made this promise that no subject should be outlawed without being heard. Frederic looked forward and was careful that nobody should get to Charles, and simply, Charles had been tutored by a man who was now head of the church in Spain, a very ardent Romanist, and Frederic didn't want Charles to be led to outlawing Luther if it could be prevented. So he promised that he would not outlaw any citizen without his first being heard. Well after this the emperor went back to Spain, he was pretty much tied up with the situation in Spain for over a year; but we go on to 

2. Luther summoned to Worms. No citizen would be outlawed without a hearing—no citizen of the empire. Now of course this leaves Charles free to do what he wants to in Spain. That's between him and the Spanish. And to do what he wants in Burgundy, just so the people of Burgundy will permit it. But this is the Empire, the Holy Roman Empire, Now in Austria he is the Duke, and Maximilian as emperor had made large taxes which all the different realms were supposed to give to the empire, and then the Duke had found means of evading them, and his own Duchy of Austria hadn't paid yet, along with the others. He was ruler of Austria, and he was nominal ruler over the empire. That is the situation with Charles, he had power in Austria. But in the rest his power is such that if he were to come with an army and demand something, nobody could say it's illegal, he is the emperor. But nobody feels they have to do something simply because he asks, unless the Diet voted on it. If he forced them, there wouldn't probably be much objection, but he'd have to force them. 

We've noticed how the Pope had—the next year after Charles was elected—the Pope sent the bull, gave Eck the authority to promulgate it all over Europe. The bull declared that Luther must recant or he will be excommunicated, and Luther had burned the bull. Well, the Pope didn't jump to this, how much we can say is the Pope, and how much his leaders of the court at Rome, is hard to say. The Pope could overrule anything they did, but they had authority to do a good many things without having to consult him. He was trying to get the new emperor to take a stand against Luther, and so they got in touch with Charles and they asked Charles to outlaw Luther. Luther is under condemnation of the Pope, Luther should be outlawed. Well, the emperor had promised he would not outlaw any German citizen without first giving him a hearing. And so he said that he would not do that, but he would summon him to the Diet and give him a hearing; and then they felt quite sure that he would outlaw him as a German citizen. But first he gave him a summons to come to Worms. 

So Luther is summoned to come to Worms; but the Elector Frederic insisted that Luther before being called to Worms must be given a safe-conduct. So the emperor gives him an imperial safe-conduct, which gives him the right during a certain length of time—which was considered sufficient to go to Worms, appear in Worms and get back to Wittenberg. That during this time he was guaranteed safety; no one can interfere with him; he is under the protection of the Electors during this period of time. Once this time comes to an end, then, of course, he can be subject to any condemnation that may be pronounced against him. 

Well, Frederic could get Charles to agree to sending him with a safe-conduct. That of course, many people would say "Well, with this safe-conduct it's perfectly safe for him to go to Worms," but others would say "No, you are here; Frederic may not be extremely powerful but he is very popular; and he has the power over this small area here. Frederic is trying to protect you here; you go to Worms, it is true that you have a safe-conduct from the emperor; but 100 years ago, John Huss had a safe-conduct from the emperor to come to the Council of Constance, to appear before it, and return safety to Prague; but when he got to Constance, they threw him into prison, gave him no chance to speak in his defense; eventually condemned him, took him out and burned him at the stake." And they say that when Huss, on the way, that he passed the emperor, and he looked the emperor straight in the face and that the emperor's face got extremely red and he felt embarrassed through having given him a guarantee of safe conduct and then not being able to protect him. How hard he tried, or if he tried at all we can't say. He at least made a slight stab at it; but he was told you have no right to protect a condemned heretic like Huss; and he gave in to them, a century before; despite this imperial safe-conduct John Huss did burn at the stake. 

Now is it safe for Luther to go to Worms, a long trip, east, west, and south, across the greater part of Germany, to appear before the emperor, is it safe for him to go? Well, in Burgundy and in those other territories where Charles reigns by hereditary right, not by election as emperor, he didn't have to wait to take an action; and so he gave orders immediately in all these territories that Luther's books must be burned immediately; and he gave the orders to apprise the empire that whoever had any work of Luther's must bring them in to the central square of the town and they were to be burned. Well, people said to Luther that's the order the emperor has already given before he even heard you, that the books must be burned; when he gets you in his hands, he'll burn you too. Well, Luther said, "I'm going to witness before the emperor whether he decrees my death or not." So number 3: 

3. Luther's Trip to Worms. The emperor sent a wagon to carry Luther there. He had a wagon, he had a couple of people there, to protect him against any ordinary attack, against any individual on the way who might decide to murder him; there was this protection. And they came and got Luther; and as they made the long trip by wagon which took quite a number of days down there to Worms, they would come into towns and see big signs posted up, "By Order of Charles I, anyone having books by Martin Luther must bring them into the public square, and they are there to be burned." And Luther's friends would say "Well Luther why do you go on to Worms? That's what they'll do to you, what they have done to your books." Luther said, "Well, I don't know how I'm going to live, but", he said, "if I have a chance to witness before the emperor", he said, "I cannot shirk that opportunity, I must go." So he went. So Luther insisted on continuing on his trip to Worms. When on the way the people with the wagon learned the soldiers were very kind to him, and every time they would come into a town, people would come together and they'd say, "Oh, Luther, what a serious man; we wish we could hear him speak once." And Luther would say, "Do you mind, if I give them a sermon?" They would say, "Oh, go ahead..." He would give a sermon in nearly every town where they stopped. And then one of the churches, such great crowds of people came in to hear him that it was too big a load for the walls of the church, for the floor and the walls were beginning to give way anyway; and the whole side of the building collapsed, in such a way that it didn't hurt anybody, it just fell, but these stones were falling, and everything, and nobody knew what else might fall, and they all ran out, and people said, "If he is so much a servant of the devil that the very church goes to pieces when he gets into it, they better get away and not listen." But Luther called out, in his great voice, he said, "Come back here, come back here! The devil is trying to keep you from hearing the Gospel, come back here!" And the people came. 

And that's one great thing about Luther; he didn't let circumstances guide him; he looked to the Word of God to see what was right, and then he proceeded to do it; and if the circumstances helped in doing what the Word of God says, he knew God was working the circumstances, and if the circumstances hindered he knew Satan was working the circumstances. But he didn't decide anything by circumstances, he decided by the Word of God. Well, as Luther went on, friends came to him and they said "Oh," they said, "Don't go to Worms." They said, "If you get there, they'll burn you for sure and you will lose your life." Luther said, "If there were as many devils in Worms as there are tiles on the housetop, still I'm going to go on and witness before the Emperor." And so he continued and he got to Worms. 

4. Luther's First Appearance before the Emperor. He got into Worms, and they said that the Diet was busy with very important business but that they wanted to see him as soon as possible, and in another hour or so, they hoped to be finished with the matter that they were then engaged at, and they would soon be able to have Luther come before them. So he arrived, with no time to rest or anything, he appeared before the Diet in the late afternoon of April 17. There Luther came in to Worms, the Diet, on April 17; and here this peasant boy—he'd been a peasant boy who was now a professor in a university—but still considered a peasant. He was brought in there, he was in one end of the big hall, and at the other end, there was the emperor, head of half of Europe; there were Dukes, many of them who had far more power than Frederic the Wise had; there were these hereditary leaders, Dukes, Kings, Bishops, all these great leaders at the other end, Luther stood down at this end and looked about him, at this great assemblage; such an assemblage as he had never seen in his life. All these people, to see one man of that type was something a person would see once in 20 years. There were all these great leaders here, and he a man of peasant extraction. 

We cannot understand what that would mean today. In almost any European country there is a very, very strong feeling of caste even today. There is a very great feeling of hereditary differences in any country in Europe, including the Communist countries. The feeling of equality which we have in the United States is quite unknown in Europe up to the present time, whether it be England or continental countries, or the Communist countries. I remember reading about an American mining engineer. Stalin sent someone over to Alaska to get this man to come and direct gold mining for the Soviets back about 1923 or 25—something around there—and this man came to the place in Alaska where this mining engineer was working that Stalin wanted to have in charge of the gold mining for the whole of Russia, and he came in, the Russian representative, and was told the man was down in the mines. When the man came up out of the mines, came up in his overalls, and went over and sat down with a group of the workers, and they ate together; this Russian representative of the Communists was absolutely amazed. He said, "That can't be the engineer! Why, he is just eating with common laborers, how could he be a great mining engineer?" And then the man told how that when he got to Russia he was put in charge of the gold mining, and the students came from Moscow in gold mining, and there were about 30 of them there, and they were all very nattily dressed and they had their little notebooks and as he took them through the mines they had their little notebooks, and everything, and when they got through for the day, he said, "Now tomorrow I want all of you to come in overalls, and I'm going to give you each a job in the mine and I'll switch you around in different jobs in the next month. So you can get the feeling of what it's like really to mine, and learn how." And he practically had an insurrection. They said why we're students, we shouldn't be working. That's ridiculous. We're studying to be engineers This couldn't possibly be, and they practically had an insurrection. And he said, he simply was determined, he said, "You do what I say or I won't give you any training whatever." He said, "If Stalin wants to send me back to America it's all right with me, I have plenty of chances of jobs over there." And they didn't dare appeal against him to Moscow, A month later they brought him a statement of thanks for his insistence. They said they never could have learned what they did if he hadn't insisted. But it was contrary to the whole caste system of Europe, which is today very strong in the Communist countries as it is in most others in Europe. It is practically unknown in the United States. 

But in Luther's day, it was far greater than it is today, far stronger. And Luther with this background, stood there in this hall, with all the great leaders of that day, of the central half of Europe, seated around there, and they called on Luther to rise, he rose, and one of the two chancellors who governed the empire under the emperor, one of the two chancellors turned to him and pointed to him a table on which they had copies of nearly all of his books, and he said "Martin Luther, are these your books?" And he said, "Yes, they are." He said, "Are you ready to recant these books, and take back what they contain?" And Luther looked at the great crowd around and looked at these great leaders, and he looked at the chancellor and hesitated, and said, "Would you give me time to think it over? Would you give me a day to think about it?" And people were astonished and the chancellor said, "Martin Luther, you've known what you were coming here for, since you were invited. You knew that we were to be asking questions. Why can't you answer now?" Luther said, "Will you give me a day to think about what to answer?" And the emperor turned to the fellow next to him and said, "That man would never make a heretic out of me." And it was quoted, what the emperor said. The emperor was a nice sort of fellow who wanted to be as nice to everybody as he could at this time, and he said, "Give him a day, give him a day! We'll meet tomorrow afternoon." So Luther, completely overawed by the great assemblage of kings and rulers of Europe there, was taken away from the hall and taken to quarters he had in a hotel, and overawed by the presence of the kings and rulers, he spent the night in the presence of the King of Kings. The next day he came from His presence, having been before Him; he was no longer afraid when the next meeting came, and had an entirely different demeanor on the second day. So number 5:

5. Luther's Second Appearance before the Emperor. The next day Luther appeared again, and again the chancellor said, "Martin Luther, are these books yours?" And Luther said "Yes. So far as I can tell, they are identical copies of the books I have written and published." And the chancellor said, "Martin Luther, are you ready to retract those books, the contents of those books?" And Luther said, "That is a question to which a yes or no answer cannot directly be given, because the contents of the books vary." He said, "There are in those books ideas of my own, things that I have thought out, and have thought was the truth on various matters which represent my own thinking, my own judgment." He said, "Some of those are doubtless wrong," he said, "Anything in those books that is wrong, that can be proved to be wrong from evidence, from science, from history, or from Scripture, I am very glad to recant." Then he said, "There are other things in them which would be hard to prove wrong, but which are my guesses, my speculations, my theories." He said, "If the emperor wanted me to recant those, I would gladly recant them as a sign of my loyalty to him. But," he said, "There is a third sort of thing in these books," he said. "They contain also many statements which are simply a presentation of that which is clearly taught in the Word of God." He said, "Much of what they contain is a setting forth the best way I can of what I find clearly stated in God's Word." He said, "To recant anything of that kind would be to dishonor my Lord, who saved me." He said, "I could not possibly recant anything of that kind, in any of my books." He said, "So it is, here I stand, so help me, God. I cannot do any other." 

And the emperor turned to the man next to him and said, "My, he certainly is different from yesterday." He said, "He stood up very, very bravely there, and he stood with respect, with courtesy, but with clearness and with utter lack of fear." And the emperor was impressed with his demeanor. And if the emperor was impressed, the German nobles were also impressed. Here was the simple German standing up to the great Spanish Emperor, courteously and pleasantly, and yet positively and courageously. Standing for his independence in the things revealed in the Scripture, and his determination to stand for what he thought was right, and even those nobles who later on made a strong stand on the Roman side, nevertheless were very, very proud of the way Luther did this. One of them sent him a big pot of beer afterward as a sign of his appreciation, for the stand which he had made there. And young Philip of Hesse, the Duke of Hesse, who was not yet twenty, but who was there, was tremendously impressed by Luther, and became one of his strongest supporters the rest of his life. And Frederic was very well impressed by the way Luther acted, as most of them there were. And so the Diet went on to other dealings, and some of these nobles had Luther visit them, and talked with him, and learned some more of his views, and he had a chance to extend his ideas a bit. The emperor was very busy with the other business of the Diet, and a few days went by, and nothing more was done. But everyone felt that he had made a wonderful appearance and a wonderful impression in the way that he had handled himself before the Diet. However the papal representative was determined that Charles would sign an order of outlaw on Luther and he didn't know how the people there would vote on it. And so he figured he'd better wait, and pretty soon people began to get tired and start drifting homeward, and then there'll be less to fear, and we can get it through.

And Frederic began to fear what would happen to Luther, so he went to Luther one day—he didn't go personally, he had one of his representatives go. By the way it's about this time Frederic had begun to wonder a little bit whether he was really wise in protecting Luther with all the people who were against him. 

And so Frederic had happened to have a chance to see Erasmus, and Frederic said, "Erasmus, what do you think of this man Luther?" "Oh," Erasmus said, "Luther has offended the Pope as to his power and the monks as to their stomachs." And this witty remark of Erasmus blamed it all on the selfish feeling of the Pope and the monks, and caused Frederic's feeling to strengthen that he was right in protecting Luther. Frederic later in his life came out officially as a supporter of Martin Luther; he always said Luther was entitled to a hearing, entitled to protection from any wrong upon him, and so on; but when he was ill, he got Luther to write him discussions of spiritual matters, and he was tremendously interested in Luther's teaching. I think that we have good reason to believe that he truly became an earnest follower of Luther, though he felt it expedient for his protection of Luther, not to publicly make any such statement. 

So Frederic called on Luther, sent to Luther, and he said, "Your safe-conduct is beginning to run out." He said, "Today there is only about enough time left to get safely back. I can't foresee what the emperor will do. I can't protect you here if there is an edict against you. I'm not sure I can protect you there, but I certainly can't here. You had better start for home." The next morning, rather quietly, without letting people know what was happening, Luther got into the wagon with some men to take him home. And they started off. 

6. The Edict of Worms. A few days after that, many of the people had already gone home. The Papal representative talked to the Emperor, and the Emperor agreed that he would outlaw Luther. The Emperor had made a statement before the Diet, had declared his own stand. He believed in the unity of the empire and the unity of the church. The empire had its emperor who was its executive head; the church had its ruler, the Pope its executive head. The Pope had a responsibility to do what was right. He tried to keep him from being elected and was always interfering with him all his life. He often had great trouble with him. He was not a man who believed that whatever the Pope did was right, not at all. But he believed the Pope had a responsibility to do what was right; and that it was necessary to have such an executive leader and that the Pope was the one who was supposed that leader, for the church. He was very anxious that the church be unified, and he had himself been trained by the man who became the next Pope after this one. And he had been trained in—somewhat—in the scholastic theology that had developed, with much of the superstition, ideas that had developed through the Middle Ages, and he was loyal to them. And he felt that Luther was a menace to the stability of the Empire. And he spent a great part of the rest of his life trying to destroy Luther's influence; and trying to capture Luther; and eventually Charles succeeded in capturing Wittenberg after Luther's death; and when he captured Wittenberg he went into the church, and there in the church there was the slab showing where Luther was buried, and people said to him, "Dig up his bones and burn them, scatter them, like was done to Wyclif, to this terrible heretic." And Charles drew himself to his full height and he said, "I fight with the living, not with the dead. Leave him undisturbed." And so Luther's bones were never disturbed as Wyclif's had been. But he was in no sense a partisan of Luther, but a very strong opponent of Luther. And this edict which the papal legate wrote and which Charles promulgated, this edict declared that Martin Luther was an outlaw, condemned by the empire; anyone who gives him protection, for harboring him in any way, becomes thereby a criminal who should be killed. Any loyal citizen of the empire should seize Luther and turn him over to the authorities, and if in the course of doing so, he should be killed, they will be absolutely guiltless in it, because they had killed this man, outlawed and against the laws of the kingdom. And meantime, the Pope, we remember, said if he doesn't recant in 60 days he will be excommunicated. 

Now, the Pope issued the actual bull of excommunication. And so Luther had started for home. But rumors began to come that Luther had disappeared. The wagon never reached Wittenberg, in which Luther had gone. The men who had been protecting Luther in the wagon, told how as they were going near the town of Eisenach, where Luther had gone to school as a young boy, as they were just a short distance from the town—I've seen the tree which they still show as the place where they say the wagon was just passing under this tree, about a mile from the town. Just as they came there, armed men dashed out who were hidden among the trees, and seized Luther and made off with him and knocked over the others and left them lying there on the ground. They rushed off with Luther, whom they had tied up, and disappeared. 

Albrecht Dürer is a man who is well-known in the history of art, one of the great German artists, Albrecht Dürer of Germany. Dürer was at this time on a trip to Holland. He tells in his diary how he heard about this. He says, "They have done away with Martin Luther. Now who is going to teach us the whole truth?" 

All over Germany people were terribly perturbed that Luther had disappeared. The papal legate wrote to a friend and said, "Luther has disappeared and everyone thinks that one of us has seized him, and made away with him, would God it were true!" In other words, they didn't know what had happened to him, and nobody knew what had happened to Luther, not even the E1ector Frederic himself. So 

E. The Wartburg. If East Germany is ever free from the Communist possession and you are able to travel in it again, you will find that one of the furthest western extensions of East Germany, quite a bit west of Berlin, but in East Germany, you will visit that town of Eisenach, where they have a great statue—at least they did, before the Russian conquest—a great statue of Luther in the main square. And if you stand in almost any place in the town of Eisenach, and look up, on the hill up there, above the town, not over half a mile away, but quite high above the town, you see a very attractive medieval castle. This castle, which was built maybe a thousand years ago, is called The Wartburg. 

According to tradition, there was at one time a Duke who, lived on it, who had a wife who came to be known as St. Elizabeth, and she was a very good woman. He was a very brusque man, and Elizabeth was one time giving out presents to the poor and the Duke objected, and according to the tradition, he told her to stop it, and then one day she was out with a big bag filled with things to eat which she was going to give to the poor, and the Duke came along and says, "What's this you've got in there?" She was so terrified she said flowers. He said let's see it. And the Lord had changed the food into flowers so the poor woman wouldn't get punished for giving away food. 

Well, that's the story they tell about St. Elizabeth, and when I visited Wartburg there were maybe 300 people coming through it, with signs on them, "Catholic Pilgrimage to the Wartburg" going there to see the place where St. Elizabeth had lived. Later on Richard Wagner thought of The Wartburg as a great artistic place and in his opera, Tannhauser, he describes a music festival in the Wartburg. And in the Wartburg there is a picture showing this scene from the opera and showing the mountain of wickedness in which the hero of Tannhauser had been for a number of years, so you see it is quite a famous place in Germany today. But this castle, then of course it wasn't famous for Wagner, but it was famous for St. Elizabeth; this castle was up there above Eisenach, and these men who seized Luther turned on their course, and they rushed off, and they went back and forth through the countryside, going here and there so that anybody seeing them would have no idea where they were going, until after dark, and then after dark, they made their way up one of the side hills to Wartburg, and took Luther into the castle of Wartburg. This castle belonged to Duke Frederic of Electoral Saxony. Frederic had called two of his staff, one of whom was a very close friend of Luther, and Frederic had given these men his private seal and told them, "Now you make arrangements so that Luther can be hid somewhere where nobody knows where he is and don't tell me where he is. So if anybody asks me where Luther is, I can truthfully say, I have no idea where he is." So Frederic said, "You take the seal and you make arrangements so that he will be hidden somewhere," because he knew that it was almost certain that within a very few days an order would be issued which would put Luther in tremendous danger. And Frederic was a very popular man, and for the Emperor to simply say, "I think Frederic has gotten Luther hidden; let's attack him and come with a big army and attack Luther" would be something that he just wouldn't dare to do. He would be too unpopular all over Europe. And if he asked Frederic "Where's Luther?" and Frederic says "I don't know," why nobody would pursue the matter further with Frederic. But if Luther was in Wittenberg and he is outlawed, it would be very simple to say here is where Luther is; Frederic you give him up, and if Frederic didn't give him up, it would be quite easy to go in with an army; there is nothing Frederic could do that would be enough to even be a slight disadvantage to their coming to seize Luther and take him and burn him at the stake. So that if the Elector had not done this, humanly speaking, Luther's life would have come to an end, and the Reformation would have died before it got fairly started. So under the Wartburg,
1. Luther's Life in the Wartburg. Now in the Wartburg they called Luther "Knight George," and he was dressed some of the time like a knight and he was in a part off to the side, hidden away there, and the wife of the governor of the palace who lived down in Eisenach in some way got an idea Luther might be hidden in the Wartburg. She heard he had disappeared and she got an idea where he might be, and she asked her husband, and he said what a ridiculous idea. Well, she says, there are many people who think he is. Well, he says come up and take a look, so he took Luther out and hid him outside in a place you would never think of looking for him, and then he brought her and some of the leading citizens of Eisenach, and he took them all through the castle and they of course did not find any Luther, but he was hidden there. Only a few people knew he was there, and even then he was called Knight George all the time, but he was confined there and he didn't know whether he'd ever get out. He didn't know whether it ever would be safe to leave that place. And he didn't know whether the emperor would find out where he was and send an army and seize him. And in a situation like that most people would be thoroughly discouraged and irritated; wondering whether they ever would be able to get out; how long they would have to stay there; and what would happen anyway, that I'm sure that they would never be able to get any work done. 

But the most marvelous thing is that in a period of ten months, Luther accomplished work which most people could not do in five years. He figured "I don't know how long I'm going to live, I don't know when I'm going to be arrested and burned"; for the next ten years he never thought he would live out another month, without being burned. But he said, "While I live I'm going to do the most I can for the Lord," and one thing he did there was to translate the N. T. from the Greek. And it is such an excellent translation that it became a German classic; became the foundation for modern German language. It has an influence as great in Germany as the King James Bible had in England—perhaps greater—and it was an excellent version; but he kept working over it for the rest of his life, constantly improving each new edition. And that is only one of the many things he did. He wrote letters to many people, and somehow managed to get these letters delivered to them. 
You asked me several questions. One is, what factors kept Erasmus from being a real Lutheran? And I think we must say Erasmus was an entirely different sort of man from Luther. Luther was anxious to serve the Lord. Erasmus was interested in three things. He was Interested in study; he just loved to study; he was interested in being witty, and making people laugh. And he was interested in getting as good a position and making as much money as he could for himself. He was interested in those things primarily, those three. 

Now as a second: if Erasmus could do some good he was glad to do it; he liked to help; he liked to see things improve; but he did not have a dynamic drive to serve the Lord and to accomplish things for Him, as Luther did. He was an entirely different kind of man. Much about Erasmus is very good, but it was different kind of good from Luther's. Luther's was in service to the Lord. Luther was a great student too. Erasmus was a great scholar, but Luther was a scholar in order to get something to serve the Lord with. I think that's the kind of scholarship that we all need. It is rather disappointing to me occasionally when a person who comes here without much interest in scholarship but simply wanting to get the training with the scholarship material we give; and then he becomes interested in scholarship to the point, he feels more interested in scholarship than in serving the Lord. We don't have many like that, but occasionally there is somebody like that, who just gets so interested in scholarship, he just acts as if he'd like to spend the rest of his life studying. The Lord wants some of us to put in many years of study, but to do it as a means of serving Him, not just because we enjoy study ourselves. He wants all to get the fundamentals of scholarship, to learn what the facts are, and not to give just ideas, but to give scholarly material that can be beneficial and can be used for the glory of the Lord. 

Erasmus you see was one type, Luther an entirely different type. There never would have been a Reformation as far as Erasmus was concerned, if he was to lead it. Any more than there would have been if Lefevre was to lead it; and Lefevre was much more of a Reformer than Erasmus. You have read some of the account of the great work of Lefevre. He started a real work for God in France, but when the pressure came against him he simply subsided, quieted down, and said he never meant to say anything against the church, and died in peace with the church. And Erasmus would have been quite as ready as LeFevre to give up in the face of the claims. 

He was never... Yes? [student: Was Erasmus saved?] Yes, well I do not think that we can tell about any human being, whether he is saved or not; it is between him and the Lord. And the evidences are very hard for us to judge. If a person truly believes in Christ, he is united with Christ, and he is saved for all eternity; and cannot possibly be lost. But a person can go forward in a thousand meetings; he can write beautiful orthodox books; he can sign all kinds of creeds, and be lost. And no one of us can tell whether a man is a hypocrite, or whether a man is sincerely repeating words other people say without realizing their significance. We cannot tell. And as far as we are concerned, the Lord said, "By their fruits ye shall know them." And the fruits of Erasmus, many of them were very good. But his readiness to take anything back that might hurt him any time, makes a person wonder. So I simply could not make a judgment. 

Well the next question is: What aspects of Humanism were anti-evangelical? That is, worked to diminish the purity and force of the Reformation? Humanism was a great organ helping the Reformation. It was the interest of people in the ancient world, and the interest in Greek and Latin, and scholarship. Well, that prepared people to interpret the Bible better, turned their attention to the Bible instead of the traditions that had grown up and that had hidden the Bible. To that extent it was a great help. But the Italian Humanists, most of them, though not all, were utter Pagans. Pagans before the Reformation, and many of them wrote books which would discuss, Is Christianity True? Is it Good to be a Christian? and on the last page they'd say, yes, it is. But all the way in between they would describe the argument between the Christian man and the worldly man and/or the Pagan, and as you read, you could see that they really thought the worldly man had the best of it, but in order to avoid the Inquisition they'd end up saying that Christianity was right. Their influence was thoroughly anti-Christian, many of them. 

Now one of these men, however, took up the papal evidence of the donation of Constantine, and the decrees of Sylvester, which for several hundred years had been quoted all over Europe as evidence of the Pope's power and authority, and proved they were late forgeries written hundreds of years after the time they we supposed to come from. The man who did that was a papal secretary; the Pope was thoroughly established anyway at the time; didn't have anything to worry about, so nothing was done to criticize that. Luther came across this book and republished it. In his time it was a real force. Today everybody, Roman Catholic scholars as well as Protestant, admit those were forgeries, but they don't rest upon that now, they rest upon the fact that it's been going so long, and on assuming quotations from Scripture. But this was, you might say, a by-product of Humanism, exposing some of the errors. But the Humanist who was interested in culture for its own sake, rather than to serve the Lord, might be a help to Christianity, might be a hindrance, but he certainly was not putting Christ first. 

And then the other question here is: Why did the church allow criticism of itself in 1500 when it opposed it strongly only a little later on. And the reason for that is because in 1500 they thought they had nothing to worry about. And when you have nothing to worry about, you don't fight; people can be very critical of you and you don't fight. But once you feel you're in serious danger, then you have to take measures to protect yourself. And once the Reformation got really under way, the papacy would not allow any criticism whatever. A hundred years before they burned John Huss at the stake. There were times when they were very severe in their treatment of people previously, but about 1500 they just were not worried. Leo X was too busy with his banquets to worry about it anyway. And Alexander VI was with his mistresses and Julius II with his conquests of Italian cities. But once the Reformation was really under way, the papacy knew they must either defend themselves or disappear, and so they became very vigorous in opposing all criticism. 

Well, those are the particular questions I had with me today, and I won't usually take this much time on them, which many of you raise, simply because we have to move forward. But I'm interested to know any questions you raise because any particular one of them might be one that would be tremendously important to clarify to the whole class or to stimulate your thinking about them. 

We were speaking yesterday about E. The Wartburg. Under that we mentioned 1. Luther's Life in the Wartburg. And we noticed that while Luther was in hiding in the Wartburg, the world at large had no idea where he was. He was there a month or two before many people had any idea that he was necessarily still living. He might have been made away with by somebody. I mentioned to you how Albrecht Dürer, the great painter of Nuremburg, who was then in Belgium wrote in his diary; I quoted just a few words, I'd better quote a little more of it, because I think it's very impressive what he said. When he heard of Luther's disappearance, he said: "I know not whether he yet lives or is murdered, but in any case he has suffered for the Christian truth. If we lose this man who has written more clearly than anyone who has lived for 140 years, may God grant his spirit to another. His books ought to be held in great honor and not burned as the Emperor commands; but rather the books of his enemies. Oh God, if Luther is dead, who will henceforth expound to us the Gospel? What might not he not have written for us in the next ten or twenty years?" And when a great man like Dürer writes this way because of Luther's disappearance, you know that Luther was not just a man who stood up and said "Here I stand," though that was important enough. He was not just a man who put up some theses and attacked indulgences; he was a man who made the Gospel clearer than anyone had for decades. And a man who had a tremendous spiritual influence through his writings and through his preaching. But he had disappeared and the world didn't know where he was, when republications of some of his writings began to have revisions by him in them. And then some new writings by him began to appear, so people knew he was still living somewhere. But nobody knew where it was, not even the Elector, though it was in one of the Elector's castles that he was being very well taken care of. He had two pages of noble birth to do things for him, and he had a number of armed men who were supposed to watch out for his protection; he was, if anybody came who suspected he was there, as I mentioned, they would hide him and let them search the whole place. He was very carefully protected and hidden and they were very careful not to have word get out where he was. Because it would have been very easy for some force to have attacked and seized him and killed him. 

2. His Homilies. I mentioned yesterday that he did not do as you and I probably would have done, keep running to the window to see if a force was coming; asking whether they thought that they would get through the next day safely; whether they had enough people ready; whether they were watching constantly; and could he get out one of these days; would he have to be there all the rest of his life; he put these things aside, left them in the Lord's hands, and served the Lord. It's a great thing in the Christian life to consider yourself as crucified with Christ; if you're dead, then you don't worry about what's going to happen to you; you spend your energy trying to advance God's cause instead of worrying about whether you go ahead or go back. What you're interested in is whether His cause goes ahead. Well, Luther had that attitude to a most remarkable degree. He was, through the things he had seen and heard, quite convinced that his fate was to be burned at the stake; so he recognized the fact and was anxious to accomplish as much as he could for the Lord during the time that remained to him before his life would be taken away. And so up there at the Wartburg, he wrote a whole series of Homilies, for the churches on Sundays, for a whole year, on the Gospel or the Epistles for each Sunday. And this was a tremendous piece of work, and he put a great deal of time carefully working these out, which were suggestions for pastors all over Germany and were translated into other languages. 

3. His Translation of the New Testament. In three months at the Wartburg, he made a translation of the N. T. Yet he did a very careful job. How could anybody translate the N. T. well in three months? He couldn't, if he had just started from scratch; but he'd been studying it for years, and giving lectures on it. He had been expounding it; he was familiar with the problems of the interpretation of various verses. And not only that, Luther had been pondering for years over the problem, how to make this clear to the German people; how to express the ideas of the other languages in their language. And not only that, but German language at that time, had broken up, as every language had at that time, into many dialects. And the people even today—well it was in 1927 when I walked through Germany a great deal. I remember one place I was told that within 7 miles there were three different villages that had three different dialects and they couldn't understand each other at all. Now of course in recent years they all have to go to school and in school they learn so-called High German, and they can talk High German to one another and they can understand that, and their dialects are related to High German but different enough from the other dialects that they're often extremely difficult to understand. I remember one man, a professor in the university, he said, "Oh I always use High German, I never use a dialect, oh, except to phone." 

But when people did not have the transportation that we have today, many people stayed in one little area for all their lives. Dialects developed even in our own country. In the early days of our country great differences sprang up between New England and the Middle States here and the states a little ways south, and further south, and the states of certain parts of the nearer sections, the west—you have dialects that developed there and that still continue. Well, when that isolation that we had then but don't have now, when that isolation lasted in Europe for centuries, you can imagine how all these different dialects sprang up. Now Luther wanted a Bible they could read all over, and so, as he had all his life been interested in noticing how people talk, noticing the difference in the use of words, and so on, and so he tried to pick the words that were common to the different sections, and he tried to pick usages that seemed to him what would survive rather than to die out, and the result is that if you take Luther's sermons, somebody who knows present-day German can understand them quite well, though the German language has developed much during this time. But if you read Tetzel's sermons, given at the same time, they are very difficult for us to understand, because Luther was watching for those features that were apt to become widespread and putting them to use. Some people say that Luther made a new German language. Now that's not quite true, because naturally the Dukes and the leaders traveling about and meeting one another had to develop more and more a common means of understanding one another; but Luther did a great deal to hasten that process and his Bible had a tremendous effect in Germany. He didn't translate the N. T. in three months and then say it's done, he translated it in three months, but he kept revising it all the rest of his life; he got out maybe 30 editions, I don't know how many, of the N. T., constantly improving his knowledge of exactly what the Greek meant, and constantly improving his knowledge of how to express this idea in the German language, so that his work on this which began in the Wartburg—and he did translate the whole N. T. in the Wartburg—was a tremendous contribution, just from the viewpoint of culture; it was the foundation of modern German language and culture; but from the viewpoint of the knowledge of the Bible, one of the greatest contributions any man has ever made. Had Luther done nothing but this in his life it was a great accomplishment for the Lord. Of course we do not neglect to realize that in doing this Luther had Erasmus' new edition of the Greek N. T. before him, which had the Greek and the new Latin translation Erasmus made from it; and Erasmus had done his great study as a result of Colet's influence on him; in getting out a good edition of the Greek N. T. Erasmus rendered a great service to the Reformation, but it never could have brought on the Reformation without a Luther to study it and to make it a living force among the multitudes instead of just a book on the shelf for a few scholars to study. Well, we'll say much more about his Bible translation later, but for now, under the Wartburg, that is sufficient, I want to say a few words about his health.

4. Luther's Health at the Wartburg was, I think, a lot better than yours or mine would have been. In the first place think of the terrible nervous strain he'd been under with his trip to Worms, not knowing whether he would ever get out or not; the terrible dangers he'd been facing; and the problems, for several years now; and then at Worms the strain of standing before the emperor and the nobility; and going through what he did then. It was enough that the reaction would be apt to be very great in most any circumstances. Then on top of that a man used to an active life is now cooped up in the Wartburg, in a—most of the time—pretty sedentary life, and constantly hiding. And then on top of that he was doing this tremendous work, work that would take most people many years; he accomplished in a few months there; and the strain of constant mental activity; he developed various pains and aches and definite difficulties up there; some of which remained with him all the rest of his life. And before long, up there, they got so bad that he had to ask for something to relieve them; and they saw that one thing he must have was more exercise; and so they said "Well, you can go hunting some with the knights, that will give you some exercise and get you in the fresh air and doubtless do you a lot of good" So one day they took him hunting with them, and he wrote a letter to his friend who was the chaplain to the Elector, shortly after, telling him about his experiences there, and in the course of it he said last week I hunted for two days to see what that bittersweet pleasure of heroes was like. We took two hares and a few poor partridges—a worthy occupation indeed for men with nothing to do. I even moralized among the snares and the dogs and the superficial playground, the name is derived from the hunt, was equaled by the pity and pain which are necessary part. It is an image of the devil hunting innocent little creatures with his guns and his hounds: the impious magistrates, bishops, and theologians. I deeply felt this parable to simple and faithful souls. A still more cruel parable followed, with great pains I saved a little live rabbit, and rolled it up in the sleeve of my coat, but when I left it, and it went a little way off, a dog found the poor rabbit and killed it by biting its right leg in two. Thus do the Pope and Satan rage to kill foes, and are not stopped by my labors. I am sick of this kind of hunting and prefer to chase bears, wolves, and foxes, and that sort of wicked magistrate with spear and arrows. It consoles me to think that the mystery of salvation is near, when hares and innocent creatures will be captured rather by men than by bears, wolves and foxes, that is the bishops and the theologians. I mean that now they are snared into hell; then they will be captured for heaven. 

So you see how from everything he got an illustration, every experience, he was always looking for illustrations, to illustrate the Gospel, or to illustrate the situation of the times. And he had a very beautiful way of putting it, and just to read his letters from the Wartburg, spirited yet the contact with his personality that you have in them, but when you think of all the work he did there, how he would have time to write all these wonderful letters, some of which start with the heading, "The Mount of the Isle of Patmos", some, "The Wilderness", and so on, He had a very quaint possession of humor that did much to assist in the spread of his books and of his writings. 

It would be not at all strange if a man in the situation he was in there, the tremendous strain he'd been under and the work he'd been under, would be subject to hallucinations. Now there is no proof that he was, though he did sometimes hear noises at night on the stairway, and wondered what they were. But there is a story which developed long after; there is no contemporary evidence of it. But later on, the story came to be believed by many people, that one day, as Luther sat there at his desk in his little room there, translating the N. T., that the devil appeared on the other side of the room and tried to stop him from working, and he picked up the inkwell and threw it at the devil. And when I visited the room in 1929 they showed me the ink spot on the wall, where the ink bottle had hit; but it is claimed by historians this is probably just a story made up later on. I have no doubt that the difficulties that he had in sticking to this work and getting it done so quickly and accomplishing so much, that he did feel that the devil was trying to interfere with and hinder his work, as he certainly was. This story of his throwing the inkwell is probably a later imagination. I wouldn't be a bit surprised though if after being cooped up there for a long time he'd feel like getting up and waving his arms around, throwing things around a little bit. Well, so much for his health, 

5. His Influence. Luther had disappeared. But his influence, during the time when the Pope was concerned about trying to get an emperor elected that would not be too strong for the Pope to handle, and trying to make a good impression on the new emperor, and so on, and the time that Frederic the Wise in one way and another protected Luther; during that time, Luther's ideas had spread, his books had spread, and people had come all over Germany to feel that Luther was indeed a man of God. And now his influence was everywhere in Germany to some extent; how much his influence had become, there was one man who claimed in a letter that he had an experience near Wittenberg where he found that rustic people, when they greet someone else on the road, asking one in the dialectic language, "Are you Martin?" and beating anybody who answered in the negative. In other words hoping for Luther to come back and looking for him. But Luther heard that Albert of Monmouth, the Archbishop, on whose account Tetzel's indulgences had begun—bishop of one section of Germany, archbishop of two other large sections, his headquarters at the city of Mainz now, considered the head of the church of Germany, though he was a young fellow, just in his early twenties—Luther heard that Albert, anxious to get all the money he could, had started selling indulgences in Mainz again. Luther also heard—Luther's followers were there beginning to marry—and Luther heard that Albert had seized some of the priests who married and put them in prison, though he had any scruple to derive income from charges for licenses for members of the clergy to keep concubines. And he heard of some of these things and became quite stirred up about it; and then when he heard that he had started selling indulgences again right in the city of another of the places where Albert lived a good bit of the time, he wrote a letter to Albert the Archbishop. In this letter, he wrote at some length criticizing these things and urging the archbishop not to do this, and stressing in it that if the archbishop continues in selling these things that he would circulate a pamphlet. He says, "My pamphlet against the Idol Apollo will be published unless a proper answer comes, within a fortnight, and if this letter is received by your grace's secretary, and does not come into your own hands, I will not hold off for that reason. Secretaries should be true and the bishops should so order the courts that that reaches him which should reach him. God give your grace His grace unto the right mind and will. Your gracious, obedient, humble servant, Martin Luther." Of course, that's the old style ending of a letter; we don't do it any more, I'm glad to say. 

I remember seeing a letter written during the Civil War by one of the Northern generals to one of the Southern generals, and in this letter, the two sections of the army were evident1y right next to each other and he accuses the other man of having broken a flag of truce at one place and of having done what was contrary to the laws of war, and so on, he goes after him hard, very strongly on about six or eight things, and at the end of the letter, he says, believe me, I remain your obedient servant, General so-and-so. And it shows the ridiculousness of that old form which Luther used here in writing to the Archbishop. 

But Albert sent an answer which reached Luther in the monastery—though Albert had no idea where he was, he sent the letter to the Elector's people and they got it to him—and just listen to the letter that Albert the Archbishop, Head of the church of Germany, wrote to this condemned outlaw, who was supposed to be killed by anyone who could get ahold of him. And here's the letter Albert writes: "December 21, 1521. My dear doctor. I have received your letter and take it in good part and graciously, and will see to it that the thing that moves you so be done away with. And I will ask, God willing, as becomes a pious, spiritual, and Christian friend, as far as God gives me grace and strength. For which I earnestly pray and have prayers said for me, for I can do nothing of myself and know well that without God's grace there is no good in me, but that I am as much at fault, fallen one as any other, if not more. I do not wish to conceal this for I am more than willing to show you grace and favor for Christ's sake and I can well wish you fraternal and Christian fellowship. I hope the merciful and kind God will give you more grace and mercy to live in this matter, and in others, by His will. Albert, by his own hand." 

And when the Archbishop would write a letter like that to this condemned outlaw in hiding, you know one of two things is true. Either the Archbishop was having a great change of heart, or he was very much afraid of the attitude of his people in Germany towards him who had really been the cause of the beginning of the sale of indulgences that brought on the Reformation. Whatever it was, Martin was tremendously surprised by the receipt of the letter; he couldn't quite believe that this was really what Albert thought, but he did not publish his strong pamphlet against the archbishop for selling these indulgences, and of course the Archbishop did desist for the time being, at least. 

6. Events in Wittenberg. While Luther was in the Wartburg, things did not stand still in Wittenberg either. Luther had begun something there and what he had begun must either die out or move forward. It could simply die out with no force to push it along, as many a man's wonderful start in Christian activity has done. But on the other hand, without proper leadership it could go off into channels which would be harmful. 

Now I must mention here under this the name of a man whom we have already noticed, but who remained at Wittenberg and was pretty high in a position of leadership there, this is 

a. Carlstadt. We noticed earlier that Carlstadt had come to Wittenberg as a professor and at first opposed Luther. Then, however, he had accepted Luther's ideas, and now had come to go further than Luther would in many senses. Carlstadt was supposed to have the debate with Eck, though he was so much inferior to Luther at the debate that very soon they managed to get it switched so that Luther would take his place in the debate. Carlstadt was professor in the University of Wittenberg, and with Luther not there, Carlstadt was in a position of great importance. And Carlstadt was not a man who was willing to follow anybody else. He must either stand and oppose them or he could be similar to them, but go off in his own direction. 

I remember a young fellow in Los Angeles some years ago, he started a radio service, and everybody that heard it said that it didn't have any life, didn't have any punch to it. They didn't see how it could have any influence with young people; they thought that it was a shame that he was getting people to give him money to carry it on, because it wasn't doing anything. And someone said to him, now why don't you go and help so-and-so who has a radio program there for young people; that has a real influence and is really doing something. Oh, he said, I'm not going to work with anybody else, I'm going to run my own show, and of course many people have that feeling. But before one runs his own show he ought to spend a few years helping other people in theirs and learning some of the ropes about it, if he is going to be effective later on. 

Well, Carlstadt was unwilling to play second-fiddle to anybody, and so Carlstadt carried on the ideas that Luther had developed. To some extent he carried them on exactly as Luther would have carried them on; in some points he went ahead of Luther's ideas and Luther later caught up with him; while in other points he went in different directions. So we go on to 

b. Clerical Marriage. Carlstadt said that the monastic vows of celibacy were wrong; that the clergy should be married and he began urging people—nuns and monks—to marry. Luther was not clear yet in his own mind about the expediency of marriage. When he had been in the Wartburg about three months he wrote to his friend, the chaplain of the Elector. He said, "I have received Carlstadt's pamphlet; good heavens, will our Wittenbergers give wives even to monks? They won't force one on me." And that was Luther's first reaction to it. But a few days later Luther wrote, yes? [student: "Was he still in the Roman Church?"] Now here's a good question. In my personal opinion the Roman Catholic Church as we know it today, began in 1547, 30 years after this, with the Council of Trent, which took many of the superstitions of the Middle Ages, and made them into definite dogma. An argument might also be made that the Roman Catholic as we know it today didn't begin till 1870, when the dogma of the infallibility of the Pope was adopted. In other words, at this time the church, the western church was in all the countries of Europe, Western Europe, and most of them understood that the Pope was a sort executive officer. Some of the people felt that the Pope was an infallible leader; others felt that he was a man whom the conference could either put in or take out, as they wished. And some, like Erasmus, made fun of him; he may have thought that the Pope was a nuisance in the church and it would be better off without him. But the Roman Church, as the sort of organization we have today, was simply not there. And so in Germany, at this time, the bishops everywhere were supposed to be under the Archbishops, and eventually there was a lot of it left in the hands of the Pope but it took a long time to get messages back and forth—no telegrams, no railroads, no anything, and there was no such thing as a division of the church, at this time. There were many who followed Luther who said, the leaders of the church ought to advance Luther's ideas, and Luther himself said I have no objection to the bishops running the church, he said, let the bishops control their section of the church, but let them present the Gospel and put their influence for the Word of God, and no word against it. Luther was not particularly interested in church government; he was interested in the truth of the church. Well, you have to be interested in government because it makes a big difference in the continuing opportunity to hear, but at the church in Wittenberg, as in most of Germany, the actual power was pretty much with the local civil authorities which in many cases were the bishops but in other cases were laity. The Pope, as he thought about the church at Wittenberg, would feel these people had become disobedient; something ought to be done to look into it and straighten them out. But nobody thought of there being different churches as yet. That was a development of quite a bit later. 

So Carlstadt is saying they should be married, and he issued pamphlets to say that; and on August 15th Luther wrote to Steinman and he said, "How I wish that Carlstadt in attacking celibacy, would quote more applicable texts," for Luther had now become convinced that the line of thinking that Carlstadt was following was right, but that the arguments he gave were not valid. But he had called attention to an area of Christian thought which needed thinking, where it was a tradition that had sprung up, rather than actually the teaching of the Scripture. So Luther proceeded then to study the matter and to write up what he considered to be a true presentation of the Scriptural teaching on it. And this led him to write a treatise which he called On Monastic Vows. He dedicated it to his father, and he wrote a dedicatory letter to his father in it, in which he said, "This book, dear Father, I wish to dedicate to you, not to make your name famous in the world, for fame puffeth up the flesh according to the doctrine of St. Paul, but that I might have occasion in the short preface, as a word between you and me, to point out to the Christian reader the argument and contents of the book, and so on. It is now 16 years since I became a monk, having taken a vow without your knowledge and against your will." And then he goes on, discusses the matter, and he says in one paragraph, "Dear Father, will you still take me out of the cloister? if so, do not boast of it, for God has anticipated you, and taken me out Himself." And the next paragraph says "the Pope may strangle me, and condemn me, and bid me go to hell, but he will not be able to rouse me after death to strangle me again. To be banned and damned is according to my own heart and will; may he never absolve me more. I hope the great day is at hand when the kingdom of abomination and horror will be broken and thrust down. Would to God that I had been worthy to be burned by the Pope." 

So this is his introductory letter; and then he has a long discursive treatment on monastic vows. And this had a tremendous influence and in Erfurt at the monastery where Luther had originally been a monk, people received this and read it, this tract of Luther's, and the monks got all stirred up about it and they tumultuously left the monastery, they all rushed out and left it empty and said, "This is wrong, We shouldn't be here at all." And Luther wrote to a friend at Erfurt and said. "I do not approve of that tumultuous exit from the cloister, for the monks should have separated peaceably and in charity." Luther wanted people to study and see what the truth was, and follow it, not to act with haste and with force and with violence. His ideas were very strong1y expressed and people often did act that way. 

c. Masses. Luther wrote now on the matter of the Mass. The word Mass simply means "you're dismissed," the word used at the end of the service. There is nothing wrong with a mass if all you mean is a service that comes to an end. But of course what the Roman Catholic Church means by a mass is a reenactment of the sacrifice of Christ. And the Roman Catholic Church believes that when this is done merit is won for the person who performs it and for those who are present. Luther wrote against this idea. Luther said the mass as a sacrifice is wrong; the sacrifice of Christ is finished; it is ended, it cannot be reenacted. And he said the mass as a good work that wins us merit is wrong. We cannot win merit by any good works; it is only through what Christ has done that we can receive merit; and we should follow Him out of gratitude for what He has done, not in thinking we are winning merit by performing a mass. And so he wrote very strongly on this matter of the Masses. 

d. Monks left Monasteries. I already mentioned how that many of the monks left monasteries in different places, and the result of the whole impression of what Luther had written and done, and now of this work. But then 

e. Carlstadt's Extremes. Carlstadt was working out in various directions that were good; he stimulated Luther's thinking, but he went on to work out in other directions. He was now questioning everything. He was ready to throw everything aside and start absolutely from scratch. And that's pretty hard to do. Here Carlstadt read in the Scripture: Jesus thanked the Lord that He had hidden these things from the wise and prudent and revealed them unto babes. Well, Carlstadt said, "Well then, the thing to do is to get the babes to tell us what they mean." Well, he put on a pair of overalls, like a laborer, and walked down the street and when he would see a man working in a barn he would step up to him and say, "Would you please explain to me this Greek word? I can't understand the problem here; probably God had explained it to babes; you can pass it on to me." And he went to extremes in his taking most any idea in Scripture without relating it to other ideas; taking it by itself in this way; and the people tended to follow. For instance he would see someone worshipping an image; well that's utterly wrong. Then he would say, "Well, all images are wrong," but of course the fact is, that the Lord had Moses put up an image, of the fiery serpent, and the people looked at the fiery serpent and they were saved, and when we look to the Savior, whether it be a cross, whether it be a picture of Christ—whatever it be—if we look to something and think of what Christ has done, and we have faith in him, it's a help to us; but if we look to it and it becomes to us an idol, it does tremendous harm. The brazen serpent which Moses put up in the wilderness at God's command, Hezekiah later had to tear to pieces, because people were worshipping it. It's the use people make of it. 

Well, Carlstadt began preaching against images, and the people got stirred up and began knocking over the images in the church, breaking them up, and then they got to where everything they didn't like, the mob would come and attack it and break it up, and this began to develop into a very unruly sort of a situation. And then

f. The Heavenly Prophet. There was a group of people who, from another city, came to Wittenberg; and they told Carlstadt and the others that God had spoken to them just as he spoke to the prophets of old; and God had told them that the godly were to rise up and kill all the ungodly; and they were to put an end to all wickedness in the world; and they began to get other signs of visions and dreams, and ideas. Carlstadt didn't know whether they were truly from God or not, but he didn't oppose them, and they began to get considerable support among the people. And these heavenly prophets, as they called themselves, began to be effective in stirring the people up in Wittenberg; things were getting very unruly. 

g. The Breaking of Images. I mentioned that to you already. 

h. The Elector's Fear. Naturally, word came immediately to the Elector of how things were developing. The Elector did not live at Wittenberg. He rarely saw Luther. He lived in another town a few miles away, but of course he had contact with Wittenberg. And he heard about the way things were developing in Wittenberg, and the way people were breaking down the images in the churches; and these heavenly prophets were going around talking about the new visions they were having: one day we might have breaking of statues, and the next day it might be that the people ought to all gather together and go and kill the folk; talking to his people that way. There were all sorts of different things, and the Elector wrote to Luther and he said, "I don't know what to do." He said, "I think that this is a wonderful development that has come in Wittenberg with your presentation of the Truth of the Gospel." But, the Elector said, "If here is the way it is now, and things get so unruly in Wittenberg, that it is going to become a center for turmoil and for annihilation that is going to spread to other parts of Europe." He said, "The emperor will have plenty of reason to summon a big army and come right here and destroy the city and kill the movement completely. On the other hand," he said, "Maybe I should take an army there," but he said, "I don't want to do it." He said, "There are good people there, and there is real knowledge of the Gospel that has been presented with what you have given them there." He said, "I don't want to go against these people myself, but if I don't," he said, "The emperor may send a force and nobody will criticize him for doing it. What is the answer to the problem?"
And so a series of letters went back and forth; and in one of them the Elector said, "Luther, if you were there, I think you would have been able to handle it," and Luther wrote back and said, "I guess I'd better leave the Wartburg and go to Wittenberg." Then the Elector was filled with terror, he wrote back and said, "Don't leave the castle! Whatever you do, stay in the castle! As long as you're hidden there, you're safe. But if you came to Wittenberg with the edict of outlawry against you, and the excommunication of the Pope against you, I couldn't protect you." He said, "A force might come in and destroy you. You stay in the Wartburg." And Luther then wrote a letter to the Elector, and he said to him, "I am very grateful for the protection you have given and for the help you've given to the Gospel; but in the end my protection does not come from you or from any earthly power but comes from the Lord. And if this movement is not of God it cannot prevail anyway. I believe I ought to be in Wittenberg trying to straighten this thing out." And Luther said, "I hereby absolve you of all responsibility for anything that may happen to me; and if I am seized and burned at the stake, it is my fault and not yours; you are entirely guiltless, I am definitely disobeying your command in leaving the Wartburg and going back to Wittenberg." So he wrote this letter to the Elector, so that the Elector should feel more eased in his mind about it, that after all Luther was bringing it on himself, in spite of the Elector's efforts to keep him in the Wartburg; and so if things went from bad to worse the Elector could show the letter and that might protect him from judgment by the forces of the empire. 

i. Luther's Decision. I believe Luther's decision now to go back to Wittenberg was just as courageous as standing before the emperor was. I think it is one of the great marks of his courageous loyalty to God. He felt he was needed there, and though he knew the chances were almost certain he would be seized and killed, yet he felt he must go. Well, we go on then to

F. Return to Wittenberg. People said to Luther, "Don't go back to Wittenberg." In order to get there, the roads went through Duke George's territory; Luther wouldn't be just in Electoral Saxony. And Duke George, who had heard Luther debate at Leipzig, was determined to destroy Luther, and everybody knew it. Duke George had been speaking violently against Luther. Duke George forbade the circulation of any of Luther's writings in his own territory at all. People said, "If you go out, Duke George will get ahold of you and he will seize you!" Luther said, "I don't care if it rains Duke Georges, I'm still going to go back." 

1. The Journey. Luther started out dressed in his knight's costume. One day on the way—they were several days on horseback—one day a man came up to the innkeeper and said, "Say, did you ever see anything like that?" The innkeeper says, "What?" "Why," he says "Look at that knight in there eating dinner at the table; he's got a Hebrew Bible in front of him that he is reading. Did you ever see a knight reading Hebrew before?" Fortunately this was not a man who was disposed to try to get him seized. He couldn't imagine who it was; they didn't think of its being Luther. But he had some interesting experiences on the way, and extremely interesting when he got to Wittenberg, but that will have to wait for tomorrow.

Now we were speaking yesterday of F. The Return to Wittenberg, and under that 1. The Journey. And on the journey, as we mentioned, he had interesting experiences. It was necessary, in going, to pass through Duke George's territory for a considerable part of the distance, and Duke George was one who was determined to destroy Luther if he possibly could. He felt that Luther was completely wrong and that the right thing to do was to destroy him. In addition to that the emperor had made the edict of Worms, that Luther was to be seized or destroyed, and that anyone giving him any protection or help was subject himself to punishment by the empire, and if he were captured in Duke George's territory he would certainly have lost his life. Nevertheless, Luther did run a real risk as he sat at various inns reading his Hebrew psalms to himself, because anybody could see that that didn't fit with his disguise of being a knight. 

In fact most knights couldn't read at all, though some of them were quite learned. But very few of them could read Hebrew! On the way, in one of these inns, he met a young student, and the student noticed him reading Hebrew and got to talking to him, and he found that the student was going to Wittenberg, very anxious to hear lectures from Luther, and he said, "Do you know whether Luther is at Wittenberg?" and Luther said "No, I understand he is not at Wittenberg now but that he may be in the near future." And he had quite a talk with the student and eventually mentioned to him someone in Wittenberg as a friend of his whom the man might visit when he went there, without telling who he was. And then as soon as he got to Wittenberg he went to this man's house and found Luther there, and was quite amazed to find who it was he'd been talking with along the way. 

But it was a surprise to people when Luther arrived. Many of them thought it was very, very foolish to run this risk, but Luther felt that the whole Reformation would easily come to absolutely nothing by the excesses which the people had come into and which Carlstadt was leading them in; and he felt it was much better to lose his life, but before he did, to get the Reformation back on a direction that might last than for the sake of saving his life to risk the thing spreading to where Duke George would feel quite safe in taking an army and attacking Wittenberg and putting a complete end to it or even the Elector Frederic might find it necessary to do this. 

2. The Series of Sermons. Luther arrived in Wittenberg, talked with his friends, and got an idea of the situation; it was toward the end of the week when he got there. On Sunday the announcement was called all over town: Luther is in town, and he is going to preach. And Luther preached every day for the next 8 days; he gave a series of sermons in which he declared that God is not the author of confusion; that God is a God of order, and that things are to be done orderly, not in tumultuous fashion. And that people are to study the Word of God and find what is there; and when they come to agreement as to what is there, they are to bring things in accord with it; but that individuals either alone or as a group are not by force to destroy what is already there, but that it is to be considered in orderly fashion and such changes made as are in accord with the Word of God. 

He preached a series of seven sermons, stressing the importance of the Word of God and the importance of doing things in orderly fashion; and the situation calmed down in Wittenberg to such an extent that the people were solidly behind him; the heavenly prophets had hardly anybody to come and hear them anymore now. In fact, Luther went and had a talk with them and they told him how they were divinely commissioned; the world was soon coming to an end, but before it did they were supposed to kill all the unbelievers; people were supposed to follow them in this, and God had given them divine powers. So Luther said, "Let's see you work a miracle then. Show me a miracle." And they began telling him how within three months he would die, and a lot of things like that, but when it came to do anything immediately, they were simply unable to do anything. And the people stood with Luther and soon the heavenly prophets left the city in disgust, shaking off the dust of the town from their shoes. Poor Carlstadt was pretty well abandoned by the people, and some of the crazy extreme measures he had gone to were completely abandoned. He was around the neighborhood for quite a time, but in the end he calmed down and abandoned the idea of mixing in civil affairs the way he had, and the latter years of his life he was quite a helpful feature down in Wittenberg. In the end it was Luther who intervened to help Carlstadt and to protect him from what could have been the result of the extremes to which he had gone. But Luther's sermons settled things in Wittenberg. Having done so, we mention 3: 

3. Continued Activities. Luther now settled down in Wittenberg, and figured on doing all he could while his life should last. He did not think it would be long before someone would in some way get ahold of him and he would be brought before the papal power. He heard that some of the people who had adopted his teaching in Belgium had now been burned at the stake by order of the emperor Charles. Belgium was part of Charles' own personal territory, and he persecuted the followers of Luther very severely there. In fact, in the course of the next forty years he killed some thousands of people for following Luther's teachings in Belgium, But he did not have that power in the various states of Germany unless the local officials stood with him. But Luther expected this but determined to accomplish all he possibly could in the time that remained to him, add so I mention 

Having gotten Wittenberg into good order, Luther then went to other towns in the neighborhood, within a radius of 50 or 100 miles. He would go to a town and would preach there for a week or so the same series of sermons he was giving at Wittenberg. That God is a God of order, that God wants us to think through in the light of the Word, and to move in the light of sound reason and careful consideration, not with tumultuous, riotous action, that He wants us not to cast aside what has been custom in the church for a long time; but to consider it first and if we find it contrary to the Word of God then cast it aside, but not to do it in hurried, rapid, fashion. And he gave this series in various towns. 

The man who was the chaplain of the Archbishop Albert, came to one of them and listened to his lectures and was tremendously impressed. He went back and told Archbishop Albert that Martin Luther was right in most of his points; he thought very highly of it, and in the end he left Albert—not immediately—and became himself a preacher of the Reformation. There is reason to think that Albert himself considered trying to change his Archbishopric into a Dukedom, and becoming a Protestant, but whether he was really touched by his teachings, or whether he thought he would get advantages from it is something we can't prove. 

The Catholic Encyclopedia has an article on Albert, which strongly defends his integrity and declares that the rumors that he thought at times of becoming a Protestant are entirely false. Of course, we can't prove that, one way or the other. Luther never had much contact with him as a man, there were many things he did which were questionable at best. When he was showing some people the very clay out of which God made Adam, as one of the relics which he was giving a certain indulgence for people coming to see them, paying a fee, as you see, he moderated these things a great deal, but Luther always thought it was through fear rather than through any real belief. Now we will turn for a brief moment to note 

G. Change in the Papacy. But this was a change which did not last long. Leo X suddenly died. As you know, Leo was Giovanni de Medici, the cultured gentleman who was in the Vatican when Luther posted his theses. And Leo X suddenly died; they say that a lot of people were very indignant at him because he died so suddenly; there was no opportunity to give him the last rites of the church. But upon his death there was a great feeling among the leaders of Rome, that some change must be made. Germany was not sending the taxes to Rome they had formerly sent; the German Diet had for 15 years been complaining about corruption in the Roman Church, and about the great extortions they were making from Germany and nothing had been done about it; but now that the taxes were stopping, the indulgence money wasn't coming as it had; things were dropping off, there were those who felt a real change must be made, and they were not alone in this. Charles V the emperor who always opposed Luther's teaching and who burned at the stake and tortured people who were following Luther, was no blind follower of the Pope. He believed in the medieval church system; he had been trained in the superstitious features of the Roman religion and thought they were right; that was what he had been taught; he thought it was true; he was determined to enforce it. But he felt that the Pope was a man who should stand for what is right, and that most of them were not doing it. So he brought very strong pressure upon the cardinals to elect a religious man for Pope, instead of a man like Leo X; and to elect a man who would change the corruptions of the church, instead of one who would make them worse as the three Popes preceding Leo X had done. The result of all this was that two things happened. One: a non-Italian was elected Pope, a man who was brought up in Palestine but who lived much of his life in Spain. And second feature of this was that the man who was selected was a man who was known to be a sincere, earnest supporter of the church; and one who was ready to work vigorously to support the reforms of the corruption of the church. 

1. Adrian VI. This man who was elected took the name of Adrian VI; he had been the private tutor of Charles. Charles, of course, at this time was only in his early twenties; but as a young man his grandfather and his mother had secured for him the services of this learned ecclesiastic as his personal tutor, and Charles thought very highly of him; he had been greatly influenced by him. In addition to that, he was a man of great standing in the church; he was now the head of the church of Spain, chief of the church of Spain. His name is sometimes written Adrian and sometimes Hadrian—same name, whether it's spelled Adrian or Hadrian. 

Adrian VI was a man, as I say, who was sincere in what he believed, and was determined to reform the corruption of the church; he immediately got out a document in which he said that we have been wrong; we are corrupt, in root and in branches, the church has been corrupt; it must be reformed from this corruption; we are going to turn away from all the iniquities of the past, and so on; and he made a very strong statement of admission of all these things, and determination to turn away from them. Now this was not doctrine at all; this was a matter of action, of matters of life, corruption of various types in the papacy and right down the line. But then after he finished this statement of all these corruptions, then he said God has punished the church for its corruption, by allowing this wild beast Luther to be let loose who is assailing and attacking and injuring the church; Luther must be hunted down, destroyed, as a wild beast should be. 

And so he sent his representatives to Germany to the next Diet, with the declaration admitting all this corruption in the church; and the declaration that he was going to reform it all; and called upon them to seize Luther and turn him over to him so that he, as a condemned heretic, could be burned for his wickedness. And the German leaders at the Diet—the emperor was not there at this Diet—the leaders immediately said, "Well, the Pope admits all this wickedness and corruption, and we've been pointing it out for years. Who is he now to ask us to do something to please him? Let him proceed to reform the corruption, and when he has improved the situation and reformed it, then maybe he'll be in a position to start talking to us about what we should do." And so the result was that the letters that the Pope wrote as a means of getting Luther in his power, actually made them less willing to surrender Luther to him instead of more. So it completely failed of the purpose which he had in mind. 

Now if such a letter had come from the Archbishop Albert, or from Leo X or Alexander VI, or anyone like that, we would immediately say that this was a policy letter intending to accomplish something, and insincere. I would not say that of Adrian VI. I believe he was thoroughly sincere in what he wrote. He was a bigot in the fullest sense of the word; that is, he was a person who believes something to be true with his whole heart and is ready to stand forth and do all he can for it. We call him an enthusiast if we think the thing he is working for is good, and we call him a bigot if we think it's bad. So I would call him a bigot in this case, but I feel that he deserves much more commendation than these others who were simply looking out for their own interests, and using the church as a cloak for it. But he did not accomplish anything further as far as Luther was concerned. He thought Luther was completely wrong, and this he sincerely thought. But then he started in trying to reform the corruptions of the church, and got rid of some officials in Rome who were notorious for their selling of church positions and that sort of thing, and cleaned up some of the immorality; and the people didn't like it at all! And within a few months he died suddenly; the next morning a great wreath of flowers was found; someone in the night had put them on the door of his physician; and the story that went all over Rome was that he had been poisoned because the people did not like the reforms; the leaders of the church did not like the reforms he was trying to introduce. Now whether that's true of course we don't know. He may have died from perfectly natural causes. But this we do know: that the leaders of the Church of Rome gave a great sigh of relief when he died, and did the best they could to keep from electing anybody at all like him as his successor. And he is the last non-Italian who has been elected Pope. 400 years have passed, every Pope since that time has been an Italian. When you occasionally hear somebody speak of a New York Archbishop or Cardinal, saying he will probably be the next Pope, well you just take it with about six grains of salt, because there is never a non-Italian elected Pope since Adrian VI. Now that's not saying there might not be. There were many in earlier days. It was an English Pope who gave Ireland to the king of England. He is the only English Pope there has been but there have been many French Popes before that, but never a one since; every one since has been an Italian. Now there have been Popes since who were just as earnest in their beliefs and their determination to advance the organization and to advance the doctrines they think were right, as did Adrian VI. But the next one wasn't; that wasn't the sort of man they wanted. It was only when the Reformation became so great that it was the only hope of surviving, that they started to elect a different line of Popes more like Adrian. But the man who was elected to succeed Adrian VI was just about as different from Adrian VI as a man could be. He was certainly not a monster of immorality like Alexander. There have been few Popes who were as immoral as Alexander VI. That's not to say that the next Pope was a moral man; there is no proof that he was; but at least if he was immoral, he did not flaunt his immorality. He was not a soldier like Julius II. He was not a great cultured gentleman like Leo X, but he was nearer to that than to any other previous Pope. In fact, he was Leo X's cousin, he was the illegitimate son of Leo X's uncle, and they both of them belonged to the Medici family in Florence. 

Leo X, you see, was one of the leaders of the Medici family, had been made a cardinal at the age of 14. But this cousin of Leo's had been Leo's secretary; he had been assistant to Leo in many ways; but all of his life he had been sort of a poor relation of the family; and the result of that is he did not have the poise or the standing that Leo X had at all. He was always scheming, whatever he got in life previous to this, he had persuaded his rich cousin to give him. A little of this or a little of that, or to give him a position. He knew how to make people think he was for them; but he'd try to do it to 3 different people at the same time, who might be bitter enemies; and he wasn't Pope very long before nobody trusted him, and because this was so much a part of his character. 

2. Clement VII. But Clement VII, the cousin of Leo X, was elected Pope in September 1523, a year after Luther came back from the Wartburg, and he continued as Pope for 11 years, so he is much more important in Reformation history than Adrian VI, because he lived much longer. These 11 years are among the most important years in the history of the Reformation. If he had been another Adrian VI he might have carried through such reforms as would have held for the church many of the sections that were swaying and could go in one direction or the other, but he was not that sort of a man at all. If he had been a man of force of character, he might have succeeded in getting some kind of a coalition of forces which would attack Luther and destroy him, but he was not that sort. In fact, the one thing he was interested in was advancing himself or his family, and he devoted himself for the 11 years to advance his family, the Medici family; and the interesting thing is that he succeeded in getting his cousin, a little girl, Catherine de Medici, married to the second son of a French king. He tried to get her married into the imperial family; he tried to get her into various royal families, and always failed; and finally he got her married to the second son of the French king; and nobody would ever dream this man would ever be king himself, but his older brother died later on—but this is getting ahead.

He got her married, this little girl, to the second son of the French king; the brother died, and he became heir to the throne; then the father died, and Henry II became king of France. He immediately vaunted his mistress before all of France; Catherine de Medici was absolutely ignored and mistreated, and you'd never think she would amount to anything in the world. But before Henry II had reigned many years, he was killed in a tournament; suddenly killed, and that left his wife with four little children, three of them boys. These three boys in succession became kings of France; but she was the real ruler, so for many years she was ruler of France; and for every Protestant that the Pope succeeded in killing, she killed ten. Clement did more to destroy Protestants than almost any Pope has ever done, simply by getting his little cousin married to the second son of the king of France. 

Well, don't worry about that now because we'll look at that detail later; it is very important in the history of the French Reformation. The thing now that interests us is that the papacy for the next 11 years had a scheming man with a big inferiority complex, who was interested in advancing his own family; he only did as much for the church as he had to hold his position; and this is one of the things which in the providence of God helped the Reformation to get well under way. If the Roman Catholic Church in these vital 11 years, had been headed by a strong dominant character, humanly speaking, the Reformation might have utterly disappeared. But God used this historical circumstance in a marvelous way at this time, so that the little candle that had been lit would not disappear and go out, as had the ones that had been lit in other countries; but it would grow and develop and spread, until half of Europe would continue to be Protestant, and the Gospel would be preached until the rise of modernism; it would be preached very widely in this whole northern half of Europe; tremendous results would follow, in the character of the Reformation, in their achievements, and in the spread of the Gospel in missionary outreach to the very ends of the world. 

But the election of Clement VII then, since he continued to be Pope for 11 years, is a matter that is important for us to have in mind. Incidentally Clement VII, like his cousin Leo X, was very suspicious of the emperor, Charles V. He was afraid Charles would get too much power and take it away from him; and he wanted to take power away from Charles the Emperor. The result was that he was always scheming behind Charles' back; making alliances with the king of France against Charles; even trying to get the Turks to attack Charles, in order to destroy his power. And Charles, who was anxious to destroy the Reformation, to advance the church, and to maintain the power of the Pope as head of the church, was hampered in his efforts by the scheming of the Pope; and he had to force the Pope into agreements with him, in order to bring him to work with him in any concerted way against Protestantism. The Pope was ready to do what he could of course, but not to do anything working together with the emperor, until the emperor forced him. Eventually, the emperor had to seize Rome with his army, and Clement was 7 months in prison in a fortress in Rome, while the city was in the hands of the Spanish imperial army. 

The Counter-Reformation is the effort to push back the Reformation, to destroy its power and to make a real reform in the church. Now you might say Adrian tried to make a Counter-Reformation but he utterly failed. Quite a few years go by before the leaders of the church find it necessary to initiate such a thing. Actually an individual in Spain got the idea; he is the man who brought on a Counter-Reformation, and he had to contend against papal opposition for a time, was even seized by the Inquisition and examined, before he finally convinced them of his sincere support. And if it were not for him, in my opinion, the Roman Church would have died out in the next hundred years. I have no question of it. 

So we will spend quite a bit of time looking at him. Luther is one of the three or four men who have influenced the world more than any other; certainly this man in Spain is one of the five who have had an effect on the world beyond any others in history; and many a Roman college is named after Loyola. Very famous! Well, we'll look at him some a bit later. Mr. Kaufmann? [student] Who? Well, I think the word had been used off and on for years as Reform. I think they'd say Reform. I believe they were more anxious—the Lutherans were more anxious—to call it the Reconstituted church.
Luther had no desire at this time to make a break with the church. Luther was firmly convinced that Christ's body is one; there is one church; it is the duty of the leaders of the church to preach the Gospel, and to stand for the Word of God. Now if they're not doing so, something must be done to reform them. And when this gradually came to the point where it was necessary simply to ignore any ordinance from Rome, and even to oppose them, they liked to call their churches reconstituted churches. They felt they were carrying out what the church had always stood for, and getting rid of the accretions of superstitions that had grown up or had been foisted upon them in the previous centuries. But these superstitions had not ruled everywhere. Luther did not bring something new; but he brought out much more clearly from this, what some had always believed.

Well, have Clement VII in mind, because for 11 years he is an important figure. Leo X and Clement VII are important enough figures in the history of the church, that I thought it worthwhile a few years ago, when I was in Rome, to go to the Dominican church in Rome, and see the place in that church where Leo X and Clement VII are buried. They are not buried in St. Peter's; they are not considered by the church as among the great Popes, but they certainly were men who were tremendously important in the effect of their activity in their church. And the leading Dominican church in Rome has the tombs of these two Popes. 

H. The Spread of Luther's Teaching. In the providence of God, printing had come into existence just about 60 years before the beginning of the Reformation. And the development of printing, like most everything else that has made a great change in the world, came about fairly gradually. Little by little, books had been printed, but at the beginning of the Reformation, the number of books that were being printed in Europe would be tiny compared with what was printed even ten years later. And during the first few years of the Reformation people found—booksellers found—that they could make more money by selling Luther's books than anything else. Luther's books were in demand everywhere. And the booksellers were anxious to produce them and sell them. The only place they couldn't do it was in Ducal Saxony. In Ducal Saxony, Duke George absolutely prohibited Luther's books and did not permit them. And it was a small enough territory that he could really enforce it. In the Netherlands, Charles V prohibited Luther's books; anyone was killed who distributed them and the books were to be burned; but in secret presses they were printed; and thousands of them were printed in the Netherlands. They were printed all over Europe, even in Italy; but of course they had their great success in Germany. And Luther was constantly writing material to be printed. He got out devotional tracts; he got out popular expositions of parts of the Bible; he got out his new translation of the Bible; he printed his writing on Christian liberty; his address to the German Nobles; his book on the Babylonian Captivity; but he got out many books which could be easily understood by the most popular mind. But there was one book that had a tremendously wide hearing which was called Then and Now. It was mostly pictures. But it would have on one side, labelled "then" and it would show Jesus, the Son of Man with no place to lay his head, going about simply preaching the Gospel; and on the other side it would say "now" and it would show the man who claimed to be the head of the church of Jesus, sitting on his throne in Rome with the pilgrims kissing his feet. On the one side it would show the apostles in simple service to the world; on the other side it would show the cardinals reveling in luxury. There would be a book of maybe 50 pages with each two pages a concept, like this; and many of this sort of book were distributed—and very widely distributed—and they had made a tremendous impression on people. 

Luther never got any of what we call large sums of money, and the chances are that for another ten years what he got would have been quite small. My guess would be that by ten years after this, he would have begun to come into a fairly sizeable amount, but I doubt if he personally realized very much out of it. The Elector gave him a small site which was a monastery. But of course eventually, after a time—I'm not sure just when—the elector gave him the old monastery; all the monks had left the monasteries in Wittenberg. The Elector himself had built the monastery originally about 30 years before; he just gave it to Luther, and Luther lived in the monastery there; and anybody who came through, any stranger, was welcome to stay overnight, as his guest. And until the end of his life people were dropping in from all over Europe, staying there. He might have as many as fifty guests at a time. And they had their meals given to them and I suppose the Elector provided most of it.

Luther was not a man who was much interested in anything except the spread of the Gospel and the success of the ideas which he thought were right; and in most cases, we would all agree that they were right. There are a few cases where he felt very strongly about something where we would think that he was wrong, and we deplore some of the results of his attitude. Not on many points—mighty few—but these few had tremendous results. Well, we'll look at them later. 

Now this idea, which we're calling the spread of Luther's teachings; his books were distributed and people were reading them; there were certain bishops, not many, but there some bishops in northern Germany, who declared themselves—didn't declare themselves loudly, but who preached exactly what they read in Luther's books, and who talked among the priests under them; and the monks were presenting Luther's doctrines and their district was still having the same organization as before, worthily defending the doctrine, and strongly advancing Luther's teaching. There were certain nobles who declared themselves for the Reformation, and spread its teachings in their areas. And in the northern part of Germany they had a head of the Prussian Knights which was in the northeastern section of Germany; they were a combination of monks and knights, something like the Knights Templar, and they had a large territory up there. Albert of Brandenburg was the brother of the Duke of Brandenburg. The Duke of Brandenburg had adopted the Reformation and this man—his brother—Albert of Brandenburg, who was the Grand Master of the Teutonic Knights, changed the territory of the Order into the Dukedom of Prussia; this is 1525, and he declared himself not a monk, head of the Teutonic Knights, but a Duke, Duke over this area, and simply changed the area. There were some who did that. Then he married and his successor followed him as Duke in this area. There were quite a number who did this, and naturally their opponents said they were insincere, they were simply doing it to establish their own family, their own power. In some cases that may be true, but there is no doubt that in some cases, the men were thoroughly sincere in what they did. In Magdeburg, an important town in north Germany, one morning a strange weaver stood in front of a statue and began to sing one of the hymns that Luther had written: "We cry to Thee, O God." He had a good voice, and he began to sing, and people stopped and listened to him; and then he sang another hymn, and crowds gathered around; and the magistrate came by and ordered them to stop it. And the crowds gathered and soon it was evident that the bulk of the people in Magdeburg favored Luther's teachings and Luther's stand, and the city council capitulated and changed its position in Magdeburg so that the Reformation was supreme in that city. Similar events happened: it was more or less spontaneous in many sections of Germany, and of course there were strong enemies, but it spread here and there. 

In Cambridge University, there were students who used to meet once a week to read Luther's writings; so everybody called them the Germans. They weren't Germans at all, but they knew the German language; and they were reading Luther's books in German or in Latin, and studying them; and that was the beginning of the English Reformation. The great force that started the English Reformation was Luther's works. LeFevre, of course, the Frenchman, had had an influence; his works were good, but he recanted when it was dangerous to him. John Huss had had a tremendous influence in Bohemia, but it had not spread much out of that country because of the great force against him. Eventually his teachings in Bohemia were destroyed in 1521 when Bohemia was conquered by the Archduke. But during these next years the Reformation was spreading very rapidly. But we want to go on to 

J. the Peasant War, something which was a tremendous setback to the Reformation; it was a great hindrance to its gradual spread because it forced many leaders to take definite positions, when before they had been sort of drifting along. It drove many people further in the direction of the Reformation; it drove many people back from it; and it was a situation in which Luther found it difficult to know what to do. 

Luther is greatly criticized for what he did in connection with the Peasant War, but I think falsely. Luther did not claim to be a political leader. Luther claimed to take the Word of God and see what it taught and stand for it. But he stood very violently at times—in his language—and the result would be that when these people would do something he thought was wrong, he would strongly attack them; and then those over there thought, "Well Luther is with us," and they assailed them. He attacked them for what was wrong with them. And he lost a lot of friends during the Peasant War on either side, but we can't get very far today, so I won't start. We continue there, I hope, next Monday... 

You notice how one of the heads of the order of Prussian Knights up in the north there, changed his area into a Duchy, and himself became a Protestant. He introduced Protestant preaching and Protestant teaching. And this whole area of northern Prussia became a definitely Protestant section. As Luther calmed the people with his preaching at Wittenberg and other places, a meeting of the Diet was held just at this time. Just before Duke George had been urging that something be done to put a stop to the disorders at Wittenberg; but now when things had been calmed down and Luther was having such a tremendous influence for law and order, the members of the Diet simply paid no attention to the suggestions that any interference be made. You might ask, "Why was this, when Emperor Charles had made such a tremendous radical edict against Luther, and against his teaching?" But Charles was king of Spain, and Spain was in turmoil right after the original case, when Luther appeared before him. He had to go back to Spain, and he intended to come back to Germany very soon and establish things in Germany, but in Spain there was a big democratic movement which had to be put down by force of arms; it took quite a time to do that, and then he was engaged for years in struggle with the French king; and the Pope made alliance with the French king against him and he had to fight against the Pope; and then the Turks continued their march inland; they conquered most of Hungary and got almost to the gates of Vienna. Charles was busy on so many fronts that it was nearly ten years before he got back to another Diet. He left his brother Ferdinand to represent him, but Ferdinand didn't have anything like the prestige or the standing that Charles did, and so that things were greatly hampered by Charles' absence. 

And the members of the Diet had a tendency to push the thing off till Charles would be there personally to deal with it. But the effect of Luther's having calmed the turmoil down was very great. If that had not happened, certainly Ferdinand the brother of Charles would have been successful in getting some of the leaders to join with him in making an attack on Wittenberg and wiping out the whole business, and putting an end to the Reformation. 

Now before we go on to the next subject, while we are still under the Spread of Luther's Teaching, I just want to say a few words about Luther's controversial style. Luther wrote many very beautiful sermons and presentations of Christian truth, like this article on Christian Liberty, which you read last week. And Luther had a very wonderful presentation of the Gospel. But Luther was also interested in protecting the people from the wolves, and when he saw an error he often spoke out in the very strongest language—often language which is almost inconceivable today for anyone in public life. We noticed how Duke George was one who was so strongly against Luther; and shortly after Luther came back from the Wartburg, a pamphlet was circulated which criticized Duke George—but without naming him—and what Duke George had been doing, absolutely forbidding Luther's works to be published in his territory at all, forbidding any preaching along the lines that Luther held; and Luther was hearing about what George was doing against the Gospel, and Luther felt more and more incensed at Duke George. And so when this pamphlet came out—which they suspected Luther had written—Duke George wrote Luther asking him whether he had written this pamphlet. Luther wrote a raging letter back to Duke George, January 3, 1523. He said, instead of greeting, "I wish you would stop raging and roaring against God and against his messengers. Ungracious prince of lords, I received your disgracious letter (instead of your gracious letter) with a pamphlet or letter I wrote Count so-and-so, and have had read to me with special care the part of which your Disgrace complains is injurious to your soul, honor, and reputation. The epistle has been printed at Wittenberg and elsewhere. As Your Disgrace desires to know what position I take in it, I briefly answer that as far as your Disgrace is concerned it is the same to me whether my position is standing, lying down, sitting or running." And so on. 

Another instance when Luther expressed his feelings in public language such as people don't ordinarily use, came in connection with the king of England. King Henry VIII of England was a man who was regarded by the Humanists as a very wonderful king when he became king of England. He had been king for some years now but he was a man of great charm, a man who was good in the lists, a man who was good in the knightly activities, but also good in letters and in music and very well-rounded sort of a young fellow and everybody—the Humanists particularly—was extremely enthusiastic when Henry VIII had become king of England. But Henry VIII had done his best to get himself elected as emperor, and perhaps it was partly because of his hope of being elected emperor, that he tried particularly to win the Pope's favor. Henry had Luther's books burned in 1521, in England, and he got a hold of Luther's writing The Babylonian Captivity of the Church; Henry wrote an answer to it in the summer of 1521; his A Defense of the Seven Sacraments against Martin Luther was dedicated to Pope Leo, and he had a copy of this writing put in gold covers and sent to the Pope in Rome, a work in which he thought he had completely demolished Luther's arguments against the seven sacraments. And Leo I was so pleased with it that he gave Henry VIII the title of "Defender of the Faith," and all English kings and queens since that date, including the present one, put the title after their name, Defender of the Faith, because Henry VIII wrote this book attacking Luther. 

Well the book has a very violent style. Henry says, "What pest so pernicious as Luther has ever attacked the flock of Christ? What a wolf of Hell is he. How rotten is his mind, how execrable his purpose." And so on. He does devote a good bit of time to taking up Luther's arguments on the sacraments, trying to prove that they're wrong, but he also devotes a good bit of his statements in using language like this about Luther, which doubtless pleased Leo and helped in leading him to give him this title, Defender of the Faith. But in July 1522 when Luther had a copy of it, he wrote a reply. [Note dcb. Duke George of Saxony had the document published in German.] In his reply Luther said that the book had appeared, by that king of lies, King Heinz, by God's ungrace, King of England. He says Henry acted so little like a king that he doesn't deserve to be treated like one. He says, "For since with malice aforethought that damnable and rotten worm had lied against my King in Heaven, it is right for me to bespatter this English monarch with his own filth, and trample his blasphemous crown under feet." But what hurt Henry far worse than this, was the statement towards the end, that he was sure that fortunately King Henry hadn't done the original, even though it was put out under his name; he had too little ability. He says that it's not he, but one of those sniveling, driveling sops bred by swine. Now Henry didn't like this sort of language about him, and particularly the criticism of his literary ability. And so he wrote to Frederic, John and George, Dukes of Saxony, whom he evidently thought of as ruling over the same territory. Now you know who Frederic the Wise was, and John was his brother, actually wasn't a Duke at all, but he was a brother of Frederic and later succeeded him as Duke. And Frederic and John wrote a very nice diplomatic letter to Henry, which was very polite but entirely evasive [note, dcb: "If Luther had been impolite, they were sorry, to be sure."], and the matter was ended. But George wrote a strong letter saying he thoroughly agreed with everything he said about Luther, but that of course. 

[NOTE dcb. Three years later, when Henry began to lean towards the Reformation cause, Luther sent another letter to Henry, which was perhaps intended to be palliative, but achieved the opposite effect. The letter is, in part: (September 1, 1525). "Grace and peace in Christ, our Lord and Saviour. Amen. Indeed, Most Serene and Illustrious King, I ought greatly to fear to address your Majesty in a letter, as I am fully aware that your Majesty is deeply offended at my pamphlet, which I published foolishly and precipitately, not of my own motion but at the behest of certain men who are not your Majesty's friends. ... I have heard from credible authority that the book published over your Majesty's name was not written by your Majesty, but by crafty men of guile who abused your name, especially by that monster detested of God and man, that pest of your kingdom, Cardinal Wolsey."]

There were various writings like this going back and forth, at this time, we'll say more about Henry VIII later, because many people erroneously think of him as the founder of the Church of England. And he didn't really have much to do with the Church of England getting a start. We'll look at that later. But now we go on to 

The Peasants War is something that is always mentioned when some people speak about Luther, particularly when they want to criticize Luther. And its effect upon the Reformation is positively valueless. Its main interest for us is because of the criticism Luther has taken on account of it, and we should therefore be familiar with what Luther's attitude really was in it and what he did. Not saying that we should defend Luther's stand as absolutely right in it, Luther is a fallible man and he made mistakes, but the mistakes he made were honest mistakes; and they were mistakes which were quite in line with his character. Luther was not a man who planned a course and carried it though. The Reformation, as you know, began without any planning on his part at all. He was simply speaking out against this wicked thing of the indulgences as preached by Tetzel. From that he went on, and when he saw something that was wrong, he struck out against it, and when he found himself in the middle between two things that were wrong, he was not the sort of man who could convince himself that one was absolutely right and the other was 100 percent wrong. So he got criticism from both sides in the Peasants War. But the Peasants Revolt, which occurred in 1524 to the first half of 1525, is something which is so prominently mentioned in all of the discussions of Luther, particularly those which are antagonistic to him and to the Reformation, that one would gain the impression that it was something which was an outgrowth of Luther's activities and which was unparalleled and then was completely wrong. 

Almost every century for many centuries there had been some sort of a peasant uprising. Europe in the Middle Ages had a few leaders who were very affluent; they were constantly fighting one another but they lived off the great mass of people who had a pretty hard life. And every now and then they would rise up in an effort to change things, but the uprising was usually done with a negative attitude and approach and without any very good leadership; and they were uniformly put down, always with great suffering. Well, perhaps the greatest of these ever to be in Germany was this one, which occurred in 1525. But 150 years before, there had been a movement just as great in England, which had been put down with great violence; and previous to this there had been a great movement of the peasants in France, which had been put down with great violence. So this revolt probably would have occurred if there had been no Reformation. It was the inevitable result of the suffering and misery of people who had to work such terrific hours and do tedious work in order to get the very barest of living. The great mass of the people were in this condition. If the nobles of that time had been reduced to the level of the peasants and everything they had been divided, the peasants might have been one-half of one percent better off than they were. The answer to it was not taking away from the nobles; but many of the nobles certainly mistreated them and others, and it is no wonder that feeling arose to the point where it exploded. Now this particular rupture, the Peasants War, here, doubtless was affected to some extent by Luther's preaching of the equality of Christian men before God; and of the approach of the individual as individuals to the Lord with just as much right as any other; and Luther himself had a peasant background; and he had risen by the effects first of very, very hard work on the part of his father, who had managed to get ahead enough to get his son a little education; and then Luther's own hard work and his great ability—here was a man who had great promise, not simply because of his birth, but had come out of the peasant background; and this man was preaching equality before Christ, of all men, who believed Him, and this may have had a certain effect. 

Probably a greater effect was men like Carlstadt; and still more a man named Münzer, who was agitating, and others who were going into all sorts of matters, preaching against the established situation. And Münzer particularly went so far that he was the one who originally led the prophets who had come to Wittenberg (though he had not himself been there at that time). He was a highly educated man, a man who had gone off into certain vagaries; he was thinking that the righteous were going to take over the world and destroy all the wicked. And he was calling on the peasants to rise up and to kill these nobles and to do away with all of the evil and utterly destroy them. 

Well, Luther, from the very beginning of his activities, had preached that changes should be made by the Word of God and by the presentation of the Truth, and not by force. And Luther had always urged against the use of force to spread the Truth. This was always Luther's attitude and we can notice it in his very earliest days and in fact right through. We can quote many examples of this. He always refused to the end of his life to sanction any gathering of forces to protect himself against the Pope or against the emperor; he always said that he would gladly die, and he said that it was right to obey the constituted authority for the maintenance of law and order, but to advance the Truth by force was something Luther never recommended or supported. He did recognize the use of force for the maintenance of established order. For instance, when the Turkish invasion came, and Charles V was desperately hunting for soldiers to hold back the Turks, Luther preached the duty of people to join the emperor's army and to hold back the Turks; and half of the army of the emperor were people who were following Luther. He was not a Pacifist, but he was a man who was against uprising as a means of advancing the Truth, a man who wanted the maintenance of law and order, and the making of changes by peaceful methods and by moral solutions rather than by physical violence. Well, as the peasants revolt neared, more and more was heard about it; down in Alsace there were actual uprisings, and more and more was talked about the rising of the peasants; Luther began to write to the lords, urging them to desist from many of their hard and cruel practices, and urging them to be kindly to the peasants. On March 7, some of the peasant leaders sent to Luther, asking him and Melancthon and the Elector Frederic to act as arbiters between them and the lords; and Luther wrote an exhortation to peace on the 12 articles of the peasants. Here is what he wrote to the lords. He says, "You need thank no one on earth for this foolish rebellion but you, my lords, and especially  as you know that our cause is right and you cannot controvert it. Besides this, these grievances have continued until the poor common man neither can nor will bear it any longer. The sword is at your throat and yet you still think you sit so firm in the saddle that no one can hoist you out. You will find that by such hardened presumption you will break your neck. If these peasants don't do it, others will. God will appoint others to smite you and will smite you." 

This was the strong language which he used to persuade the nobles to do away with many of their hard practices. But Luther went on to say to the peasants, "It is my friendly and paternal prayer, dear brothers, to be very careful what you do. Believe not all spirits and preachers. Those who take the sword shall perish by the sword, and every soul shall be subject to the powers that be in fear and honor. If the government is bad and intolerable, there is no excuse for riots and insurrection; for to punish people belongs not to everyone but to civil authorities which bear the sword." Luther said the powers that be are given by God, and that we must pray for them. 

So he wrote very, very strongly to the nobles urging them to give in to the reasonable demands of the peasants; and he wrote the peasants urging them not to use forcible measures, and not to arouse riots or insurrections. But unknown to Luther, and particularly stirred on by the Christians at Münster and certain others, real riots had already begun when he wrote this. And the rebel bands had stormed one of the headquarters of the nobles and massacred its inhabitants; and in April, cloisters and castles were burned to the ground with violence, anarchy, and rapine. There was terrible slaughter. The peasants seemed to be carrying everything before them; but men without any education, without any training, men who were giving way to terrific emotion, committed tremendous slaughter of innocent people; and also many of them would get into the nobles' castles, drink large amounts of liquor, get drunk on it, go into debauchery of every kind; things were working out just the way that sort of movement very generally does. And the nobles were filled with terror, many of them—old Frederic was lying in his last illness—without troops. "There are 35,000 men in the field against us," he wrote, "and we are but one." 

Luther saw the whole of Europe threatened with anarchy, and the evangelical cause in peril. He saw the peasants paying no attention to his urging them to use peaceable and orderly means; but certain of them had gone into this terrible violence, murder, debauchery, and Luther felt that this was the worst. So Luther wrote a letter in which he spoke very strongly against this attitude which was developing in this peasant revolution, and he wrote a pamphlet, called, Against the Thievish Murder of Peasants. And he said in this, "In my former book, the exhortation to peace, I dared not judge the peasants as they asked, and Christ said judge not. But before I could look around, they forgot their repression and betook themselves to violence, robbing, raping, acting like mad dogs; whereby one may see what they had in their false actions and in their turning to pour out blood." He says that the peasants deserve death for having broken their oath, in the name of the Gospel. And so, to some people, Luther seemed to have turned from one side to the other, and from being a peasant sympathizer, to have written this very forceful condemnation; but these attitudes are right in line with the attitudes that Luther always took, standing very strongly in each situation, and speaking out.

And then there was a third step which he took, because the nobles eventually won out completely in this. Philip of Hesse, the ablest of the evangelical princes—that is, next to Frederic the Wise, who was now on his deathbed—had come to terms with his own peasants by negotiation; when the matter began, he met with them, he talked with them, he found out that they had just grievances, and he remedied these. And then he proceeded, in cooperation with other lords, against the peasants which were threatening the whole country,\; and the raw wild countrymen, when faced with trained armies, soon fled in a panic, Münzer himself was captured and put to death. And now, when the lords had gained the upper hand, they put down the insurrection with utmost cruelty. They punished the peasants in acts of violence and bloodshed. I don't mean Philip did—Philip was not that kind at all—but many of these other lords did. It is estimated that 100,000 of the poor wretches perished,\; the rest sank back into a more wretched state than before. 

Now, Luther began writing to the lords, urging them to show kindness to the peasants whose rebellion had been put down, criticizing them very strongly for the cruel way in which they were treating them, and even writing individual letters in behalf of particular men who had been kept. Thus he wrote even a letter to the Archbishop Albert Elector of Mainz, a very friendly letter, urging him to release a man whom he had taken prisoner, who was in danger of being killed for his part in the uprising. Luther said to Archbishop Albert, "It is not good for a lord to raise displeasure, ill-will, and hostility among his subjects; and it is likewise foolish to do so. It is right to show sternness when the commonality is sufficiently stubborn; but now they are beaten down, they are a different people, worthy that mercy be shown them in judgment. Putting too much in a bag bursts it, moderation is good in all things, and as St. James says, mercy rejoices against judgment. I hope your grace will act as a Christian in this matter. God bless you, Amen, Your gracious, obedient servant." Of course, Luther was in no sense an obedient servant of Archbishop Albert, but that was just the terminology of the day. But Luther would write a letter like this even to a man like Duke George; but it was often hard for them to receive these letters kindly when they had gotten a previous letter like the other one I read you that he wrote. But some people think that Luther had three different contradictory attitudes; but he didn't at all. Luther stood for certain principles and he stood strongly for these principles; and he wrote strongly expressing the views which seemed to him to be called for by things that occurred. But as far as Luther is concerned—as a diplomatic leader of a movement—he would have done better to try to keep out of this business altogether. He does not show himself as a diplomatic leader to build a movement, but that was not Luther's interest. Luther was simply presenting the truth as he saw it. And Luther was charged quite often, as very extreme-minded, and he certainly showed it in this Peasants' Revolt. But no one can truly accuse him of insincerity in it, or of doing anything to advance his own interests; or even the cause that he believed it, but simply advancing the principle which he thought to be right. 

Well, this Peasant's War was particularly in South Germany. In North Germany there was very little of it. In central Germany, enlightened princes like Frederic the Wise and Philip of Hesse met with their peasants—who doubtless were much better treated than those of many of the lords anyway—they met with them when it began, talked with them, investigated their grievances, remedied whatever was just, and lowered the pressure sufficiently that they did not have great difficulty. But in South Germany, the uprising carried everything before it for a time; and then it was put down with most terrible slaughter; and the nobles in South Germany, many of whom had inclined somewhat against Luther, though some had been somewhat favorable to him; after this, they seemed to have hardened more against him. And South Germany was the area which more and more fell into the hands of the papal opposition to Luther; while North Germany, and Central Germany, more and more came into the support of his views. How much the Peasants' Revolt had to do with this hardening of the situation is hard to say, but many writers think that it did have an influence. I think actually—for us—the principal interest of it is in its revelation of the character of Luther, and in its accusations which are leveled against him in connection with it. Now we go on to a much more pleasant subject, 

K. Katherine von Bora, the story of Luther's marriage. If you will look up the article in the Catholic Encyclopedia, on Martin Luther, you will read as evidence of the crass and course nature that Luther had, that when in South Germany, the peasants were in the throes of the terrible misery of the Peasant Revolt; in North Germany Luther married and gave himself up to connubial bliss. Written in the Catholic Encyclopedia, this is a terrible attack on the character of Luther. I don't know whether Luther's marrying or not would have had anything to do with the situation in South Germany, and it is a rather silly attack. But it is an interesting thing for us.

In order to look at it, we must look back a little to his attitude on the whole matter. We noticed that when he was in the Wartburg, he came to the conclusion that Carlstadt was right in his attack on the idea of clerical celibacy. There is no evidence that Luther had previously written or publicly said anything against the idea of clerical celibacy before that time. Certain Roman Catholic writings have said Luther started the whole Reformation because he wanted to get married. Which, of course, is a very silly idea, as he could have found a much easier way than all this; but in the Wartburg Luther wrote against clerical celibacy and more particularly against monasticism in general. And Luther urged Philip Melancthon, when he got back to Wittenberg, to marry. He felt that Melancthon, whose health was rather delicate, would be much better off married, and Luther urged him to it. Now something happened right about the time Luther came back to Wittenberg, in fact while he was in the Wartburg. 

Monks began leaving the monasteries. In Erfurt a whole body of monks tumultuously left the Augustinian monastery, because they were convinced by Luther's writings that the monastic idea was not the true Christian idea; and not only did monks leave the monastery, but nuns began to leave the convents. And these nuns would go home to their families again, but some of these nuns lived in Duke George's territory. And if they would go back to their families in Duke George's territory, Duke George would have them seized forcibly and either sent back to the convent, or he would have them put in prison, and so as the nuns began to leave the convent—of course how much they could leave them in Duke George's territory?—but many from that area were in convents in other areas, and as they began to leave the convents, many of them were left—not daring to go home—without any means of support, or any place to live, and quite naturally a lot of these came to Wittenberg to look for advice from Luther as to what to do. So Luther found temporary accommodations there for quite a large number of these nuns. One of them was the sister of Staupitz, the man who had been the head of the Augustinian Order, in Germany, who had so much to do with leading Luther to the understanding of the meaning of salvation by faith. Staupitz' own sister left the monastery, and came to Luther in Wittenberg for help. Well, Luther immediately felt that the best thing for these monks and nuns was to marry and settle down and live a normal wholesome Christian life. And so Luther tried to find ways for the nuns to live temporarily while he looked around for marriages for them. And he began making arrangements for many of these people to be married. 

Now one woman, who left the convent and came here, was a girl called Katherine von Bora. At the age of 16 she had been consecrated as a nun—had been an orphan, consecrated as a nun—and the years before and after her active consecration were spent in a round of devotions, learning, teaching, prayer, and charity. She lived in a convent that had large estates, was under the direct supervision of the nuns, and in almost any other age or country, she would have finished her life in a convent as she began. But she was one of those who left the convent and who came to Wittenberg. And there at Wittenberg Luther found husbands for quite a number of these nuns; some others he found positions as teachers; and for some of them he found relatives of who weren't in Duke George's territory, with whom they could go and live. But there were three of them who stayed quite a long time in Wittenberg and Luther was trying to get them settled. One of these Luther seems himself to have been very much attracted by, but she married one of the men whom Luther introduced her to. Now this one, Katherine, Luther introduced to various people; she had an unhappy love affair with one of the students, and which didn't work out. Luther said that he was not, had no further thought of getting married, he said "not that I lack the feelings of a man for I am neither wood nor stone, but my mind is averse to matrimony" because Luther's expectation that he would soon be captured and burned at the stake; and while he was urging others to marry he had no thought of it himself, at least he gave no indication of having. Now this girl, Katherine von Bora, Luther introduced to one of the men whom he thought would make her a good husband, and she refused to marry him. "Well," she said, "I might be willing to marry Amsburg [one of the ministers there] or Luther himself, but I would never marry this fellow." And she had the idea that she wanted to marry Luther, and so she turned down the others, but Luther did not intend to marry Katie. And then, in June, suddenly—well in May he wrote a letter announcing it—and in June he was married. He said that he married her in order to please his father, to vex the Pope and to spite the devil. He confided to this other minister, Amsdorf, he said I married to gratify my father, he asked me to marry and leave him descendants. I was not carried away by passion for I do not love my wife that way, but esteem her as a friend. She was a rather plain German girl, but a girl (as Smith says), she is a type not uncommon among Germans in whom shrewdness, good sense, and kindliness often give a pleasant expression to a homely person. She was a Martha, busy with many things, rather than a Mary sitting in devotion at her master's feet. But she became a very devoted wife to Luther. Luther made a very faithful husband to her and they had a very happy marriage. They had a large number of children; she was in good health most of her life. One year she had bad health for about a year, but most of the time she was in good health, Luther was always trying to get her to do more Bible reading, more study of Scriptural things; she was always interested but she was very busy with the things around the house. When the marriage became known, Luther got presents from quite a number of people; and one man that came through from Mainz brought gifts from the Archbishop Albert, as a wedding present to Luther. Luther was so disgusted with the Archbishop he wanted to send the money back, but the thrifty bride managed to persuade him not to. 

This was 1525 when he was married; he lived another 21 years; he was 42 when he was married, and to read the letters that Luther wrote to his wife when he would be away on business, preaching here and there, or attending various meetings, they are charming. He usually addressed her as "my lord, Katie," but there were little whimsical touches in them and you can see a real Christian life there which meant much to the progress of the Reformation. Luther said one time to somebody, "I must have patience with the Pope, rancor, infamous nobles, my household, and Katie von Bora, so that my whole life is nothing else but mere patience." But one time they say Luther was very, very gloomy, everything was going wrong, and he was very gloomy, he was melancholy for days, he just was sunk in gloom, and one morning he came to breakfast and in came his wife and she was all dressed in black, all in deep black, and Luther said "Why Katie, what's the matter, who died?" "Why," she said, "God is dead." He said, "Dear me, what blasphemy." "Well," she said, "the way you go around here moping all the time, I couldn't figure any other explanation but God must be dead." And she got the point across to him; he picked up and got out of his melancholy, But Luther, after going through the terrible strain of all that happened after the theses were put on the wall, to the time when he went before the Emperor at Worms, and then to be confined to the Wartburg, he had a number of physical ailments which continued the rest of his life, and he had terrible headaches, and great sufferings of different kinds, and the next 20 years he had a great deal of physical misery; and it's no wonder! But in the midst of all that, the amount of work that he turned out is just beyond belief; and in addition to that, setting an example of a really wonderful Christian home, when what is known of his relations with his wife and with his children, is very, very pleasant. As you know, the song "Away in a Manger, no place for his head," Luther is supposed to have written that at Christmas for his little boy. Some hymn books say, authorship unknown, but most say, Martin Luther. I don't know why there is doubt about it, because it is quite generally considered as one by him, but it shows not only his feeling about Christmas, but his feeling about the family. So much for K, then, Katherine Von Bora. Then 

L. Political Events from 1522-1530. It was not until 1530 that the emperor was able to get to another Diet. As was noticed, when Luther stood before him, the emperor was only 21 years old. But he did one of the—somebody said—one of the few spontaneous acts in his life, when he publicly declared his determination to stand by the established church, and that his life, his goods, his property, everything, if necessary, he would sacrifice for this. He had no blind loyalty to the Pope, but he had great loyalty to the church as an institution, and to the unity of the church, and to the determination to maintain it as such; and he considered Luther as a terrible obstacle to the maintenance of the church as he thought it ought to be. And so he was determined to put Luther down and he signed this edict of Worms, that Luther was to be destroyed, and anyone who gave him any support was to be considered an outlaw against the empire. But Charles, as I mentioned previously, was unable to carry this out, because, in the first place, of the difficulties in Spain. There was a democratic uprising in Spain; it was necessary to put it down, and his men succeeded in putting it down so completely that Spain became an absolute monarchy and continued so for many centuries, with very little power other than that which rested in the hands of the monarchs. And the same sort of a revolution took place in the Spanish dominions. It's very interesting to read about how in South America, Pizarro was the son of a swineherd; the Spanish Conquistadors, the conquerors of South America, were poor Spaniards who came over with the troops to South America; and over here, they led these expeditions in which they conquered a very large part of South America—all in fact except Brazil—and they conquered the Indians, there, and as far north as the Rio Grande; and they established their regimes there. And then the Spanish government, in the course of the next half century, sent over officials directly under the monarchs, and put an end to these conquistadores, and reduced all of South America to a colonial empire governed absolutely from the top; in fact, with the people who were brought up in those areas looked down upon as mere colonials. The governors came over from Spain, and went back to Spain. Cortez, the conqueror of Mexico, after a time went back to Spain, and there he received very little recognition for what he had done. The Spanish government had their governors in charge of Mexico. Cortez, they say, one time in later years jumped up in front of Charles V, to try to get some reward or some help and Charles said, "Who are you, anyway?" He said, "I am a man who won more provinces for you than your father left you cities." Well, that wasn't quite true, if you take all of Charles' territory, but if you took Spain, it would almost be true. But the conquistadores were put down and the Spanish governors became absolute; this was at this time, but it kept Charles pretty busy for a time, He was too young to be the real leader in this as yet; but it was his decision that did it, so he was needed there, and so he was in Spain for a while. And then there was difficulty with France as a nation; he fought against the king of France until in 1525 the king of France was taken prisoner, and taken to Spain and held for ransom for quite a time. He completely overcame the French opposition; but it took a number of years of tough fighting, and then after that, the Pope had joined with the king of France against him; and he had to make war against the Pope and actually to capture Rome. So, it was 1530 before Charles V was free to use his force against Luther; and this, in the providence of God, made it possible for the Reformation to grow from being a little candle to spread and become a big conflagration which was very difficult to put down. Well, we have more of these political events at this time which are vital here, to look at tomorrow morning. 

Because of many distractions, Charles was unable to carry out his determination to put an end to Luther's work in Germany. And when he began to get things in Spain under control, war broke out with France over the possession of Italy. As Emperor, he was supposed to be in control of Italy, but during the previous century there had been more than one occasion when a French king had led an army into Italy and had taken over possession of the greater part of it. Once the French king's army left the possession was largely theoretical, because the Italian states were pretty much independent. But theoretically, the emperor controlled most of Italy and Germany, and France had taken over quite a share of that. So in order to maintain his position as emperor, it was necessary to fight with France, and this war went on for several years, and tied him up, and then he found that the new Pope, Clement VII, afraid of the power of the emperor, was working with the French, and the result was that when the war with France was over he found himself at war with the Pope. We noticed that Charles was at the Diet of Worms in 1521, but did not get back to another Diet for nine years. This does not of course mean that he was not represented in Germany. He sent commissioners to many of the Diets, and in addition to that he had his own brother there most of the time. 

Charles had a younger brother named Ferdinand; at this time he would be simply in his low 20's; but Charles, as soon as he became emperor, had turned over his grandfather's territory at Austria to his brother Ferdinand, and so Ferdinand was Duke of Austria. 

We noticed that much of Charles' power, in fact most of it, was due to the way that his grandfather, Maximilian, the Austrian who was emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, had married people in different families which made him heir to all these different countries of Europe. Well, Maximilian had gone even beyond what we noticed already. Maximilian, when Charles and Ferdinand were just little boys, had made an arrangement with the old king of Hungary, whereby the King of Hungary's grandson married Maximilian's granddaughter, and the King of Hungary's granddaughter married Maximilian's grandson. The result was that Charles' brother Ferdinand, had a Hungarian wife and her brother was the king of Hungary. When he was killed fighting with the Turks, Ferdinand was next in line for kingship of Hungary. And so Ferdinand claimed the kingship of Hungary and also of Bohemia; eventually his descendants got it, but it took a long time. But the Austrian Empire was built up largely through these marriages that Maximilian contracted which gave his descendants a right to claim this territory. 

So Charles was busy in Spain and busy sending his armies against the armies of France, and later the armies of the Pope. Ferdinand was governing Austria but was also representing his brother and presiding at most of the Diets. He didn't have the authority of his brother, because he wasn't emperor; they gave him a considerable amount of courtesy, but he could not actually give any commands; he could merely represent his brother, and so his power was very limited. But Ferdinand was on the scene, and Ferdinand would try to get the edict of Worms enforced. Now in 1526 a Diet met which is quite important in Church History. This Diet met at a town called, in German, Speyer; in English it is usually Anglicized to Spires. I have two books on this period by the same author; in one of them he calls it Speyer, and in the other he calls it Spires. I don't care which you use, but be consistent about it, either one. Well this Diet of Speyer, which met in 1526, met under quite unusual circumstances. The Emperor was now actively engaged in war with Pope Clement VII. And a large army was in Italy, the emperor's army; though the emperor was himself in Spain, his generals were leading it. And this large army was half made up of Spaniards but the other half was German, and the German soldiers there, a very large number of them, were Lutheran. All through this period, the emperor found it much easier to get Lutheran soldiers than to get Catholic soldiers, because the Catholic dukes were squabbling for possession of more and more territories for themselves, each one of them against the other; but Luther was preaching patriotism to his men, and he was preaching that the dukes should not be looking out for their own personal advantage, but should be seeking for the welfare of the work of God; and also for the secular welfare of the empire of which they were a part. And thus it was much easier to get soldiers from the Lutherans than from the Catholics. But the emperor's army was in Italy facing an army of the Pope's and this put some of the German large landholders and authorities over large sections of Germany into a rather difficult position. Quite a number of these who held control over large sections of Germany held it by virtue of their ecclesiastical position. They were Archbishops with a rule over a large area, and a considerable part of that area they ruled in a temporal way as well as being over the church. And they had important positions in the Diet and important votes in the Diet, but their allegiance was naturally divided; they received their positions through being Archbishops, through being leaders in the church; and for that they received the symbols of their office from the Pope; the Pope claimed an authority to appoint them, which sometimes he was able to enforce and sometimes he wasn't. But they claimed an authority from the Pope; they had a responsibility to the Pope; at the same time the Diet was a congress at which the emperor was supposed to preside; and the emperor—there was no question—not the Pope, was the head of the Diet. So these men had a divided allegiance, and they found it very embarrassing to know what to do, in the problems in the Diet. And most of them took the easy way out; they simply didn't show up at the Diet. So at this particular Diet in 1526, the secular officials were there but most of the ecclesiastical officials were absent. And this meant that while there were certain officials, like Duke George and others, who were very strongly against Luther, the majority of those who were there seem to have been either strong supporters of Luther or at least very friendly disposed toward him. 

And so it made a rather unusual situation. And to this Diet Ferdinand gave the request, as presiding officer, that the edict of Worms be strictly enforced and that Luther be captured and disposed of and that none of his writings be allowed to circulate, and that an end be brought to his influence in the empire. Well, the majority of the Diet was very strongly against Ferdinand; and there was nothing that they could do about it at this particular Diet; so after considerable discussion they decided upon a very interesting compromise. And the compromise which they decided upon which was unanimously adopted by the entire Diet—everyone there giving a favorable vote to it—was the decision that until there could be a general council held, or a general settlement of the whole religious situation, the Word of God could be preached without disturbance; indemnity should be granted for past offenses against the Edict of Worms; and until there was a general council to be held in a German city, each state should so live as it hoped to answer for its conduct, to draw men to the emperor, and this was unanimously adopted by all those present at the Diet. 

Thus you see, what this amounted to was that it gave the right to each one to decide what he thought was right for the time being, until a general council should meet and decide the whole matter. It thus held the Edict of Worms in abeyance, until a general council should be held in a German city and settle the whole thing. The matter of the enforcing of the Edict of Worms was held in abeyance and each duke, each archduke, each representative council that controlled a free city, each of the many divisions into which Germany was actually divided, each of them should so act as it hoped to answer for its conduct to God and to the emperor. You notice this gave no individual freedom of conscience. The freedom it gave was given to each political section represented in the Diet, whether it be a duke who controlled an area, whether it be an elector who controlled an area, whether it be a free city which was supposedly responsible directly to the emperor, but which actually was controlled by its own local council, and gave largely only lip service to the emperor; whichever it was, that unit was to so conduct its religious affairs as it hoped to answer for its conduct to God and to the emperor. And of course this statement was included in it that the Word of God could be preached without disturbance and the Protestants could all take that as meaning that they would take what they find in the Bible and make that primary, while the Romans took it that they would present the Word of God as interpreted by their leaders, that is what they would present. But however, they interpreted it, both factions signed and it was unanimously passed there. It is strange indeed that Ferdinand or Charles would either of them have accepted this. But in the situation, with the touchy situation of the war with the Pope going on, the best thing to do was to avoid disturbances in Germany for the time being; I don't know as either of them actually signed it, but they acquiesced, they permitted it to go on; but both of them certainly looked on it as a temporary expedient to be withdrawn again as soon as they would have force, the power to enforce their own views. 

Now Charles at this time was finding it difficult to pay for the great armies that he had to have with these wars all over Europe; the money was coming in from America, but not nearly in as great amounts as it came a little later. And he was using tremendous sums on his armies; and his big army, half-Spaniard, and half-German, with the Germans largely Lutheran, which was in Italy, was moving against the Pope's armies; the Pope's troops were pretty well defeated, but Count de Bourbon who was the general in charge of it couldn't, of course, telegraph Charles to know what to do; but he sent messengers saying "I've got to have some money to pay the army," and Charles said, "Just as soon as our ships come in from America, we'll have the money for you," but they kept putting them off and putting them off. At the same time, Charles wanted to force the Pope to cooperate with him and work with him, but he didn't want to destroy the Pope; so he didn't push the war vigorously. He defeated the Pope's power enough that by the next spring, after the Diet at Speyer, it was evident he was going to win; but he did not want to destroy the Pope or anything of the kind. And the soldiers—without money, without being paid and feeling the war wasn't being pushed the way that it ought to be, so they could get it over with and get home—they got out of hand and they rushed against the city of Rome, broke into the wall and sacked the city; and for several months Rome was plundered by these soldiers. And it is an interesting thing that many followers of Luther should be among these men—ten years after the indulgence theses were posted—who were in control of the city of Rome. Of course they were rough soldiers and the Spanish soldiers were rougher yet; and the Spanish, while nominally Romans—all of them—they didn't hesitate to plunder many of churches, and the homes of the wealthy cardinals, and so on; Rome had quite a period of turmoil and misery for a number of months. However, they did not capture the Pope, because if you visit Rome sometime, as you go out you see St. Peter's church and the Vatican, which certainly are well worth anybody seeing, as you go out towards them, you come to the Tiber River and you step across it over to St Peter's; but just a block or two before you get there, be sure you look to the right and there on the other side of the Tiber, you will see a great high rounded building, which was the Mausoleum of Hadrian. The great Emperor Hadrian built this great castle for a mausoleum, a burial place for himself, but this burial place which Hadrian built is today called the Castle Sant' Angelo, the castle of the Holy Angels; because in the early days of the papacy, in the Middle Ages, they claim there was a great pestilence in Rome, and one day the Pope had a procession through the streets, and as they went through the streets in this procession, finally as they got near to the place of St. Peter, they looked up at the mausoleum of Hadrian and there on the top they saw an angel, the Archangel Michael standing, with his sword raised in his hand; and at sight of that, the pestilence departed from the city, and so in gratitude to the Archangel Michael, the Pope had a statue of the Archangel Michael put up there on top of the mausoleum of Hadrian and it stands there to this day, a great marble statue of the Archangel Michael with his hand extended with a sword. Well, this is a great castle, this castle of the Holy Angels, or the mausoleum of Hadrian, whichever you call it; and a Pope in the early Middle Ages dug an underground tunnel from it to the Vatican, and the result was that the Pope and his immediate followers could escape through this tunnel, to this impregnable castle even though the city was taken. So during these months the Pope was a prisoner in the castle; he was not actually kept in prison, but a prisoner in the castle, unable to have any authority in Rome and yet the generals were able to have sufficient control over the troops to make it possible for messengers to come in and out to him, and for supplies to be brought to him, and so for many months he was there as a prisoner while unruly troops of the emperor Charles V controlled the city. 

Now I've gone into this much detail about the situation there because it had great effects upon the future history of England; and we will look at the English Reformation later on but this particular aspect of it fitting just at this time, I wanted to orient you on it right here. Charles was the emperor, and the medieval idea of the empire, was theoretically the whole world was under him. Actually the theory had become limited pretty much to Italy and Germany. But in the empire there is an emperor, head of the political, and a Pope, head of the spiritual, affairs. Charles had declared after Luther appeared before the Diet, he had declared that he believed in the medieval church; he believed in the executive power of the Pope as its head; and he would put all of his power, his dominion, his very life he would sacrifice if necessary to maintain this belief. He wanted to uphold the Pope's power; the Pope did too, but the Pope wanted the emperor to be weak; and Charles was strong, so the Pope wanted to destroy Charles. Charles wanted the Pope to be medium strong; but he didn't want to destroy the Pope; but he wanted the Pope to cooperate with him, and so eventually Clement had to make what terms he could, and as a result of these terms, two years later, he actually crowned Charles Emperor. Charles had been emperor for several years but theoretically to be really emperor he had to be crowned by the Pope. Two years later the Pope after fighting all this time, received him with great pomp in Rome; he crowned him Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire; and gave him an extra crown, the iron crown of Lombardy showing his control over most of Italy; but that is two years later. Now the Pope knows this is enough, he knows he must make terms with Charles; he knows it is necessary to make the best terms he can but the problem is how can he get the best terms possible; and under these circumstances he does not desire to do anything that will displease Charles that he can avoid; and yet the king of England wants him to displease Charles. So there is where the problem is. Now we will look, later on, at the English Reformation, but right here it enters in politically to this situation, so we will just briefly mention what was happening in England. 

In England King Henry VIII of England was married to the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain. She had come over to England to marry his older brother; but the older brother died before he became king; his father Henry VII was a very frugal man and didn't want to send back the large dowry that had come with her; so he married her to the next son. So Henry VIII was married to her, before he became king. Now this woman to whom he was married, Catherine of Aragon, was the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain. What relation then did that make her to the emperor, Charles V? I'm sure you all realize that Charles V's mother was the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella, so that the wife of Henry VIII was the sister of Charles V's mother, in other words, she was Charles V's aunt. And she was married to King Henry of England; she had been married to him now for 15 or 20 years, and during this time she had born him one daughter but no sons. She had had a series of stillbirths and of miscarriages. But she had had only one child born alive and that child was a daughter; and Henry was very anxious to have a son and heir. Well, now she had been betrothed to Henry's older brother; according to canon law of the church, one who was betrothed to the older brother, could not marry a brother of the one to whom they had been betrothed. And so for her to marry Henry, his father had had to get a concession from the Pope, giving him an exemption from this law, and permitting him to marry her. Well, Henry's conscience began to bother him; he'd gone against the law of the church, he had married a woman who had been betrothed to his oldest brother; he should not have married her, was it not a punishment upon him for it, that she was unable to give him a male heir? Was it not wrong that he was married to her, and his conscience bothered him about it. As you know he was the great defender of the faith, Leo had given him that title—the Pope—now his conscience was bothering him about this, and he felt that he should be divorced from her. Another factor which entered into it was that there was a woman named Anne Boleyn whom Henry was very anxious to marry in place of Catherine; and Anne Boleyn was much stricter than most women of that age, at least as far as a king was concerned; she refused to have any marital relations with Henry whatever unless she was actually married. And this piqued Henry VIII. And Henry VIII was so interested in having her for a wife—later on he beheaded her—but at this time he was so anxious to have her for a wife that he felt he must get divorced from Catherine; and so he sent representatives to the Pope; and he sent a large gift for the papal treasury and he sent two requests to the Pope, the first request was that he grant an annulment of his marriage to her on the grounds that the previous Pope was wrong in giving him an exemption from the canon law to marry her; that therefore he be given an annulment of his marriage to Catherine of Aragon. But he had a second request also. According to canon law it would be impossible for him to marry Anne Boleyn because off and on the previous three or four years he had been having illicit relationships with her sister Mary Boleyn, and so he requested the Pope to give him an exemption from that part of the canon law, which would permit him to marry Anne even though he had been having illicit relations with her sister, Mary. Well the Pope very readily granted the second request. He gave him the permission to marry Anne despite the relationship previously with Mary. But as to the first request, the Pope made all kinds of excuses, and tried to avoid giving him the annulment of the marriage to Catherine; and it's easy to see why he did. Catherine was Charles' aunt, and Charles' army held Rome and Clement was in the Castle of the Holy Angel looking out over the battlements and seeing the army pillaging and plundering, and wondering when they'd be able to break into the Castle; and anything he did that would really irritate emperor Charles now would be pretty dangerous for his future. So he granted everything he could to Henry without displeasing Charles. But then he made excuses on the other; and what's the good of having permission to marry Anne Boleyn if you still are not allowed to divorce Catherine of Aragon; and he made excuses and excuses, and of course after the sack was over, the soldiers withdrawn he had to make peace with Charles; he had to crown Charles; it still remained impossible for him to give Henry what Henry wanted. Well, that made Henry, who had previously called Luther that limb of Satan, eventually reach the point where he was willing to let Lutheranism spread in England, and eventually even to break with the Pope. People have called Henry VIII the founder of the Church of England; there never was a worse misstatement. Henry VIII was no founder of any church. Henry VIII was a vicious man; a very selfish man, though a very able man in many ways. Many another sovereign had disobeyed the Pope, even broken with the Pope, but they have come back eventually or the Pope has given in. In this case it was the people who were reading Luther's writings and aroused through the teachings that Luther gave, who had been such force in England; such power, that when Henry stopped killing them, as he had been doing, and granted them the right to spread their doctrine, in order to give himself a freedom from the Pope for a time, they gained sufficient power that he was unable to turn things back again and reverse it in the other direction. So that the fact that the Reformation succeeded in the providence of God in England instead of being destroyed as it was in Poland, in the providence of God, was partly due to Henry VIII's political ideas, but it was no more the cause of it than Charles V's fight with the Pope was the cause of Protestantism in Germany. It was a means which the Lord used to keep the knowledge of His truth from being destroyed by wicked men. God makes even the wrath of wicked men to serve Him. But now this, of course, helped the Reformation in England but it also helped it in Germany. 

Early in 1527 Rome was taken by the soldiers of Charles; Charles was unable to get to Germany to try to put an end to Luther for another three years after. Now of course we noticed that the Turks have been coming westward; they met a small Hungarian army, and defeated it, killing the King of Hungary, taking control of most of Hungary; and eventually they conquered a large part of Austria, eventually got to the gates of Vienna. This also delayed Charles of course, and the Pope was secretly maneuvering with the Turks as well as with France, in order to interfere with Charles. But he could do this secretly; he couldn't give Henry a divorce though, for that Charles couldn't help knowing. So we come to 1529. 

Now there are other events in Luther's life at this time. I want to take them under a separate head, but we're looking now at political events from 1522-1530. We come to another Diet of Speyer. There were two very important Diets at Speyer. One in 1526 we've already looked at, but now another is held in 1529, and the situation by this time is entirely different from what it was in 1526. The emperor and the Pope are at peace, the Pope is doing everything he can to make the emperor think that he is favorable to him. And in fact, in that year he crowns the emperor publicly as emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, and as king of the Lombards in Italy. Now there is no reason for the Roman Catholic leaders to hesitate, that is for the ecclesiastical leaders, to hesitate to go to the Diet; and so at the meeting in 1529 they can go and be loyal both to Pope and emperor. Previously, they'd have to vote for one or the other, and whichever they voted for they might get disapproval of the other. Now they're both together but Charles is not at the Diet. So at the Diet Ferdinand is directing. 

A compact Roman Catholic majority now faces a weak Lutheran minority, which has been weakened by certain developments we won't take time to look at here; temporary developments, which made the Protestant leaders much weaker here than they'd been three years ago, in 1526. But the Roman Catholic force is very strong in the Diet of Speyer, and the emperor declared that he has abolished by his imperial and absolute authority the decision of the Diet of Speyer of 1526, which would permit anyone to refuse to enforce the Edict of Worms. He said that the German states which had accepted the Edict of Worms shall continue to do so, in other words, in the states which are Roman Catholic controlled, where the leaders, whether they be dukes, archbishops or what, no Protestant teaching is to be permitted. He said that in districts which had departed from the Edict, they are to make no further innovation for the present, but to wait until the whole matter is adjusted when the emperor will be there personally a year later. And he said that Protestants other than Lutheran, or Romanists, are not to be permitted in any of these places. In other words, he is completely doing away with the temporary action taken in 1526 that gave every leader the right to determine for his own territory what should be done in the religious situation. Well, the Protestant leaders in this Diet, faced with this situation, protested, making the allegation that what had been the unanimous action of one Diet could not be repealed by another Diet, except also by unanimous action; and therefore this action of the majority of the Diet and of the emperor they said was illegal and could not be done, and they issued a protest against it. So it came about that those who agreed with the Protest came to be called Protestants; and ever since the word Protestant has come to mean one who protests against the action of the Diet of Speyer in 1529, in repealing by a majority vote a unanimous action of the Diet of Speyer of 1526; and there is not one Protestant in 10,000 who has any idea what the word Protestant means or where it came from, but that's where it started. But like so many of our words, our words come to indicate a biased man or a biased belief, but the word itself doesn't say much to clear it up. And that's the way with this word. This Protest of this time, it was completely forgotten in the various political and ecclesiastical events of the next 15 years, but not the term itself; and from that time the people who were against the superstitions that had crept into the medieval church, and against the claims of the Pope to complete control of the church, came to be called Protestants, meaning those in agreement with this little group of nobles who protested against the action of the Diet at Speyer in 1529, which claimed to do away with the Action of the Diet of Spryer of 1526. 

Well, this Diet that made this action did not do much at Speyer; there was no body on hand to enforce it; and the general feeling was: next year the emperor will get here; the emperor will hold a meeting next year; he will establish things; he will be drawing back his armies again from Spain, from France, from the Netherlands, from Italy; next year the emperor will settle things. So in 1530—the next Diet which we won't take up yet—the next Diet is the one people look to as the one to decide things. This is a summary of the political events from 1522 to 1530. We are more interested in what Luther did during this period; and there is one thing—our next heading is aside from the political situation—it is an event in Luther's life which occurs right at this time, so we should handle it now.

M. Luther and Erasmus. We have already discussed Erasmus. We have seen him as the great Humanist, the best writer of Latin since the time when it was a spoken language; the great careful scholar: gathering together manuscripts, the man who got out the first critical Greek New Testament; which is followed very largely by the Greek that is at the back of our King James Bible today. The man who got out those various writings such as "Pope Julius excluded from heaven," and "The Praise of Folly," which ridiculed a Roman Catholic hierarchy for their pride and avarice and for a great deal of their corruption; so much so that many people said, eventually, that Erasmus laid the egg that Luther hatched; Erasmus who even was a help to Luther in the early days of the Luther movement, because when the Elector asked Erasmus, "What do you think of Luther? Do you think he is really at fault here with the Pope after us this way?" Erasmus laughed and said, "Luther has offended the Pope as to his crown and the monks as to their bellies." And of course this making it out to be simply their selfishness and their lust that made them against Luther, said by a great scholar like Erasmus, led people to think that Luther wasn't so bad after all. And so many of Luther's followers felt that Erasmus was a real supporter of the Reformation; but Luther never really felt that way. Luther made much use of Erasmus' Greek Testament, and of Erasmus' new Latin translation; and Erasmus' comments, many of which brought out the clear Gospel teaching in the New Testament; because Erasmus was a great critical scholar; and he brought out the exact words and showed where they differ with the teaching of the medieval church; but Erasmus did it all simply as a scholar. And Erasmus made his attacks on the corruption simply as a wit; if anybody would say, "Was Erasmus against the church?" "Oh, my, my, my, no, I'm no theologian; I wouldn't criticize the theology of the church; of course not! And I have no thought of anything like that, I'm Just pointing out these funny things, witty things, as you notice." He always had an excuse; and he was so successful in this, that the Popes constantly befriended Erasmus; and many of them sent him great gifts; and no Pope during his lifetime ever did anything against Erasmus. Later on, after his death, the Inquisition made a list of the things in Erasmus' writings that the faithful were not permitted to read; and just to list the pages of Erasmus' writings, the sections of it that the faithful must not read, took hundreds of pages; just to list them. That was the attitude of the later Inquisition toward Erasmus' writings. But Erasmus was always looking out for a handout; and anybody who was giving something, he would write a great book in praise of; and he was very careful never to offend anybody. 

Modernists say today, "Oh, if only we'd have had the kind of Reformation that Erasmus wanted instead of the kind Luther got. Instead of the upheaval and turmoil of Luther if we could have had the gradual improvement and change that Erasmus wanted." But you never would have had any kind of a change from what Erasmus did. Erasmus set the climate; he was a tremendous help; but when it came to actually standing for something in a way that might hurt him, he would have retracted far more quickly, even as Jacques LeFevre did in France; after starting such a great work, LeFevre completely retracted it for fear of himself being injured as a result of it. But Erasmus now was getting into a position where it was difficult not to declare himself. The Luther movement was growing to the point where Erasmus had to be either for it or against it; and the Romanist readers, many of whom were great admirers of Erasmus, were giving him large sums of money and gifts from time to time; they kept asking him, "Erasmus, why don't you write something against Luther? Why don't you show him up the way you have the corruptions in the church? Why don't you show up his wickedness?" They kept asking him, and he always gave them an evasive answer; but finally the time came when Erasmus could not hold back any longer; he must either take his stand with Luther, or he must attack him; and so he made an attack. But he did it very cleverly. 

He wrote a Conversation; but the word unfortunately—the Latin word for Conversation—is diatribos, which in English some people simply make diatribe; and of course a diatribe to us is a bitter attack, a diatribe. Well, that's not what he intended it to be. As a matter of fact, that is not what it was. He wrote a book, a medium-size book on the freedom of the will; and he picked out statements in Luther on predestination. He found in Luther the teaching that a man was not free to do as he might personally desire; he was not captain of his fate, master of his soul. And so Erasmus wrote a conversation on free will; in which he says now this is going too far; after all, man is free to decide whether he is going to be good or whether he is going to be bad. He has a will that is free. And then he went through the Scriptures taking instances to try to give proof and to attack Luther's predestination. 

Well, when Luther saw this book he was filled with indignation. Luther said, "Erasmus is striking at the very foundation of Christianity." He said, "He is not doing like so many others are—attacking the superficial points; he is striking right at its very center; and so Luther wrote a long work in answer to it, The Bondage of the Will, which appeared in December 1525. And in this book, The Bondage of the Will, Luther took his stand for extreme predestinarianism. Smith, who is a modernist, says that "his determinism is not founded, as that of a modem philosopher might be, on any conception of the immutability of natural law, but is simply and clearly the rational deduction from his doctrine of justification by faith alone, or as it is called, of the monarchism of grace. Man is a simple instrument in God's hands, and the Almighty, arbitrarily saves whom he will and damns whom He will." Now this of course is Smith's paraphrase of Luther. "The extreme form in which Luther put this doctrine is certainly revolting to our ideas." And of course most of what Luther wrote is revolting to any modernist's ideas, which one can realize by a few quotations from his own works. He picked up some of the extreme Calvinist parts of what Luther wrote here. Luther says, 

[DCB: Here follows a quotation in Martin Luther's own words, from Preserved Smith, Life and Letters of Martin Luther: "The human will is like a beast of burden. If God mounts it, it wishes and goes as God wills; if Satan mounts it, it wishes and goes as Satan wills. Nor can it choose the rider it would prefer, nor betake itself to him, but it is the riders who contend for its possession... 

"This is the acme of faith, to believe that God who saves so few and condemns so many is merciful; that he is just who at his own pleasure has made us necessarily doomed to damnation, so that, as Erasmus says, he seems to delight in the tortures of the wretched, and to be more deserving of hatred than of love. If by any effort of reason I could conceive how God, who shows so much anger and iniquity, could be merciful and just, there would be no need of faith...

"God foreknows nothing subject to contingencies, but he foresees, foreordains, and accomplishes all things by an unchanging, eternal, and efficacious will. By this thunderbolt free will sinks shattered in the dust."] 

Preserved Smith continues, "Besides defending his main thesis, Luther here puts forward his doctrine of the infallibility of the Scriptures. He is enraged at the exertions of his opponents that there seem to be contradictions in the Bible." 

It is very interesting that today modernists try to prove that Luther took a weak attitude toward the Scriptures; but you notice what Smith says here about his attitude on the Scriptures. Luther sometimes spoke in a way that would sound as if he did not accept a part of Scripture, but what he meant by it was that he found that part less central than some other parts. It did not mean that he rejected it, because the keynote of Luther's life was the stand that the Bible is God's Word; the Bible is true, and whatever we find there we must stand upon because it is God's Word; and that is brought out in writing and after writing of Luther's; and you can pick a few phrases here and there and try to get a different slant. Luther stood before the emperor and said, "Here I stand, I cannot do otherwise, whatever is in the Bible is true, and I cannot depart from it." Naturally, consistently taking that stand toward the Bible, Luther proceeded to get out a translation in German for the people, and he got new edition after new edition after new edition of it the rest of his life, always working on it; and every edition he got out always included the book of James, so anything he said about James must be interpreted in relationship to what he did. Now Luther said James is an "epistle of straw." What he meant by that was, I find in Romans and some of these others a strong declaration of salvation by faith. James has not as strong an interest as used in the particular needs of today. What he even said, offhand, he said, "Oh, James, I'd throw that into the trash." But he printed it in his Bible; he spent much time translating it; he certainly understood that James was full of vital teaching for Christians; but that for the teaching of the great problem which was central in his day, the question of how one becomes a Christian, and how this is denied by the Romanist church, James was not so helpful in that particular context; and that certainly must be what he meant or he would not have printed it over and over and worked on it in translation as he did as part of his Bible, and talked about the Bible as the infallible Word of God. 

In fact, when Luther was on his deathbed, someone said, "Well, Luther, we're going to get out a great edition of your works, we're going to take all the wonderful books you've written and we're going to get out a new wonderful edition of them." And Luther said, "Don't you do it." He said the thing that matters is the Bible, he said, get that out and distribute it; he said, throw my works away; he said, they don't matter. It's just the Bible that matters, and then he hesitated, and said, "Well," he said, "I wish you would keep my book on The Bondage of the Will; that one I would like to have preserved. But he said, "You can throw all the rest of them away." He said, after all, what really matters is the Bible. That was the center of Luther's life as far as religious authority is concerned—was his devotion to the Bible. Well, we have another heading on that later, but it's so important to this time that we put it here. Mr. Yuen? [student] No. Luther did not accept the so-called Apocryphal books; and before Luther began the Reformation, the head of the church of Spain, Cardinal Ximenes, issued a Polyglot edition of the Scriptures, and in the Introduction, which was dedicated to Pope Leo, Cardinal Ximenes says the whole church should be grateful to Jerome, who distinguished between those books which are canonical and those others which are not, the Apocryphal books. Before this time, in the church there were the unthinking people who took the Vulgate as it was distributed, and accepted it; and there were the scholars, most of whom rejected what we today call the Apocryphal books. But it was at the Council of Trent that it was declared that those books must be taken as canon; before that it was not a rule in any church. Mr. Myers? [student] I would say that Luther, in everything that he is advancing, uses very strong language; and that you can pick individual sentences from it which will sound very extreme; but if you take his writing as a whole, I would say that any Arminian would consider it as extreme; but if you interpret it as I think he meant, I don't believe you would find it so extreme. He certainly intended to give what he found in the Scripture. Well, we have another 3 minutes so we will briefly mention the rest of this matter between Luther and Erasmus. Erasmus wrote his book on The Freedom of the Will; Luther wrote his answer on The Bondage of the Will; and then Erasmus wrote an answer to Luther which was much longer, in which he took up the Luther movement in general; and he attacked Luther and various things about him; it was not a carefully written book like his earlier books. And then Luther wrote an answer to it; and the humanists, the people who were followers of Erasmus, who were interested in scholarship for its own sake, and thought Luther was a defender of freedom, but weren't interested in his religious views, the great bulk of them did not continue to support the Reformation. The people who were really interested in Luther's teaching about God and His relation to man, they continued; but the Reformation had been helped in its beginning by the support of those people who looked upon it as a good movement to break the superstition of the church, but who had no roots of real Christianity in their hearts. Men of that type began to drop away more and more, particularly after the great leader, Erasmus, had done it. And so Luther had always felt that Erasmus had no depth to him; that he had a light frivolous way of criticizing abuses but laughing at the abuses of the church instead of being sorrowful over them and feeling the great need of a great improvement in the Church of Christ. Instead of that Erasmus stood aside and tittered at them; and Luther was deeply offended by that attitude; so Luther and Erasmus were the rest of their lives definitely considered as on opposite sides, though Erasmus never became a strong protagonist of the papacy. He did very little more about this particular controversy. He devoted himself the rest of his life to getting out editions of the Fathers, doing textual work and scholarly work, largely; and he continued to do what was helpful to the general cause of Christ, but he and Luther were opponents—he is not considered Luther's supporter; he is considered to have died as a Romanist, but he died in a Protestant city, and he just checked out from then on. That is M. Luther and Erasmus. The next heading is much more important than that, another event that occurred during this period between 1522 and 1530. 

N. The Marburg Colloquy. This event split Protestantism into two parts, a division which continues to this day. It took place October 30 to November 5, 1529. We take that up tomorrow morning... 

In this course, we cover all these important events since 1500 in the number of hours that we can have in lecture in this course. So I'm not trying to give you all the vital facts here, but I'm trying to give you a coordination and understanding of developments and their relationship; that's my principal purpose here; and then to stress certain outstanding facts which are particularly vital for you to have in mind. Those facts which are most important for this particular course will mostly be covered in class, but it is impossible that all of them should be. Now for instance the work of LeFevre in France, while it never would have brought on the Reformation by itself, does give us a wonderful illustration of what would have happened to the Reformation if Luther hadn't come along; and it did contribute to the development of Luther's thought to some extent; and it contributed far more than that later on, to the development of the Reformation in Switzerland, which had close relationship with the vital events in the life of Calvin. I assigned a reading about the work of LeFevre, I expect you to get that material from the reading rather than my going over it in class; that doesn't mean it isn't important; it is very important, but we simply won't be able to take time for it in class. The same is true about the father of the Reformation in Switzerland, Ulrich Zwingli. We will have to say a little more about him in class because of certain vital contacts that he had with the mainstream of development we are following now. But I have assigned you some reading about him, and will assign you more. And I want you to know more about this great Christian leader and this very important Reformation figure than we will be able to touch upon in the class lectures. That is introductory to our next heading. 

The Marburg Colloquy is a meeting which had an importance far beyond what anybody dreamt of at the time. To the people at the immediate time it seemed to be simply an incidental relation of the political development. But actually it had results which are important right to the present day. And it was, you might say, like the first blow of an axe which resulted in splitting a tree in two, and without that first great blow it never could have happened. 

Before I discuss the meeting itself, I want to say a little about the participants, and so 

1. Zwingli. Now they usually spell his name Zwingli. You will find in D'Aubigne it is usually spelled Zwingli; it must have been nice to live a hundred years ago, before they had typewriters, when people spelled names whatever way they thought sounded good; and the result is that you find that most names are spelled in several ways. Some 100 years ago, but very much so 400 years ago. Zwingli they usually call him, Zwingle sometimes, I'm not going to say much about him here, but I expect you to know a good bit which you will get from the assigned reading in D'Aubigne; but that Zwingli was a man who had a development very similar in some ways to that of Luther. The most vital difference between Zwingli and Luther seems to have been that from all evidence Luther was a man whose emotions and heart belief went deeper than Zwingli's. Luther had an experience of conversion which is outstanding in the history of Christians who have gone through great struggles with the realization of their sin and the difficulty of finding any peace with God and then the great joy that comes through realizing justification by faith. Zwingli came to the same position exactly as many other Christians have, without anything like the amount of struggle that Luther went through; and therefore most writers have the feeling that Luther was a man of deeper feeling, deeper emotion, a man who perhaps had a deeper insight into the great central mysteries of the faith, because of this deeper emotional nature that he had than Zwingli. Zwingli on the other hand, in some regards, seems to have been a little clearer in his thinking than Luther. Luther had a marvelous intelligence; and most any problem that he applied himself to, he would come out with an understanding far beyond that of most men of his time. Perhaps Zwingli was not as outstandingly intelligent as Luther, because Luther was one of the great men of the ages in many regards. But Zwlngli was a man of very keen intelligence; and without as much emotional involvement as Luther had, he perhaps could look at the developing movement a little more clearly and plainly than Luther could; and he could try to plan how to protect it, and how to develop it, and how to accomplish what was needed— that the Protestant movement should grow to a great and powerful movement. 

Luther never gave thought to developing something that was a great and powerful movement; he gave his thought to speaking the Word of God in relation to the immediate situation as it was. And for that reason we find Luther on particular matters sometimes taking positions which seem rather contradictory, because he did not concern himself much with political developments. He said here I stand, here's the Word of God, I stand on it, I'm ready to take the consequences, and if I die for my fate, why I'm glad to do it. Zwingli was anxious to try to make it unnecessary to die for his faith; the irony of it is that Zwingli did die a violent death while Luther did not. Zwingli's Reformation was entirely independent of Luther's and developed with quite different methods, but at just about the same time, and came to just about the same results, And so we find Zwingli in Switzerland, with the city of Zurich—which is today the capital of Switzerland—standing behind Zwingli, as Zwingli preached justification by faith; and he established a situation in which papal efforts to interfere with the preaching were absolutely pushed aside; and the papal forces found themselves with no authority whatever in this northern section of Switzerland where Zwingli was active and tremendously influential. And as I say, you'll read a good deal about those details in the other reading, but as Zwingli heard about the Reformation in Germany, he welcomed it with great joy and looked forward to association with Luther; and to the two different movements coalescing as they would protect one another from the efforts of the papacy to destroy the Reformation movement. Luther had no such feeling. So number 2, will be: 


2. Luther's Attitude regarding the Lord's Supper. We have noticed that Luther was brought up with the ideas which were the common superstitions, developed through the Middle Ages and today made dogma by the Roman Catholic Church, but then not yet the dogma of the church, yet very widely held— the idea that when the priest said this is the body of Christ, this is his blood, the bread and wine were actually changed into the body and blood of Christ; not that the bread was changed into his body and the wine into his blood, not at all. The present Roman Catholic belief is that the bread and wine each become both the body and the blood of Christ, and therefore they maintain that when a person partakes of the bread they partake of both the body and the blood; that they don't have to partake of the wine. They insist that only the priest partake of the wine, which was a development of a superstitious fear in the Middle Ages that this sacred thing might be spilt in the course of the laity partaking. But today the Roman Catholic Church insists rigidly that only the priest partake of the wine, although in certain smaller groups which have joined the Roman Catholic Church such as the Maronites in Lebanon, which already had the custom strongly held that the people partake of both bread and wine, the Roman Catholic Church allows them to continue that custom while being members in full standing of the Roman Catholic Church. They couldn't do that in most of their areas. But this became the great center of the Roman Catholic service; the changing of the bread and wine into the very body and blood of Christ; and then the holding this up and offering it in sacrifice to God; the repetition of the sacrifice of Christ on Calvary, which made atonement for the sins of the people. Aand then of course there is a following step, the communion which is partaken of by the people. Far less often than the times they are present when the offering is made, the holding up of the bread and wine which the priest is the only one partaking. There are times when the laity has the communion and they partake of it; and thus each partaking of the body and blood of Christ and joined with him in that way. 

Well, now, Luther had held this view so strongly as a young man that when he was ordained a priest, you remember, he said that as he performed that service, and held the bread in his hands and realized that he was holding the very body of Christ in his hands, he almost fainted with the realization of the tremendous thing that he was doing. Well, it was quite a step for Luther to come to realize that actually the bread and wine remained bread and wine. But Luther came to that full realization; his first step was to realize that it is wrong to think you can repeat the sacrifice of Christ; he died once and for all; the sacrifice is complete; there is no sacrifice in the mass. That was the first great step Luther had to take. There is no sacrifice in it; it is purely a matter of communion of believers with the living Christ, not a sacrifice, not a repetition of the sacrifice. He came to that step and he completely denied the Roman view; and yet Luther never could get away from that attitude of his youth, that this is indeed the body and blood of Christ. And when he found people who said, "No, that's not the body and blood of Christ at all; that's just bread and wine; it signifies the body and blood of Christ." Luther was shocked; Luther said, "It doesn't signify; it is!" The Bible said, Jesus said, "This is my body." And Luther felt so strongly about that, that when he heard of people saying it is merely a representation of the body and blood of Christ, Luther was indignant and rose against them. And then he heard of Zwingli in Switzerland holding this view; and he was indignant and wrote in the strongest language denouncing him for it. Well, this was Luther's attitude toward Zwingli, but Philip of Hesse thought that the two should be brought together. 

Luther strongly denies trans-substantiation. The bread and wine remain bread and wine. They are not changed into the body and blood of Christ, and yet Luther said this is the body and blood of Christ; this is my body. Now why does he make those statements? Well, you're not a Lutheran you can't understand it. I've never met anybody who wasn't a Lutheran who thought he could understand it; but according to the view that Luther developed, the body of Christ upon his death was so united with his spirit that even as Christ the second person of the Trinity occupies all space, so his body occupies all of space. Now we believe that the Christ is two persons joined and yet not mixed, and consequently we believe that when Jesus was a little babe in the manger he was God controlling the stars in their orbit, directing the planets, active throughout the universe; as God he was omnipresent, he was everywhere. As man He was the babe in the manger and yet He was just one person. It's a mystery we can't understand, but we believe it is what the Scripture teaches. And we believe that after the ascension of Christ, His body remained a body in one place, and that body in one place is going to come back to this earth, and when it does we will be able to say that Jesus Christ has returned in a very special sense because His body will be here and we can talk with Him and have relation with Him in a way we cannot today. And yet we believe that even though His body is now in heaven, we believe that Jesus Christ is today everywhere; we believe that He is right here; we believe that when two or three of us are gathered in His name He is actually there in the midst of us; and we believe that Jesus in us, the Hope of Glory, is a reality, not merely a symbol; it is not merely a figure of speech; we believe that if we really belong to Christ, He actually is in us, but we keep separate the two natures; the human nature which is in heaven, the divine nature which is everywhere, and yet He is one person. We can't understand it but it's what we believe the Scripture teaches. Well, Luther said that the body of Christ was everywhere. Everywhere is the body of Christ, and therefore the body of Christ is in, with, and under the elements, which you partake of in the communion; and therefore, when you partake of the body and blood of Christ, you actually chew the body of Christ because His body is there and it is in your mouth when you take it. Now how he can say, this is my body, and yet say the bread is still bread, and say that you are partaking of his actual body, in this way, as I say, I have never met a non-Lutheran who can understand it. But there are Lutherans today who are ready to fight for it; who feel that it is a tremendously important doctrine; and our purpose in this particular class is not to decide the truth on the matter but to see how if affected the history. Therefore, what I want now is not that you decide whether he was right or wrong, but that you understand his view. 

Now some peop1e call the Lutheran view, not trans-substantiation, but consubstantiation. That is, that the body and blood is there in with and under the elements served you. But some Lutherans indignantly deny that what they believe is consubstantiation. It is a very involved matter but my personal opinion is that Luther couldn't get away from the great emotion of his childhood and tries to keep that emotion in some way, in this form. But at the same time, strongly opposing the central superstition of the Roman Catholic Church, that the bread and wine actually is changed into the body and blood of Christ, he denies trans-substantiation in the clearest and strongest language. Personally, I don't see any reason for the dispute over this matter, but Luther did. Most everything we've looked at about Luther, thus far, I have felt to be very favorable. I think perhaps the Lord permitted this great man, one of the greatest men in all history, and one of the wisest men in all history, and one of the most Christian men in all history, to have what seemed to me a glaring fault, as a warning to the rest of us to realize that he was a man, only a man, and had his errors as the rest of us; that we would not be led to blind veneration of him by all the great good points which he had; but this point, it isn't just a view, it's the attitude he took toward the view; it was to him a tremendously important thing. And so, some people might say, "What's the use of Zwingli trying to get together with Luther, when Luther feels so strongly on this." But Zwingli didn't feel it was such an important point as Luther did, and Zwingli also felt the importance of their stand together against the papal force that wanted to destroy them all. Luther didn't feel that way. Luther felt if the Lord wants me killed, He will permit me to glorify Him by dying for His cause, and if the Lord wants to protect me, He will protect me. I don't need to think about it at all. He expected—most of his life, after the beginning of the Reformation—that he would be seized and be burned at the stake, for his faith. But now 

3. The Plan of Philip of Hesse. We've noticed that Philip of Hesse was just a boy of 16 at the time of the Diet of Worms, but tremendously attracted by Luther; he adopted Luther's views and became one of Luther's strongest supporters. And Philip of Hesse had the Reformation introduced into the area over which he was Duke of Hesse. When the Peasants Revolt came, he made peace with his own peasants very easily; he was considered as an enlightened ruler, a man of fine character, a man whom people thought very highly of; and he supported Luther through the rest of his life very, very strongly. But Philip of Hesse felt that it was the wisdom and the cleverness of Frederic the Wise—and also the fact of the French war, and the war with the Pope, and these other things—which had kept Charles from just marching in and destroying the Reformation. He felt they should plan how to prevent that. A counselor of Duke George saw a chance to make some money; so he came to Philip and said, There is a plot on the part of Duke George, and certain others of the Romanist sympathizing group, to get together and to make a sudden attack on the Protestants and destroy them." And he said, "I have the whole text of their treaty planning this and if you will pay such a sum I'll give it to you." And Philip paid him the sum and was given a forged document—completely false—there was no such treaty then. These particular men probably would have been glad to do what the treaty suggested, but they had not yet reached that point in their activities. But it got Philip very stirred up about what was apt to come very soon; and Philip thought that it is important that the Protestants get together and that they make an agreement whereby they will be ready to defend themselves; and if one of them is attacked the others will come to his support, and Philip went to Luther. But Luther wasn't the least bit interested. Luther said "If we die for the faith, we die for the faith, but we will not be resist our lawful sovereign." Well, Philip, after talking with Luther quite a while, finally persuaded Luther, "Well," he said, "We won't resist your lawful sovereign," but he said, "Who is the lawful sovereign?" He said, "I am the sovereign of Hesse, the Elector is the sovereign in Electoral Saxony," and so on. "If these men are attacked, should not they defend themselves?" And Luther said, "Well, there might be something to be said for that." So then he wanted to get them together; and Philip thought, "We can also get the people in Switzerland, northern Switzerland." And Zwingli, faced by the fact that the Cantons in Switzerland—that's the name for a province of Switzerland—the Cantons just south of the area in which his Reformation had spread, they had been roused by a Romanist priest to a strong opposition to it; and there was a strong possibility of their attacking and trying to destroy the Reformation in northern Switzerland. Zwingli was even hoping that Switzerland might be divided into two parts; and the north might be united with the Protestants in Germany. But if not, at least that they would stand together; they would help the Protestants; and on the other hand, if they were attacked, the people of Germany would help them. So Zwingli, knowing that Luther had written against him on this point regarding the Lord's Supper, nevertheless thought, "If we can get together and talk things over, maybe we can work together and stand together." So Philip invited Zwingli and some of his men to come to Philip's castle at Marburg, which was the capital of Hesse. 

Marburg is a name which I will never forget, because the evening when I visited Marburg, having been in Germany for about six months, having a certain nostalgia for home, I was with an American friend who came to Marburg in the evening on the train; we got off the train, and were standing there at the station, and we heard people calling, "All aboard, all aboard, all aboard," and we felt as if we were back in the United States. And then we noticed they were calling it as the train was coming in instead of as it went out. It didn't seem sensible until we realized they were not calling "All aboard" because no German there had ever heard the term; but they were saying, "Marburg, Marburg, Marburg," But Marburg is today one of the great university cities in Germany. It is no longer a city of any political importance, but it is a great university city; and I am sorry to say that during the last few decades—perhaps a century now—it has been a center of modernistic unbelief rather than a center of true Christian teaching at that particular university. There have been some very outstanding modernistic theologians who have taught at Marburg during this last century. 
Well, in Marburg, the old castle is still there, where Philip of Hesse lived; and he sent the invitation and with some difficulty persuaded Luther to come. But Luther came to the Colloquy, as they called it, at Marburg, with some of his associates with him, and an equal number of men came to him from Switzerland; and they met there for a number of days, and there in Marburg, Philip of Hesse entertained them very finely, very splendidly, but he was constantly urging them to get together and to work out an agreement, and so on October 2, 1529, they began their discussion, at Marburg. We notice this is after the second Diet of Speyer, which had made its decision that the Reformation must go no further. And there must be no power for Protestants in sections where a Roman Catholic ruled; and this accounted for a Protest that was made, from which we take the name Protestant. That Protest, which had been worked up by Philip of Hesse, was made shortly before this meeting in September 1529. They met to discuss their relationship; the Duke's idea was not that these theologians should plan common action; it was that he would get together with the Dukes and the political leaders to plan common action, since most of these political leaders refused to do anything without Luther's agreement. And if Luther and the theologians would say yes, we stand together, then they could proceed to make plans for common action. This would be when they actually could stand together. So Philip arranged it so that Luther talked with some of Zwingli's friends, who were a little less strong on this point than Zwingli was, and Zwingli talked to Luther's friends; and they did that for a time—they broke up into groups—and then eventually Luther and Zwingli were talking together, and after several days of discussion of all the theological points, they drew up a statement composed of 15 different areas of theological discussion, 15 different chapters, including an introduction; and in 14 ½ of the 15 they found themselves in absolute agreement; it was remarkable. In the matter of belief in God, the Trinity, the two natures of Christ, the full deity of Christ, Christ's miracles, His death, His resurrection, His atonement for our sins, and justification by Faith alone—all of these and many other things—they were absolutely in agreement; there was not the slightest difference between them in 14 ½ points. On the sacraments, they were absolutely in agreement; they did not hold to seven sacraments like the Romans, but believed in two sacraments—baptism and the Lord's Supper; when it came to baptism they were absolutely in agreement; there was no difference between them on any phase of the matter in baptism. But when it came to the Lord's Supper, they agreed that the Lord's Supper was not a sacrifice, that it was a communion of the believer with Christ, not a repetition of the sacrifice; they agreed that the idea that the bread and wine were changed into the actual body and blood of Christ, was a superstition without warrant in scripture; and that there was no reason why the presence of an ordained priest was necessary for the communion service, as the Romans hold; that he had this magical power, they denied all of that; but they thought on this point that Zwingli says the bread and wine signifies the body and blood of Christ and Luther says the Bible says this is my body; and Luther wrote the words in Latin on the table, and Luther said, "We must agree on this, or we cannot possibly work together." Zwingli was anxious to work together; Luther absolutely refused. Luther said "You are not of our spirit, you are not of our spirit, we cannot work with you as long as you hold a wicked view on this vital matter, as you do." 

And Luther never, the rest of his life, worked with the followers of Zwingli; but he constantly opposed them, and in the very last years of his life was writing vigorously against them; and that divided the forces of Protestantism into two parts; and that split which was made then has continued right to the present day. Even just a few years ago, before modernism got quite as strong an influence as it has today in Europe, Europe was divided very sharply—that is Protestantism was—into the Lutheran camp and the Calvinist camp; there was a very, very sharp division between the two—a division which was made as a result of Luther's attitude on this point—which was the only point on which the two divided. Today Lutherans do not believe in predestination as it is held by the Calvinists, and they criticize the Calvinists a good bit on this point; there are other points of difference too; but as far as this is concerned, Luther expressed it, as we noticed yesterday, fully as strongly as any Calvinist ever expressed it in history, and felt very strongly on the matter of Biblical teaching on predestination. This was a change from Luther's view on this point later on. At that time, the only point of difference between Luther and Zwingli was this point of the Lord's Supper. Now of course later on, John Calvin—when he wrote on this—expressed it very differently from what Zwingli did. Zwingli said this is wrong to say it is His body; it signifies His body. Well, Luther said, it doesn't say, "It signifies, it says it is." Of course, I think a good argument could have been made that when Jesus actually said that, he was sitting at the table with the disciples, and when he said this is my body, he pointed to the bread, that they would think that that was actually His body would be very strange; any more than if you sit and talk with somebody about a football game, you mention the strategy and say "Look!" and you take a little portion of bread and say, "Now look, here is the arrangement of the team: here's the fullback, here's the guard," and so on, and you put that on the table. And would the other be thinking that that actually was the fullback that you were putting on the table? You would say, "This is," but you would be meaning "it signifies, it represents"; and certainly when Jesus was sitting there in His physical body at the table and pointing to the bread and wine and said "This is my body," if He didn't mean it signifies, but meant it actually is, you would think he would have had to use a fuller explanation for the disciples at that time at least to get such an idea out of it. But Calvin later on expressed it very differently, Calvin said, "We partake actually of the body and blood of Christ." Jesus said, "If you do not eat my flesh and drink my blood, you have no part in me," and Calvin said "You actually partake of the body and blood of Christ, but he said it isn't the physical body and blood we partake of, it is a spiritual feeding upon Christ." And when Calvin said that, Luther said, "If they had talked this way in the first place, perhaps a lot of disagreement and argument might have been avoided." Well, that was one expression Luther made, but later on he expressed himself very strongly further against the "sacramentarians," as he called them. And so it is hard to say whether actually it would have made a big difference in the action, but at least Luther wouldn't have been nearly as emotional at the start of the discussion if it had been expressed the way Calvin expressed it. So under the Colloquy at Marburg, 3 was the Plan of Philip of Hesse; number 4 is 

4. The Actual Meeting, was one in which they discussed for many days; and we could discuss it for two or three hours, going into detail on it, but we haven't the time, The actual meeting did not have the result Philip wanted; it didn't bring them together at all. Zwingli left anxious to work with Luther, thinking very highly of Luther, and of the wonderful work Luther was doing, anxious to stand with him; but Luther left, strengthened in his feeling that these men are not of our spirit, and we cannot work with them. And it resulted in a division of Protestantism which continues to this day and as we look at it in one way we can say, what an awful shame. That these great godly men didn't work together. On the other hand, as we look at it I think we can see it was all part of God's plan; and if they had all worked together you might eventually have had one great church standing for true Protestantism; which would have been a wonderful thing for a little time, until wicked men would have gotten in to control the leadership of it and it would have been a great instrument for the devil to take over; and I question whether the Lord wants us to form too large a group. He wants us to form into groups large enough to be much more forceful than we can be, each of us standing alone; but I doubt if he wants us to form too large groups; and so it probably was the providence of God that this should come out this way and for the good in the end. But I don't think that excuses Luther, from what I feel was a very serious flaw in an otherwise very wonderful man. 

Well, Marburg's Colloquy, as you see, from the viewpoint of Church History is one of the most significant meetings that have ever occurred in the history of the Christian Church. Now we go on to 

O. The Diet of Augsburg. Augsburg, you remember, is the city in southern Germany to which Luther had gone to meet the papal legate in 1518. This was the city which had been chosen for the Diet of 1530. This would be a much more important Diet than the Diet of 1529, because for the Diet of 1529, the Emperor was not there. But now the emperor has made peace with France; he has Spain absolutely under his thumb; and he has great sums of money, great amounts of gold coming in from the New World, which gives him the power to equip tremendous armies; and he has forced the Pope to make peace with him and the Pope has actually crowned him as emperor; so he is emperor now not merely in fact but also in full right because the Pope has crowned him. And Charles, having peace now all around, is ready to settle the religious matter in Germany. But Charles does not want simply to get ahold of Luther and kill him. Charles is interested, not in symbols, but in reality. And what Charles wants is to get a unified Christian church; as there is one empire, so one church; and he wants, if he has to kill Luther—he has no objection to killing Luther—and if he has to kill a thousand others he has no objection to that; but he can't kill a hundred thousand; he is interested in getting the church to be united. And therefore he will use force; but before using force he wants to use moral suasion. And so he sends a request to the commissioners, to the dukes and the leaders that they bring with them their theologians; and they are to come to the Diet and the religious matter is to be discussed by the Diet; and the decision is to be made as to what should be the situation in the religious control of Germany; and then having made that decision, he is going to bring all the force of the power that he has back of him to enforce it. 

1. The Situation. And so this is a tremendously important meeting. And he sends, the emperor sends letters of safe conduct, for Melancthon and other of the Protestant theologians, to come to Augsburg and present their views; but he does not send any such safe conduct for Luther. He can't do that because Luther is an outlaw, condemned by the Edict of Worms. You can't let Luther actually come to the Diet and appear; you can't let him have safe conduct from the emperor: he has appeared; he has been condemned; he is under the ban of the empire. But Luther's friends can come and present the views. Now we noticed that Fredric the Wise died five years before this; his brother John is now the Elector. So John comes with the men, but John has Luther go to the most southern town of Electoral Saxony; and there, right near this town—the town of Coburg—just outside the town is a strong fortress which belonged to the Elector John; and so he puts a sizeable force in the fortress to make it secure from any sudden attack, and he gives Luther quarters in the fortress; and for several months Luther stays in this fortress, a few miles from Augsburg, so that messengers can go back and forth; and they can be in much closer touch with Luther than if Luther were back there in Wittenberg. But he cannot ask him to come to the Diet, and the fact that Luther could not come to the Diet had tremendous effect on all of future Christian history. 
2. Luther at the Fortress of Coburg. Luther was in a different situation now than he had been when he went to the Diet of Worms. He was a married man with several children, to whom he was utterly devoted; and he writes constantly to his wife, and the letters have been preserved; and they are, like the letters from the Wartburg, letters which are very, very wonderful to read; but more than the letters from the Wartburg, because he gets in them his humor, you get his pleasant relations; you get his love for his wife and children, these feelings which most people have, Luther is able to express these in a way beyond what most people can express their thoughts and their emotions. And some of his letters are really gems, some are real classics; but from the letters you get the feeling of his lonesomeness, his wanting to be back with his family, and also of his intense interest in what is happening at Augsburg. And his wish that he could be right there at Augsburg, taking part. Now Melancthon is Luther's representative at Augsburg, and here is another, I think, of Luther's weaknesses. Luther was not perhaps as great judge of other people as he might have been. Luther thought that Melancthon was just about as wonderful a man as he would ever find. Melancthon was a great scholar; he was an earnest Christian; he was a very fine man in many ways, but Melancthon did not have Luther's clear understanding a certain points. And Melancthon did not have Luther's strong feeling of the wickedness of the papal movement in the form which it now had. And he didn't have views of it to such an extent that the papacy sometimes thought they might be able to get Melancthon back to themselves. Well, they were wrong in that; he was a real earnest Protestant. But when it came to the negotiations, Luther would have expressed his view in forthright manner and said, here we stand, we can make no compromise, but Melancthon was anxious, but to go just as far as possible in finding points that agreed... and so  

3. Melancthon at the Diet. The Protestants were told they might present a statement of their views, and Melancthon drew up a statement and that statement is the Augsburg Confession, as it came to be called, and which was presented to that Diet. It is to this day the primary confessional statement of Lutheranism. It is a statement which has a very important place in the church organization to this present day. And it is a statement in which Melancthon set out not to show where they differed from the Romanists, but to show what they believed, with emphasis on the great Christian points in which they agreed with the Romanists. But also pointing out the main points on which they differed. 

So it is in some ways a very wonderful confession. It presents the great central Christian beliefs about God, His character, His Trinity, about the person of Christ, and so on, very clearly and strongly, and it presents the doctrine of justification by faith, and other basic Protestant doctrines quite clearly and quite definitely. But it does not on minor points seek out the points of difference which are really quite important. Well, this confession which Melancthon wrote would have been quite different if Luther could have written it. But it was, on the whole, a very fine confession. Calvin saw the Augsburg Confession later on; he found nothing in it to which he could object. As a matter of fact, Calvin and Melancthon later became very good friends. But this confession was presented to the Diet. It is of such importance, I'm going to give it a number. 

4. The Augsburg Confession 1530. It was presented to the Diet; the Romanist theologians were told to answer it; they presented a statement in answer, tearing into it. The emperor decided the Romanists had proved the Protestants were utterly wrong; and so they were told that they must accept the view of the empire; and they were now given until a certain date in March 1531, and on that date on March of the next year, they must have made their peace with the Roman church; they must have given up their divisions from it; they must be ready to be united with its head, to be servants to the papal organization, or the emperor's armies are going to move against them and destroy them. That was the decision of the Diet. Maybe I could take a few minutes more to tell a little detail of the last events of the Diet, but I don't have time this morning. We'll continue there next time. 

Last time we talked about the Diet of Augsburg, and I gave you four heads under that and discussed them, But I would like this morning to read you a few extracts from some of Luther's letters at that time. I will not put these letters necessarily under one of the three heads. But they will give you an idea of Luther's situation, as he was there in the fortress of Coburg, and the general situation at that time. So I'm just going to read you these selections from Luther's actual writings. 

He wrote to Philip Melancthon, who was not ordained but who was a student of Greek and in whom Luther had tremendous confidence; he wrote to him, a letter on April 23, which he started: "The Realm of the Birds, at 3 p.m. Grace and peace in the Lord Jesus, I have come to my Sinai period, Philip, but I shall soon make it a Zion and Aesop; build three tabernacles, one for the Psalter, one for the Prophets, and one for Aesop. I speak after the manner of men. It is indeed a pleasant place to be in for study, save that your absence saddens it." We notice that Luther had to spend about six months in this fortress because he was unable, of course, to go to the Diet. He was under the ban of the empire, and was to be killed if his enemies could get hold of him. So he was about a day's trip away from the Diet; and there he spent the greater part of his time there in his little wooden room, with a narrow window, pouring over the Hebrew prophets and Psalter, or adapting an old German translation of Aesop's fables to the needs of his own day for writing letters. And that's why he mentions three tabernacles, the Psalter, the Prophets, and one for Aesop. 

A letter which he wrote to Philip Melancthon on May 12, I think, would be worth our reading in full. " Coburg, May 12, 1530. 

[Note dcb. Letter from Smith, Life of Martin Luther: "Grace and peace in the Lord. Dear Philip, I began to answer your letter from Nuremberg on May 8, but business interfered to prevent me finishing my reply. I have completed my Warning to the Prelates and sent it off to the Wittenberg press. I have also translated the two chapters of Ezekiel about Gog and have written a preface to them, so that they can be printed at the same time. Then I took the Prophets in hand and attacked the labor with such ardor that I hope to finish it before Pentecost and after that turn to Aesop and other things. But the old outer man cannot keep up with the ardor of the new inner man; my head has begun to suffer from ringing or rather thundering, and this has forced me to stop work. Yesterday and the day before when I tried to work, I narrowly escaped fainting, and this is the third day on which I am unable even to look at a letter of the alphabet. I get worse as the years go by. My head (caput) is now a mere heading (capitulum) or chapter; soon it will be a paragraph, and then a bare sentence. I can do nothing but idle ... so now you know why I am slow in answering your letter. On the day that it came, Satan was busy occupying my attention with an embassy. I was alone, Dietrich and Cyriac were away, and Satan conquered me so far that he forced me to leave my room and seek the society of men. I hardly expected to see the day when that spirit would have so much power and simply divine majesty. 

"Such is our domestic news; other news comes from abroad, such as that you mention about the strife between Eck and Billican. What is happening at the Diet? What do those blockish asses think of the cause of the Church and how are they disposed? But let them be. 

"Camerarius has sent me some dainties consisting of fine grapes and sack and has written me two Greek letters. When I feel better I shall write him in Turkish, that he too may have to read what he does not understand. Why should he write me in Greek? I must stop now lest my head, still sensitive, go bad again. I pray; do you pray also. I would most willingly write, as you suggest, to the Landgrave of Hesse and to the Elector and to all of you, but I must take my own time. The Lord be with you. Give heed to my example and be sure not to lose your head as I have done. I command you and all my friends to keep regular habits for the sake of your health. Do not kill yourself and then pretend you did it in God's service. For God is just as well served, if not better, by resting, wherefore he commanded the Sabbath to be rigidly kept. Do not despise this warning, for it is the word of God. MARTIN LUTHER."]

Luther himself did about the work of ten men, through his life, he worked at a tremendous pace, but he had such terrible troubles with his health and such great misery when his health broke down that he felt the great importance of urging others to watch their health, and make it last. The trouble with that kind of advice is, as a school teacher in California once told me, she said, in my class, she said, "If I urge them to take care of themselves and not overwork, why some boys in the class who never study anyway, will think it is an excuse to do even less," but she said "If I urge them to work hard," she said, "Some Japanese girl in the class who is already working up to the very limit of her strength, will work so hard as to break down." And that is true, that most of us like the advice opposite to what we really need. We need to work to the utmost to serve the Lord effectively; and there are a few of us who need also to watch our strength to make our bodies and our minds last. Because it isn't just what we accomplish this year, but what we accomplish in a lifetime, that the Lord is interested in. So I thought you'd be interested in this little bit of advice there that Luther gave to Melancthon, at the Diet. 

Then a paragraph from a letter written to Philip Melancthon on June 27. He said: 

[Note dcb Letter from Smith, Life of Martin Luther: June 27, 1530. "Those great cares by which you say you are consumed, I vehemently hate; they rule your heart not on account of the greatness of the cause but by reason of the greatness of your unbelief. John Huss and many others have waged harder battles than we do. If our cause is great, its author and champion are great also; for it is not ours. Why are you therefore always tormenting yourself? If our cause is false, let us recant; if it is true, why should we make him a liar who commands us to be of untroubled heart? Cast your burden on the Lord, he says. The Lord is nigh unto all them that call upon him with a broken heart. Does he speak in vain or to beasts? I, too, am quite often smitten; but not all the time. It is not your theology which makes you anxious, but your philosophy, the same which has been gnawing at your friend Camerarius. What good can you do by your vain anxiety? What can the devil do more than slay us? What after that? I beg you, so pugnacious in all else, fight against yourself, your own worst enemy, who furnish Satan with arms against yourself. Christ died once for sinners, and will not die again for truth and justice, but will live and reign. If he be true, what fear is there for the truth? Will he be prostrated by God's wrath? Rather let us prostrate ourselves before it. He who is our father will also be the father of our children. I pray for you earnestly, and am deeply pained that you keep sucking up cares like a leech and thus rendering my prayers vain. Christ knows whether it is stupidity or bravery, but I am not much disturbed; rather of better courage than I had hoped. God who is able to raise the dead is also able to uphold a falling cause, or to raise a fallen one and make it strong. If we are not worthy instruments to accomplish his purpose, he will find others. If we are not strengthened by his promises, to whom else in all the world can they pertain? But saying more would be pouring water into the sea."] 

And of course Luther himself needed this advice. He had a marvelous relation with God; he had great times of melancholy, when he was just overcome by situations; so in giving Melancthon this advice, I'm sure he was giving it to himself as well. 

Then the Diet in Augsburg ended with Eck and others writing an answer to the Confession that Melancthon had written. Melancthon's Confession is a very sober document. It is not a controversial document; Melancthon seems to have really thought maybe they could get together. And so Melancthon, while absolutely clear on the great fundamentals of salvation by faith, tried to go just as far as he could in keeping away from raising controversy over anything that might easily be conceived as a secondary matter. I am sure that Luther would have made the Augsburg Confession much stronger than Melancthon did. But it does take its position as a great Reformation document, and one which has had tremendous influence in the world ever since. 

Now Eck and others wrote an answer to it; the emperor and the Catholic leaders joined in it, and on September 22, they voted that the Confession be refuted and rejected, and consequently the Protestants were bound to recant. However, this is September 22—they gave them until April 14, the next spring; they would not do anything against them till then, to give them fair opportunity to recant for their wicked errors. But the Diet ruled that after April 15, they were to be destroyed if they still insisted in not yielding allegiance to the pope. But the emperor, on his part, felt that he would do his best during this time to persuade the pope to call a General Council for the decision of still doubtful points. In other words, the emperor all along had felt that there should be one church, and the pope should be executive head of it. 

The Emperor thought that any particular pope might be very, very fallible; and in fact he would have to be so, because most of them fought against him! But he felt that the organization and the unity was vital. He had been trained in the theology of the medieval church, and did not see any reason for a change; and anything which he felt was against the teaching of the great leaders of the church, he thought, on any vital point, should be done away with; but he was willing, he was anxious to have a Council settle matters and to meet in Germany, at which Council all the people would get together and settle these matters and decide what the Christian viewpoint on them is. And then, having decided, everybody should be forced to go along. So that he was going to do his best—the popes were always putting off this idea; there is nothing Clement VII hated worse than a general council: he remembered how a hundred years before, the Council of Constance had deposed three popes and put up another, and he didn't want to take a chance on anything like that; so he was always dead against a council—but maybe he could be persuaded. And as a matter of fact, the next pope did make them think he was going to call one; but Clement was always dead set against it. 

So they gave them till April 15, 153l; and then the emperor, who how had peace with the Turks, who now had peace with the king of France, who now has the pope working with him, the pope has in fact crowned him as emperor the previous year. After 1531, if they don't do that, the forces of the empire will attack them and will destroy them. That is the decision made at the Diet of Augsburg. So much for the Diet of Augsburg, but before we see what happens in 1531, I want to give you some idea of what happened outside of Germany. We will go on to 

P. The Spread of Luther's Ideas outside Germany. This is during the years from 1520 to 1530. And, by the way, we are looking at these years in such detail here: I want everyone to be sure and remember the dates of Luther's birth; that it is just nine years before the discovery of America in 1492. Everyone who was born on this continent I am sure knows the date of the discovery of America. Then surely everyone should know the date of the posting of the theses, October 31, 1517. And 1519 is the Leipzig Disputation, and 1521 is the Diet of Worms, when Luther appeared before the emperor. Then 1530 is the Diet of Augsburg when the Confession was formed. I don't think you need necessarily remember the date of Luther's marriage, 1525, but you will need to know these other dates, 1521 and 1530. 

The Diet in 1530 set a date in the spring of 1531; and said any Protestants who do not reform and return to their allegiance to the pope by that date, are to be destroyed; the armies will attack them. Charles would have done this ten years earlier; there is no question about it, if he had not been delayed first by uprisings in Spain, second by an attempt of the king of France to take away his Italian territories. He had to fight the king of France for years on that; and then when he had conquered the king of France, held him a prisoner, taken a great ransom before he would be returned; and he also made king of France promise that he would stand with him. As soon as king of France got back, the pope made a Holy Contract with King of France by which he released him from all his promises to the emperor, and stood with him against the emperor. But now Charles had overcome the forces of both of them; and the Turks were quiet for a time; and he felt that now at last he could take his army and if the Protestants are still so stubborn that after six months opportunity to recant they don't do it, they will be attacked and conquered. And eventually he did conquer; but what happens we look at later. Now we want to go on to The Spread of Luther's Ideas Outside Germany up to 1530. And we want to look somewhat briefly—I fear it will have to be more briefly than I wish it might—at a number of other countries, and the first of these that we will mention is the furthest west of them; and that is England. 

1. In England. Now there was a question asked on a paper turned in some little time ago, "Why does England not figure more strongly in the Reformation?" The answer to that is that Luther was not an Englishman. Luther is the sort of man that comes once in 500 years at the most. He is a great outstanding figure in world history. It is hard to find another man, or many other men, who can stand beside Luther as a great historical figure with a tremendous influence. And of course one of the reasons for this is his tremendous energy, which did so very much. Another is the tremendous depth of his spiritual fervency and his spiritual experiences. Another is his great ability as a writer and as a speaker, that everywhere he went he was winning people, even people who were dead-opposed to him often were won. Now many were not; many turned bitterly against him; but many people were won by his tremendous personality and great ability and the very evident sincerity of his great devotion to the Lord. But there was no such man in any other country at the time. The Reformation without Luther is quite unthinkable. God might have brought about some other change, or some other movement, by some other method; but in what actually happened, Luther's influence in it is just beyond the possibility of exaggeration. 

But now in England, I'd like you to have a little idea now what was passing during these twenty years. I must go quite briefly on it because we will take up England as a separate subject later. The English Reformation was—particularly for us who speak the English language—of very great importance; and it had tremendous results affecting the whole Christian world. And I'm going to take a separate heading later on that, but at this point I just want you to have the main events in mind that took place during these ten years prior to 1530. 

Oh, by the way, I believe they're showing, are they not, the movie Martin Luther at the Christian Cinema down here [Ambler, PA]. Was it last week? Through Friday. Well now this moving picture of the life of Martin Luther is not entirely as I would do it, if I were making it. There are points at which I might differ with the historical interpretation. For instance, we read in our courses that Leo X said "God has given us a papacy, let us enjoy it." I found that statement in a number of different books. In the movie you see Leo X, and you hear him say, "God has given us the papacy, let us enjoy it, and use it for His glory." Now I've not found those last words in any book anywhere; but adding them takes away the curse from the statement; and I think probably the makers of the movie put that in so that it wouldn't offend the Roman Catholics any more than they could avoid. I don't know, but I've never seen any evidence that he ever said anything like that; he seems to have had very little interest in the glory of God, or in anything religious, as a matter of fact, this particular pope, Leo X. But the moving picture, I have found, the Martin Luther picture, has a tremendous amount of factual material. Some of it is a little slick; you have to get things together in a brief space like that, and there are certain places on the part of those who made it, but it has a tremendous amount of historical material packed together and on the whole is very excellently presented. I think I've seen it three times. I am hoping to see it again. I still find things in it that you don't notice the first time that are very interesting and very suggestive, and it makes this period live. Don't take it as necessarily true in every point; it represents the ideas of those who made it, but it is a very helpful thing, and in general I would say that it is quite correct. There are some places where I don't quite agree with the characterizations; and some places which present Luther preaching in Wittenberg, showing a dozen people listening to him. My guess is that there were an awful lot more than that. A few things like that. But on the whole I would be glad if every one of you would see it, I think you would miss something if you didn't. 

But the question just asked; we have noticed that as early as 1526, the Diet of Speyers, the Protestants were in the majority, the ecclesiastical representatives having stayed away from that Diet because the pope and the emperor were at war and they didn't want to have to take sides. But at the Diet of 1529, the Catholic majority voted that it was the duty of all the members of the Diet to enforce the Edict of Worms against Protestantism, and the Protestant leaders presented their protest from which the word Protestant comes, so I think you can say there was a rather sharp division, quite a bit before this, but at the Diet of 1530 it was enforceable because it was the first Diet the emperor was able to get to after 1521, that's what made it important. And that's what made whatever it would do be of tremendous importance. The emperor was there, and therefore things could be really decided in a vital lasting way, and at that Diet the picture shows a number of German nobles standing up and facing the emperor and stating their convictions on the matter of Luther; but we must remember that in the previous war, when Charles asked the Romanist dukes to give him soldiers to fight the pope or to fight the Turks, they would always say "Well, what are we going to get out of it, what are you going to give us for it?" But when they asked the Protestant leaders, they said "It is our duty as loyal citizens of the empire to support our emperor," and so the great bulk of his troops from Germany in the war against the pope, and against the Turks, and against the French, had come more from Protestant soldiers than from Romanist. And Charles was aware of that. 

Well, we are looking at the spread of Luther's Teachings outside Germany up to 1530, and I want to briefly mention what happened in England during those years. The events in England from 1520 to 1600, we could easily take two years looking at the details, there is so much of great interest. But the events in connection with Luther had more tremendous results and so I'm going to have to run over the English much more hastily. I'm going over the Luther materials rather hastily anyway; but it's more important actually, in the Reformation, than the details of the English development. The English development as a whole is of tremendous importance, and I want to give you heading small a and a small b under 1 England. 

a. Henry VIII. Henry VIII reigned from 1509-47. Now I don't think it's tremendously important to remember when he began his reign, but it should be easy for you to remember because it is the same year in which Calvin was born, and that's a date I'm going to ask you to memorize later—1509. But the end of his reign is a date we ought to remember; it is not important now but when we got to it you will see why it is tremendously important—1547. But he reigned from 1509-1547. 

His accession was announced with the words, "the heavens laugh, the earth exults, all is full of milk and honey and nectar." His father was a man who took an England that had been divided by civil war; an England which was impoverished and weak; and he made things solid; he raised the taxes; got the financial situation in order; got a stable, solid kingdom built. Henry VIII took what his father built and spent it. And the first act that Henry VIII did in order to make himself popular was to take the two leading tax collectors under his father and, to show the people that he was going to be easy on them, not going to be heavy in taxation like the father, took the two leading tax collectors who had only done what the father told them to, and hung them. And that proves Henry's character. He was a man of great charm: physically attractive, strong, athletic, learned, generous (when he didn't lose anything by being generous), quite clever, very good education—much more than most kings then, because he was originally intended to be in the church; his older brother was to be king so he would be in the church. But then the older brother died, so he became king; but he had education beyond what most kings had. A very attractive man, but utterly selfish, utterly sensuous, utterly unfeeling—but very clever. And his less desirable qualities were not detected by the people till he had reigned quite a time—perhaps not altogether then. He had such a hold on the English people; there never was a more popular king in England than King Henry VIII. He could do most anything and the people as a whole would stand behind him, and applaud him; and yet he was very careful never to do anything they could say was illegal. Whatever was the established custom he followed, but he twisted things around to get it done exactly the way he wanted it, he was very clever at that. Well, Henry VIII, so much for a. 

b. Luther's Writings. This is the cause of the Reformation in England. It is not Henry VIII. Henry VIII was used, in the providence of God, you might say, to keep the Reformation in England from being destroyed. But Luther's writings were what produced the Reformation in England. Erasmus took Luther's theses on indulgences and sent them to his friends in England, only four months after Luther had put them up. By February 1519, many volumes of Luther's works had come to England; many were sold by a bookseller in Oxford in 1520. At Cambridge there were a number of young men who used the to meet at a Tavern regularly to discuss the new ideas; so people called them the Germans, because of their reading of Luther's works, and their great interest in them. There were very few prominent adherents in these days, but there were many students and many of the middle class who were reading Luther's works; and tremendously attracted by them, so it is no wonder that on May 12, 1521, in the presence of many high dignitaries, in the crowd of 30,000 spectators, Luther's books were publicly burned and his doctrine reprobated by the Bishop of Rochester, John Fisher, and by Cardinal Woolsey, the head of the English Church and also chancellor of the government under Henry VIII. 

A little later, it was forbidden to read, import, or teach such works; and the effort was begun very soon to stop his work from coming into England. 

c. Defender of the Faith. Henry VIII, we have noticed, wrote a book against Luther, for which the pope gave him the title, Defender of the Faith—a title which the English King still has, still uses, as a result of Henry VIII's opposition to Luther's writings. I think it is worth a heading here just to note that he got that title. But then I will make 

d. William Tyndale. And Tyndale's name is spelled various ways, one of them is Tyndale; in those days they didn't have typewriters; they used to spell the way things sounded. William Tyndale was a brilliant young man; educated both at Oxford and at Cambridge, tremendously moved by Luther's writings and by their stress on the Word of God. And Tyndale said that he was determined to make the Bible more familiar to the ploughboy in England than it was now to the Bishops. That was his idea, to make the Bible accessible to the English people; to translate it and to get it into their hands; he went to the Bishop of London, who was a noted humanist; and he asked him to give him a position in his household, which would give him a living so he could spend himself in making a translation of the Bible; and he was amazed that this noted humanist, not only turned him down, but told him he had no sympathy with such an endeavor at all. 

The government said, "Having respect to the malignity of this present time for the inclination of the people to erroneous opinions, the translation of the N. T. should rather be the occasion of continuance or increase of errors among the said people, than any benefit or commodity for the weal of their souls." He could find no one in England to help him in this, and therefore he sailed to Germany; and there in Germany he made a translation of his N. T. into English, and he started printing it at Cologne in Germany. This translation which Tyndale made, this brilliant young man set to work to determine the best style to use for his translation; and he worked out a style which was a simple style of English. When you read his controversial writings, they don't have anything like the style that he got in his translation of the Bible. But in the Bible he worked out a definite type of style which he thought would carry the feeling of the Hebrew and the Greek to the English reader; he worked on the translation, and he was such a brilliant man that we can safely say that no translation of the Bible into any language that has ever been made has been greater, as the individual work of one man, than the work that Tyndale did. If you read the introduction to the Revised Standard Version, they will tell you that they are trying wherever they can to go back to the language of Tyndale, and they are trying to hold to the traditions of Tyndale because the excellency of the King James Bible, as far as its literary character is concerned, is largely a result of Tyndale's work. This is a century before the King James Bible, but Tyndale made a translation of the N. T. 

The papal nuncio found out what was happening in Cologne, and went to the magistrate. Tyndale got hold of his manuscripts and got out of town just ahead of the police. He went to Worms and he got another printer there to finish this job; 6,000 copies were printed, and many were smuggled into England. Cuthbert Tunstall, bishop of London, finding these things were being sold in England, ordered his representatives to buy all the copies they could, so he could burn them. So they bought all they could. A friend of Tyndale's said, "Tunstall thought he had God by the coat, but instead he had the devil by the tail." In other words, what happened was, they sold these books for a fairly good price to Tunstall; he destroyed them; the money all went to Tyndale so he could make a new revised edition, on better paper than the first edition! Tunstall was the bishop of London, the one whom Tyndale had thought would support him, but who was dead against him. And so Tyndale not only worked on the translation of the N. T. but he wrote controversial material on different doctrinal matters, which came into England; this was greatly protested by leaders of the church in England, but he devoted himself night and day to translating the Bible; he got out several editions of his N. T. There were no less than 7 editions of it in the first ten years; and he began working on the O. T; he got about half of the O. T. printed, with most of the rest he had in manuscript form. Then a man came and made friends with Tyndale; made him think that he was with him; and then hefound where he was and everything, and got him into the hands of the representatives of the Inquisitors in the Netherlands; and so they threw him in prison—and he was in prison something over a year—and then he was taken out and executed. Just before they executed him publicly, he cried out, "O God, open the King of England's eyes!" And on October 5, 1536, he died a martyr near Brussels, in what is now Belgium, then the Netherlands. In 1913 a monument was erected at the place of his death; he was one of the great heroes of Bible translation, and of Christian work altogether. If you were to name the 20 men in the history of the Christian church who deserve the greatest honor, I think Tyndale would probably be one on the list. I hate to take so few minutes to tell you about such a great man as William Tyndale; but as far as our knowledge of Church History is concerned, the main thing we need to know is what a great man he was and what a wonderful contribution he made. His life didn't affect all these different details like Luther's did, but on the one thing he worked on, it was tremendously important. So much for Tyndale. 

e. Controversy. I mentioned that Tyndale also wrote controversial tracts; and an Englishman named More—who had been a great friend of Erasmus—Thomas More, wrote a book called Utopia. Strangely this book called Utopia which he wrote represented a country where everything was perfect; and in this country they had a brand new religion, not Christianity at all, according to his story. But yet he was devoted to the papal religion in England. It's very inconsistent. But More was a man whom Erasmus thought of as a great cultured gentleman, a very fine humanist and Erasmus had looked to him as a real friend of himself and Colet. He took his stand against the Reformation and he wrote against Wyclif; and the tracts that came out had a great deal of theological discussion but also they were filled with bitter invective. I mentioned to you how Luther called Henry VIII a damnable and rotten worm, a sniveling, driveling swine of a papist. More answered by speaking of Luther as this apostate, this open, incestuous lecher, this manifest messenger of hell. [Preserved] Smith says to prove that faith justifies, the debauchery of the Protestants. To prove the mass a sacrifice their enemies mocked at it. But there was this terrible language they used against each other. And yet there was a great deal of good solid argument in the tracts which were distributed. But a new factor came in. 

f. Henry's Desire for Divorce. I have already mentioned this to you in connection with Luther. Henry didn't want any Bibles brought into England; but Henry had read the Bible in Latin. King Henry's conscience hurt him because he was married to his brother's wife. She had been married to his brother when they were both 15; they lived together for five months before Arthur died. Marriage to a brother's widow was forbidden by canon law; and Leviticus 20:21 says that if a man shall take his brother's wife they shall be childless. All these years went by and Catherine had had one daughter, and though she had many miscarriages and stillbirths, she had no other child. And then Henry fell in love with Anne Boleyn. And so he sent to the pope, to Clement VII, asking him to annul the marriage with Catherine. The previous pope had given permission to go against the canon law and let him marry her; his father had arranged that. A large dowry which the Spaniards had turned over with her, his father didn't want to send back; and so when the older son died, he wanted the younger son to marry her. But they had been given a special dispensation to do it. Now that Henry had no male heir, his conscience hurt him. I mentioned last time, that he made two requests of the pope: first to give him an annulment of his marriage to Catherine; and second, to give him a dispensation that would permit him, after he was divorced, to marry Anne Bolin, despite the fact that he had been living in sin with her sister Mary for quite a considerable time. And the pope gladly gave him permission for this second, but the first one he didn't dare because Catherine was the emperor Charles' aunt. And when the request came to the pope he was shut up in the Castle of Sant' Angelo at Rome with the forces of the emperor occupying the city; and before long, he had to make peace with the emperor and had to crown him king, and to make Charles indignant at him for allowing Henry to divorce Charles' aunt was something the pope didn't dare do. So the pope made all kinds of excuses, and the pope said "Well it wouldn't be good to have a divorce," but he said, "After all you find polygamy in the Bible, maybe you can have a second wife." He said that would be much better than divorce. And when Henry couldn't get any help from Rome, he began to send representatives to the universities. He sent them to the English, French, and Italian universities; and they all said the king is right; his marriage is annullable. But at Wittenberg and Marburg, the two Reformation universities said no. They said. "He has been married to this woman for years; they have been married in good faith, She is his wife and he has no right to divorce her." However, Luther and Melancthon said, "If there is no other way to have an heir to the English throne, it is not permissible to divorce a woman under these circumstances." But they said, "If he wants to have a second wife at the same time, this would be far preferable to divorce." Not that they said it would be right to have a second wife; but that they said that a second wife would be far better than divorce. It is a strange thing how in our civilization today, in Hollywood, a person is married for a year or two, and then they divorce and they marry another; and they marry five or six, one after another, just so they get a divorce in between. And it seems to be perfectly acceptable. But if they had two wives at the same time they would be thrown into prison for it; it is strictly against the law of the land. Well, certainly from any view of morality when a person has bound himself to a wife with Scriptural vows, he is bound to that woman for life. And these divorces which are granted, and marrying another like that, and not caring how he dissolved his union with his wife, is certainly far worse than carrying out the obligations to two wives with dignity. Well, this was the opinion that Luther and Melancthon gave, that if he had to do something, bigamy would be far better than a divorce under these circumstances. But Henry began to think, "I can't get any help from the pope; some other way maybe can be found." He remarked to his ambassador, that Luther after all wasn't all bad, there were some good things in his books, and he began to think that maybe Luther was not so bad as he thought; his thought then was not to get Luther's approval of divorce—which Luther never would have given—but it was to get freedom from the pope's refusal. And in 1529, 

g. The Reformation Parliament. This was a parliament called, which was representative of the country as a whole; and in the parliament, the king asked for certain actions against the papal control in England; he found the members ready to go beyond his request, and the Reformation Parliament, November 1529, passed a number of actions forbidding people to go to Italy for decisions on religious matters; saying they should be decided in England, not taken to Italy. And the Reformation Parliament here shows that the feeling in England against papal control—largely as a result of Luther's writings—had reached a much greater level than Henry had dreamed of. What Henry did after that, we will leave largely to our discussion of the English situation later on. This is all we'll say about England right now. 

2. Scotland. The Scotch Reformation, as a whole, comes about 30 years after this time. Scotland was not much affected by the Reformation, up to this date. Scotland was at this time in the hands of petty nobility largely; and the ecclesiastical officials were very strong in Scotland; education was not very advanced in Scotland at this time. But there was a young man in Scotland named Patrick Hamilton; his mother was a granddaughter of the king of Scotland. His family was well-to-do; he was very scholarly, interested in intellectual things. A very attractive fellow, he went abroad to study at the University of Paris, and received a degree there. He came back, went into the church of Scotland; a man of standing, a man from the best family, a man of education way beyond that of most people in Scotland at the time; and he began to preach Reformation doctrine; and when he did, the ecclesiastical officials began to make difficulties for him; so he left and made a trip to the continent and went to Wittenberg; he studied for six months with Luther, got to know Luther personally, became very much convinced of the Reformation doctrines; he came back to Scotland. After he had been back a few months, the Archbishop invited him to come to St. Andrews University, and to present his views; and for a number of days he presented his views; they thought that their scholars would be able to convince him his views were wrong. But they found that he was able to answer all their arguments; and he was so convinced of justification by faith, that he was winning other people to his views; and so the Archbishop said it is necessary to do something drastic in this case. And he said if we announce a trial for this man, we will have all the leaders in the royal family and the leading nobles aroused, and making a big fuss; it will be difficult to get it decided the way we want, so they said we will try and meet him; so the Cardinal Beaton had him brought before him and asked him a few questions to see whether he stood with Luther or not; he already had proven clearly he did, he answered the questions in a way to show them he did; so they took him right out there in front of the University, set up the stake, and burned him at the stake. He was the first martyr of Scotland— Patrick Hamilton—burned at the stake in 1528, at the age of 24. A very attractive young fellow of the finest family, and the best education; and they complained that wherever the story of Patrick Hamilton's martyrdom was carried, the event raised enemies to the papacy and to the church. That was the complaint they were making a few years later. It was many years before there was any follow-up in Scotland; but the knowledge of what had happened to Patrick Hamilton, and what an outstanding young man he was, aroused sympathy for him and helped to prepare the way for the beginning of Reformation in Scotland, when it came a good bit later. And of course it was Luther and the others who had been responsible for the effect on this fine young Scotch scholar of noble blood who had gone to the continent to study. The date of his execution was 1528, just three years before the Diet of Augsburg. We will look briefly next time at the Netherlands, which is rather interesting, but its Reformation also largely comes later. And then we will look rather fully at Sweden, because Sweden was the first country outside Germany to be fully won to the Reformation.

3. The Netherlands. Now the Netherlands, as you know, were at that time made up the area which includes present-day Holland and Belgium, and a certain part of northern France—possibly a little bit of western Germany. It was a much larger area than either Holland or Belgium, or both together, are today. The word Netherlands means the Low Countries. And this was the area around the Rhine and other rivers flowing toward the North Sea. It was an area there forming an excellent harbor, an area which was between France and Germany and had contact with both of them—commercial contact—which also had commercial contact with Scandinavia, and with Spain and of course with the British Isles. And so it was a region with many wealthy cities—among the wealthiest cities of the times—cities in which individual citizens had built commercial houses, small factories, organizations of various sorts; it was a region of thriving enterprise, and it was a region which had—most of it—been controlled by Charles the Bold, Duke of Burgundy; it was inherited through his daughter Mary, who married the emperor Maximilian; inherited by Charles V, and so it was part of the direct-controlled domain of the emperor Charles. As emperor he had a power over the dukes who controlled the various areas, but he was himself a duke in this area; therefore in this area his power was much more direct than it was in Saxony. And, before Luther even appeared before the Diet of Worms, Charles had had notices posted all through the Netherlands that all books by Luther must be turned in to be burned; and a great many of them were burned. The first martyrs of the Reformation were in the Netherlands; they were two men who had previously been Augustinian monks, and in 1523 they were burned at the stake. Luther wrote a hymn on the subject, and published an open letter to the Christians of the Netherlands. The teachings of Luther began to spread through the Netherlands; many individuals were reached by them, but Charles was not deterred in this area from persecuting activity. And he had various groups of monks actively seeking out those who followed any idea of Luther's or who read Luther's books. 

The result is that during the next 30 or 40 years tremendous numbers of people were killed in the Netherlands for their faith. You may wonder then, why it was that Tyndale was able in the Netherlands, in the early 30's, for quite a time to carry on his publishing activities for England. This is because in the 20's the Inquisition, when it began—was quite active in the Netherlands—began to interfere with the trade and commerce. Foreign people hesitated to come to the Netherlands—to stay there long—because some of them were seized by the Inquisition for holding Protestant views. And so the citizens of the Netherlands had made an appeal direct to the Emperor. He was of course their duke of the Netherlands; and they presented to him the fact that commerce was being interfered with and that the country was apt to go back commercially; and of course this would mean less taxes for him, for his armies—all because of fear of foreigners of being interfered with, on account of their religion. And so they requested, and Charles granted, that foreigners would not be interfered with, except in special cases. In other words, that foreigners could hold their own worship and pursue their own religious life if they wanted, so long as they didn't try to spread it among the people of the Netherlands. The Netherlands were a very, very difficult region for the Inquisition to be active in, because it was such an active commercial area with business going on rapidly and people moving back and forth; commerce coming in and going out, it was very hard, unless you're going to just stifle this life; it was very hard to enact oppressive measures there. This was much easier to do in Spain than some other areas. And so while a great many people there were killed or tortured by the Inquisition, still there were many individuals here and there who were ardent followers of the Protestant teachings.
The Inquisition had the effect at this time of preventing the Netherlands from becoming a leading area of the Reformation. It probably would have moved forward there many times as fast if it were not for the Inquisition; but in this particular situation, it did not stop it, it just slowed it up. In the free cities they were accustomed to quite a measure of freedom for a long time. They had revolted—many of these cities—against Charles the Bold, and been put down by him forcibly, on various occasions; and so it would be easier for him to control any particular villages in the country. Of course, on the other hand the cities would have more people in a smaller area, so it's easier to get at them. This is more or less valid. But Charles V, he could have clamped down an absolute dictatorship there; but if he did, it would have utterly ended the commerce, and he didn't want to do that. So he didn't clamp it down as tight as might have been done, and he was prevented by the activities of the people—unless he wanted to just wreck the commerce—from being really effective in stopping it; but he was effective in preventing the growth of churches there, in preventing the development of any organized religious life. The great movement in the Netherlands came not from Lutheranism, but from Calvinism; and it came at a later time. I think the reason for that is that Charles prevented the Lutherans from getting more than a very tenuous foothold. But the region remained one in which foreigners could hold their views rather freely so long as they didn't propagandize them; and if somebody was printing something for sale in England, in a language which wouldn't much in be understood in the Netherlands, he might not be interfered with a great deal unless there were special direct complaints made against it. The Inquisition then may be able to just come in and search him out. Once complaints began to be made and Charles began to get complaints from England, then of course they set to work to find a way to get ahold of him in such a way that it wouldn't cause any stir among the English people who were there for business purposes. And that's what they succeeded in doing, by getting this man to pretend to be a friend, and so on, till they got him right into their power, and without any stir about it. 

Now later on, the Netherlands became a very important center of Reformation life, but at this time the control of Charles is great enough to prevent any great center of Protestantism from developing in the Netherlands. But not great enough to prevent the spread of ideas constantly through the area; and many individuals adopted Protestant ideas. The Bible was soon translated into Dutch; and in the course of 8 years there were four editions of the whole Bible, and twenty-five editions of the New Testament. The complete Scriptures had never been printed in Dutch before, so it was an active area of activity, but not an area in which a center developed of printing and of an organized church, at this time. Now we want to go on to 

4. Sweden. And in Sweden the situation which developed was different from that which has occurred in any other country of Europe. I have mentioned the fact that Henry VIII is sometimes said to be the founder of the Church of England, but that is not true. Henry VIII held back the Reformation for a time; then he ceased to hold it back, and in fact gave impetus to it for a time; and then again he turned around and began to do everything he could to hold it back. Henry VIII in the providence of God was prevented from stopping the Reformation in England but he was in no sense the founder of the Church of England. Henry VIII liked to think of himself as head of the church; he insisted before the end of his life that all officials in the Church of England must take an oath of loyalty to him as head of the church; and he took the position nominally of the pope as far as England was concerned. Now there is another man I'm going to mention in a few minutes who did not made any such claims; he didn't ask anybody to call him head of the church; but in a true sense—though not in a formal sense—he can be called the founder of the Reformation Church in Sweden. Because it is one instance, the only one I know of, where the coming of the Reformation on can be attributed very, very largely to a king. And where that king succeeded in making a complete change in the whole religious life of the nation without causing any substantial turmoil or upheaval; and without the death on account of religion of a single person. It is a most remarkable achievement that was accomplished by this great man. And he was of course little known in other countries; and most of us don't read Swedish and don't know so much about it. But he is one of the great figures of the Reformation period, not as a theologian, not as a Bible teacher, or anything of the kind, but as a man who accomplished results that continued for a very, very long time. Now before telling about him, I want to tell just a little bit about the situation in Sweden. So we will call the next section
a. The Union of Kalmar. Just before 1400, the Danes succeeded in uniting the control of Sweden, Norway and Denmark into one kingdom controlled by King of Denmark. They managed to hold Norway, I believe, right up to the present century. It seems to me it was 1905 when Norway finally seceded from Denmark. There may have been a period of a very brief time in between. But Denmark held Norway all that time. Sweden, however, it found much more difficult to hold. During the succeeding centuries, during the 1500's, there were a number of uprisings in Sweden, and a local Swedish family was designated by the Danes to control Sweden; and one member of the family was called the Governor, or Overseer, of Sweden, under the Danish king. However, the Swedes instantly revolted, and in the beginning of the l6th century King Christian II of Denmark found the Swedish nobles in such revolt against the power of Denmark that it took him three expeditions before he was able to conquer Sweden. And on the third expedition he managed to get the control over large enough part of the country that it was quite plain that with continuing to fight over a good many more months he would have all Sweden under his control. But he didn't like to take all that time and all that effort so he made a proclamation that all of the Swedish nobility who would lay down their arms he would give full pardon for anything which they had done against him. And the result was that they had seen that it was inevitable that Sweden would be conquered; and the Danes control, which had lasted for over a century now, would be continued; so the Swedish nobles all laid down their arms and made friends with him. 

One of the lesser Swedish nobles, a man named Erickson, had a son who was in the area which the Danes conquered before he made this offer, and they took this young man Gustavus Erickson, and they carried him off to Denmark as a hostage; and then he is known as Vasa, because on his shield he had a picture of a chief and Vasa stands for chief; so later on he was called by that name. Very few people would know his name as Erickson, he was Gustavus Vasa later on; but young Gustavus, who was about 20 years of age, or a little older, was in a prison in Denmark, when the offer was made to make peace with the Swedish nobles; Gustavus managed to escape from his prison, and he got away from Denmark and got over into North Germany and managed to male his way up to Sweden. But before he got there, something very important happened, we call this 

b. The Blood Bath. That is the name which has been given to it in Swedish history. King Christian II had had the Archbishop in his favor all through this, the Archbishop of Sweden; he was a man who had been put in by the Danes and stood with the Danes, he had stood with the Danes in all this; but most of—many at least, ecclesiastical Christians—had stood with the Swedes in the uprising. Now Christian II had declared that he was giving absolute pardon for anything that had been done against him, to the Swedish nobles; and so they had a series of banquets, and for three days they held great banquets, great feasts, and told stories and jokes and had a great time together, the nobility with King Christian II, at Denmark; and at the end of the three days the Swedish nobles had pretty well ceased to—many of them were drunk, I guess—and they pretty well ceased to pay any attention to security of any sort; he had them at a great banquet there, with these Swedish nobles, but none of their soldiers were there; none of them were armed, and the hall was under the control of the Danish soldiers; and as this banquet came to an end and they'd all been joking and laughing together, and the King Christian had declared they were absolutely pardoned, they were close friends of his from now, they were going to stand with him; the Archbishop arose and said, in their hearing, "Sire," he said, "I want to make a complaint", and the king said "What's this about?" And the Archbishop said "Traitors to the church, you are treating as friends, nothing's being done", he said "What do you mean, traitors to the church?" He said "I am the head of the church of Sweden and these men," he said, "in revolting have revolted against the church." He said "You have forgiven them for what they have done against you, but you cannot forgive them for what they have done against the church. Their lives should be forfeited for that." And Christian of course had arranged all this with the Archbishop ahead of time; he looked puzzled and said "My, is that right? What can we do about it?" "Well," the Archbishop said "We'll move to punish them; there is no other way if you are a true son of the church yourself." So Christian immediately said, "Who are they, name them, one by one." So the soldiers seized them, so he went through and named over 70 nobles, and as each was named the soldiers seized him, took him to prison and the next day they took them out, one by one, into the town and executed them; practically all of the nobility of Sweden, including Gustavus' father and Gustavus' brother-in-law were executed in this, which they call the Blood Bath, which in 1520 was performed by Christian II in order that the people who could be leaders of any movement against him, could be brought to an end. There was no leadership in the country to oppose him. Now Sweden was no longer an area from which there would be rebellion, it would be completely at his mercy. But he had not figured on Gustavus, so we call 

c. Gustavus Vasa. Sometimes you will see his name spelled Gustave, or Gustaf. Gustavus Vasa, a young man of 20, made his way from Germany up into Sweden and got to Sweden just in time to hear of the death of his father and his brother-in-law and practically all the nobles of Sweden. Gustavus immediately disguised himself, went about among the peasants, often working as a laborer on the fields as a peasant, so as to escape the attention of the Danish officers. And at first he found it very difficult to get any interest among the peasants. The peasants as a whole had felt that the nobles were rather oppressing them, and they didn't have very much sympathy for them; and after all, they were probably just as well off under the Danes as the Swedish nobles, but gradually the oppressive measures Christian II put into effect in the country aroused disaffection among the peasants; this probably would have amounted to nothing, perhaps a little uprising that would have been easily put down, if it were not that Gustavus was going around secretly among them, stirring them up and raising arms and making preparations for a real uprising which in the end he succeeded in carrying out. So in the end, Gustavus managed to get sufficient force behind him from certain parts of the country, that they managed to drive out the Danish troops; and people asked him then to become king, he said, "No, I'll take the title of Governor, title of the previous chieftain; I will not take the title of chief unless the people as a whole ask me to take it. So he took the title of Governor; and with this title he got control of the whole country, established himself solidly, and those bishops who had taken the side of the Danes, had been driven out, they got new bishops in their place, the church went on, it seemed to everybody at first, as it had been going before. Now we take 

d. Petri. There were two brothers named Petri, I don't think you need to bother with their first names, Olaf Petri was the oldest; he had matriculated in 1516 at Leipzig, but had soon moved over to Wittenberg. He was in residence in Wittenberg on All-Saints Eve, 1517, so you know what he saw then, he saw the theses posted by Martin Luther, he heard Martin Luther's lectures; he took the degree of Master of Arts and of Master of Philosophy at the University of Wittenberg. He returned in 1520 and was appointed a deacon in Sweden, given a post in the cathedral. We don't know how on earth he had adopted Luther's views at this time, but he was studying the Old and New Testaments and he began describing them to the people and presenting them to the choir boys and so on, and soon he found that the leaders of the church there were bringing difficulties to him. 

Gustavus, however, called Petri to the capital and gave him the leading position in preaching in the capital, and when the bishops objected, Gustavus protected him. And Gustavus enabled Olaf Petri and his brother to get a tremendous opportunity of spreading their views in Sweden. There is no evidence that there was much discontent with the church in Sweden at this time. There is no evidence that many of the people knew anything about the Reformation; but you had just two or three men trained in Germany who were trying to push the knowledge of the Scripture, and the knowledge of the Word of God; and Gustavus protected them, and Gustavus insisted that nothing should be done against them. 

Well, Gustavus thought it necessary to tax rather heavily, in order to establish his power and in order to protect the nation from the attempts of the Danes to re-conquer; and the church in Sweden, as in most countries, had gained control of great areas of land, and great buildings; they had tremendous wealth; and he found it necessary to tax the church as well as private individuals, and tax them rather heavily; the bishops began to object to this, but Gustavus said it was absolutely to continue, and they were dissatisfied, the clerical leaders, because of his heavy taxes on them, and because of his protection of the Reformed preaching. So in 1527, a Diet was held and we call this

e. The Diet of 1527. At this Diet the king proposed that a special portion of the wealth of the churches should be made available to him for the protection of the realm; and in answer to that the bishops objected and they complained that he was permitting heretical preaching, and not allowing them to do anything about it. The king answered that he was ready to prove the only preaching he had ever sanctioned was the preaching of the sure, pure Word of God. He told them that he must permit and support the preaching of the true Word of God; they could not be a Christian nation if they did not do that, and he said that the church has such tremendous funds and the nation was in such great need, that the only way he could see out of it was that all property of the church be turned over to him, in order that he might see what proportion of it he needed to use for the protection of the country; and leaving sufficiently for carrying on the work of the church; and he said here are many of these buildings used by a few monks sitting there, enjoying themselves; here are people who need hospitals and places of help of different kinds. He said I'd like to take some of these buildings and use them for humanitarian purposes. He went on and told what he wanted. 

Well, the bishops were very, very strong against it and the nobles began to side with the bishops. And so the king wrote and spoke in a strain of impassioned eloquence. He told what he had done; how he had delivered the land; but he said now it was very unjust, the way he was treated. Every calamity, every disaster was laid to his charge; he was blamed for everything, and he said his position was intolerable. So, he said, I'm not going to be king any more. He said I have sacrificed all my own property for this freedom of Sweden. He said give me my property, give me recompense for what I spent for the deliverance of Sweden; I will sell it, take the money, and then go into some foreign land and you'll never see me again. But he said, "I am through." And he said that, and he walked out of the meeting; and then the representatives of the peasants pressed for a decision and they said, "We have been delivered by Gustavus; our country is in better condition than it has ever been before; there is nobody fit to take his place." They said "Without him we are just ruined; and we must have him." And many of the nobles began more and more to side with him; The result was they begged him to come back, and become king; and they gave him absolute control over everything that he wanted to do. So this put him in a position where he could be an absolute dictator. He had everything in his hands; complete power over the church; complete power over the monasteries; over the property, he could sell what he wanted' do what he wanted with it' he could use his own judgment; and he had pretty good judgment; but he had an idea that nobody else had much judgment, which may have been true to quite an extent. But he saw what he thought was good to do and proceeded to do it and he lived unti1 1560; so he had a long time to do it, and he did it very, very carefully. 

He left the organization of the church exactly as it was. He removed bishops who had taken a stand on the side of the Danes, but he allowed the church to put in other bishops who were of similar views. He gave orders in the monasteries; anyone could leave the monastery that wanted to, but those who stayed were still taken care of. If there was a strong man available, they would put him in as bishop or leader in a position of his church; if there wasn't he'd put one of the others in. But he did not allow the others to interfere with Protestant preaching in any way. And the result was that without any turmoil or upsetting, and without anybody being hurt for his faith in any way, Sweden gradually was brought to where the people all had heard the Reformation teaching; all had come to believe that was the teaching of the Word of God, and the break with Rome was complete. But the organization was maintained pretty much as it was before. 

These bishops ordained new bishops, and when Reformation people were appointed bishops these were ordained by the old bishops; and the result is that today the Church of England recognizes the Church of Sweden as having the apostolic succession; so if a Swedish bishop goes to England he can preach in any church in the Church of England—I mean if he can speak English of course—he can preach in any church in England because he has the apostolic succession, whereas a bishop from Denmark cannot speak in a church of the Church of England because they don't have any apostolic succession there. But in Sweden—I don't think there ever was a country in which the change was made as it was in Sweden, and it never could have been done there if it were not for the character and personality of Gustavus Vasa—a man of such tremendous ability; and yet of great tact and great care to do things in the way he did. If he had died earlier, the Reformation would have been blotted out; but he lived long enough to gradually carry out a complete change, which affected the whole country and made Sweden one of the most Christian nations in the world—that is, 50 or 100 years ago. Today there is a tremendous amount of modernistic teaching in Sweden; but I remember 30 years ago, meeting an Austrian girl in the mountains in Tyrol; she was a nurse, she was telling me how anxious she was to make a trip to Sweden, because she said her brother who was an engineer had been in Sweden and he brought stories back about the honest people in Sweden. She said her brother and some of the other fellows in this German-Austrian engineering group that was working in Sweden had gone for a swim in a lake, when her brother came out one of the other fellows jokingly had taken something out of his pocket and hidden it, and when he found this was missing he thought somebody had stolen it; and there was a young Swede working with them in the group, and she said he was concerned for the honor of his nation, that he would think that a Swede would steal something that belonged to somebody else. And oh she thought that country in which there was a standard of honesty like that, she just wanted to see. She said in Austria, which was a hundred percent Romanist at that time, she said in Austria you leave anything lying around, somebody will grab it. She said nobody has any such idea of honesty as that in Austria; and she was so anxious to visit Sweden. Of course that was a difference 50 years ago in ideas of honesty in different parts of Europe. The leading Protestant countries of Europe have a standard of honesty which would be hard to parallel anywhere in the world. I picked up, about four years ago, the Travel Guide in which a man said—he was a travel writer I could see from the general tone of it, he wasn't a man of any high standards for himself at all, but he made this statement, he said, in Italy if you lay down your purse for a second and don't have your eye on it, it'll disappear and you'll never see it again; but he said in Holland and Denmark, he said the people are so disgustingly honest—that's the term he used—that he said if you would put down a gold piece on the sidewalk somewhere he said you could come back five years later and still find it there, and he said nothing would have happened about it except perhaps they might have posted a policeman by it to protect it lest some foreigner come along and take it. Well, that's what an American said in a guidebook just about three years ago, about one of those Protestant countries. I think that—while it is exaggerated—there was a standard of honesty in those countries which has never been found, anything like it, in the Romanist countries. 

I believe it was a little before this, when they gave Gustavus the title, but after this he was absolutely unquestioned. It was shortly before that—a couple of years before that—when he had received a letter from the new king of Denmark in which he told him that they had got rid of Christian II, drove him out of Denmark; they had a new king and he wrote Gustavus, and said he would be glad to have Gustavus be the Governor of Sweden, under his overlordship; and he wrote back and said, "It is too late for a suggestion like that, we are independent now, and going to stay that way." From then on Sweden was independent.. Yes? [student] Yes, I wouldn't say Luther had anything very definite in mind; Luther stood for the truth, and he was against wherever he saw it not done; but Luther, as far as we have evidence, never laid out a plan of governing. But as far as Luther's vague idea would have been—like Luther often said, "I have no objection to bishops' ruling; I don't want any of the bishops removed." But, he said, "Let them support the preaching of the free gospel, and let them preach it." 

Well, of course, how to do that? It's not so easy to say "Let them do it," but Luther did not make a concerted plan; Luther just struck out with what he thought was right, and Luther accomplished a tremendous lot; but a great reason' for his accomplishment in certain areas was that others didn't. Yes? [student] Well, now, you see, that term the "Roman Church" is a present-day term. Today the Roman Church is a church which is closely knit to Rome and in which the different areas recognize theoretically absolute control on the part of the pope. Now at that time there was the Christian church spread throughout the empire; and of course all these countries were in one way—theoretically—in the empire; throughout the Christian world there was the Christian church, and most people believe that the church is one. Now in this church—which is one—some felt the Virgin Mary should be given a very great place of veneration, while others thought that only Christ should be revered; and both kinds were found in every area. And in this there were some who thought that the pope is the executive officer, who has a very limited amount of authority, and there were some who felt that the pope should be a very powerful leader; but you find them in every area. They were all mixed together, so that to speak of the Roman Church in the sense in which there is one today is simply unhistorical. It does not fit. There were people who had that idea and people who didn't; and so in Sweden King Gustavus very soon established his authority to determine who should be bishop; but in many another country, the king had claimed that authority, even centuries before that. And there had been strife between the pope and various kings over that; and the emperor Charles would never permit any bishop appointed to any of his territories without his approval. This was not a new claim by any means, or a claim which necessarily went along with Protestantism. 

So that as to a break with the Roman church, the time came when people realized that the church in Sweden taught teachings utterly different from those taught in Rome; and the time came when the representatives from the pope would have no reception in Sweden; but just when that time came, well you'd have to try it and see. There was no sudden announcement or anything, not in Sweden. [student] Well, now you're getting off into the Counter-Reformation. What did the pope do to try to put down the Reformation? We'll give a whole section to that. They were very slow in doing anything effective; but they did get to where they were so tremendously effective that they won back nearly half the territory that the Reformation took; they came within a tiny bit of winning Sweden, within a tiny bit, but we'll see later how they did it. But it was some decades before they got organized. You see, that's one thing at the beginning of the Reformation; the Roman hierarchy was largely composed of men like Leo X who were interested in their banquets, their hunting, and their pleasures; and they were not the type of men who could work up any concerted careful plan to carry something through; and it took a while before the leadership came to realize that it would either end or reform; and then they reformed from within. Instead of being just a loose conglomeration of men looking out for their own pleasure, they became men who were devoted to the idea papist dominance; but that change is a very interesting change which we'll look at later rather than take the time now. But right at this time, the Roman authorities have plenty to do without worrying much about Sweden, which is a long, long ways away. 

Later on, they succeeded in converting the Queen of Sweden to Romanism; she did everything she could to win the nation back; and so she lost her throne, went to Rome and lived there. That was a century and a half later. At this time, Sweden, as far as Rome was concerned, was way out on the verge. But it is a very interesting thing that this man, Gustavus would have succeeded in making an impact upon history beyond that of most other men that have ever tried to do anything like it. 

In England Henry VIII, the minute he died—while he was living things were very, very securely the way he wanted. The minute he was gone—in fact ten minutes after he was gone—the men who were gathered around his bedside mourning that he was gone were out doing things for which he would have killed them if they had done them half an hour earlier when he was living. His power was great, but only as long as he lived. 

But Gustavus changed the whole situation, so that Sweden has been one of the most Christian, one of the most Protestant nations in the world, since that time, with a high standard, up until recently, with its high standards of morals and of ethics, and of high a devotion to the teachings of Scriptures as any nation in the world. Until, within the last 50 years, when Modernist teaching has flooded into Sweden; moral life has degenerated, in many ways; and in all the schools in Sweden they are required to study religion—everybody has to study religion—but nine-tenths of the books are modernistic, so the children are taught the higher criticism, taught anti-Christianity in the schools. 

Dr. [David] Hedegard, who taught here three years ago, was at a meeting in Sweden about ten years ago—a meeting in the capital—which they held to discuss the fact of the anti-Christian teaching in the schools. And Dr. Hedegard spoke about how terrible it was that their schools, dedicated to Christian teaching, should have books in them which were denying the Christian teaching. One of the members of the Board of Education of Sweden, was present at the meeting to see what they were going to say, and after Dr. Hedegard spoke he got up and said we have to use books that are pedagogical, books that are put in a way that fits with the standards of the day; he said we make a list of books that are approved, and then he said each local school board can pick from those lists the ones they want to use in their schools. Now, he said, if you want to try to write a book, if you think you can write one from your viewpoint that is up to our standard, he said, if it is, we will put it on our list. So Dr. Hedegard had to take up the challenge, so he wrote a life of Christ for grammar school children, and he wrote and a publishing firm put it out, in real good shape, I have a copy at home, and they put it on the list, and many schools in Sweden adopted it. He has since written one or two others. So there is a little bit of Christian teaching like that going out to the students, but the bulk of the books today are modernistic. 

I think it's not too much to say that the fact that Gustavus Vasa made Sweden Protestant—he didn't make it Protestant but he gave the Reformation preachers full opportunity and protected them and gradually, as the feeling changed, brought the church in line with them—the fact that he did that saved Protestantism in Europe. Because 100 years later, when the Romanist forces were really well-organized, and set out to completely destroy Protestantism in Germany, it was the Swedish troops that prevented them from having a complete victory, and saved Protestantism from complete extinction in Europe. So we owe a great deal to Gustavus Vasa; but he is a unique man, I know of no one else in history who has succeeded in what he did. Yes? [student] It would be easy to make an argument that Gustavus took the monastery and everything for his own personal advantage; but right from the start he protected the Protestant teaching, right from the start; and he defended it; he was allowing no preaching except that which was in line with the Word of God; and I believe that it is impossible to deny that he a real Christian who was really anxious to have the truth distributed. I don't think we can get away from that about him. I don't think anybody seriously questions it. 

Now with Henry VIII—while there were doubtless strands in his character which were trying to do what he thought was right here and there—nine-tenths of what he did was for his own honor and glory; and it would be pretty hard to make an argument for his real Christianity. But I think Gustavus was a real Christian. Yes? [student] There was a great deal of taking away of certain properties for a time; then by the end of his life, things had swung along the same way for quite a long time; and I think theoretically any successor could have seized church property if he chose, but I doubt if he would have gotten away with it. I think there would've been suspicion, a protest that he would have had to face. I don't know of any case where they came to any serious difficulty. But right at this crisis, of course, he actually took away about two-thirds of their property; but they had most of the wealth of the nation; the country was impoverished because of these tremendous amounts that had been taken over by the church there, as has been done in many other countries. Well, in Mexico, that was a great problem a few years ago; there were many people who were devout Catholics in Mexico who were strongly anti-clerical because the church had so much of the property; they just had a great part of the wealth of the nation, so the Mexican nation has secularized a great part of the church property in Mexico. But since California was formerly part of Mexico, part of the property belonging to the church in north and south California, that is, the California which is in the United States was part of Mexico, part of that was secularized by the Mexican government; and they had promised to pay an income to the church but they haven't done it; and so the United States has two or three times gone to the World Court and forced them to pay this over to the Catholic Church in the United States; but the part in Mexico does not do anything. But that is the development within many Roman Catholic countries, without any relation to the gospel; but Gustavus insisted on the preaching of the Word of God without any interference; and gave it opportunity gradually to gain control of the whole; and as it did, he put more of those men into more of the high positions, until eventually everything was in their hands. Well, that is Sweden. 

5. Denmark. Under Denmark it is rather natural that the first heading should be 

a. Christian II. You already know about Christian II, and probably don't think very highly of him. But you will be interested to know that Christian II, who killed all the Swedish nobles because of their disloyalty to the church, when he got back to Denmark, decided that in Denmark the church officials were too strong, and he could strengthen his position a little by allowing Protestant preaching; so he wrote a letter to Luther asking him to send a preacher to come and preach the Reformation in Denmark; at the time Luther was tied up with things, and there was just nobody he could send then; but there were Danish students who had studied in Wittenberg and they began to preach; and when a short time later, the people of Denmark rose up against Christian II, and threw him out from being king, and he had to flee the country, they did it of course on account of his wickedness and his oppression. One of the charges against him was that he was allowing Protestant preaching in the country. And so his successor, 

b. Frederick, his successor and uncle. In 1523 Frederick I, the uncle of Christian II, became king of Denmark; and when they made him king of Denmark they made him promise that he would not interfere with the church, as Christian II had. But they didn't have to worry about that, because Frederick I was a man of very little ability, and very little initiative or energy, and the chances are he wouldn't have interfered with anything; but he had a son who might. His son, who later became Christian III, who succeeded him in 1531, was a man of great ability and great energy. Now I don't mean Frederick wasn't a good man; he was a good man but not an energetic man, or an effective man. But Christian III was a fellow of great ability, who as a young man was present at the Diet of Worms. And he saw Luther appear before the emperor and was completely won to Luther's side; so while Frederick I would do nothing to advance the Reformation in Denmark, he didn't do anything to prevent it either. He just did nothing in that regard; but his son was actively interested in trying to promote it. But Denmark is altogether different from Sweden. Sweden is way off across the Baltic there, it was a long way from the centers of civilization, and the people in Sweden as a whole knew nothing about the changes that were taking place in Europe; but Denmark was right in close proximity; in fact, Christian II had married the sister of Charles V, the emperor. And in Denmark the officials in the church, the bishops and so on, were near enough to all the other countries that they had plenty of opportunity to gratify their own desires for personal pleasure, and for acquisition of wealth. The result was that the clergy of Denmark was about as rough as in any nation anywhere in Europe at this time; and they were near enough also that young students from there were going to Germany and studying with Luther and learning the Reformation truth; so instead of having two or three men, like Sweden had, who would probably never have gotten much of a hearing if Gustavus Vasa hadn't protected them, you had a large number of energetic young fellows in Denmark anxious to present the teaching of justification by faith. They began spreading the teaching of justification by faith, and they got quite a hold in the country; and then the bishops appealed to King Frederick, and they said, "Frederick, you promised that you would not take any stand in favor of Protestantism, and that you wouldn't let our church be interfered with." And Frederick said, "Well, I haven't done anything." They said, "Yes, but you haven't stopped it, look what has happened." Well, Frederick said, "I'll tell you what we'll do; we'll have a debate. What are the things you object to in the teaching of these men?" So they drew up a list of 12 things. "All right," he said, "We'll have a debate." And he said, "We'll ask them to give us some speakers to present their views, and you present your views, and we'll have a public debate, and let the people hear just what the truth is on the matter." And when they had it, they found that in the church of Denmark at this time, there was no one on the Roman side who was equipped to discuss these problems and handle them in a decent manner. That is to say, it was like the treatment of Luther at the beginning of the Reformation. You remember, Luther said, "But aren't these indulgences—is that in line with the teaching of the church?" Well, they said, "The pope has spoken, you must get in line." They tried to bring authority to bear instead of reason, and that's what they did in Denmark. And the bishops said, "The church says this is wrong; it must be stopped." The people said, "What does the Word of God say about it?" And these bishops didn't know. They had no one who was equipped to handle it decently. And the result was that it became very speedily apparent that the Reformation preachers knew what they were talking about, and that the leaders of the Roman church were men who were sunk in personal pleasures and uninterested in the church except that their position was there. Now that is a situation which the Roman church has largely remedied. And today if you have any country in the world where there are questions involved, the Roman Church has got somebody trained in Rome and thoroughly familiar with the language, ready to step in there and make an argument from the Bible, from history, from philosophy, that will be mighty hard to meet. They are prepared for such situations today, and excellently prepared. But at that time they were not. And that's one reason why the Reformation made rapid progress in Denmark, because the superstition and backwardness of so much of the leadership of the church was easily apparent. Well, we continue there tomorrow.

We were speaking about the spread of Luther's ideas outside Germany, till l530, capital P, and under that we were dealing with Denmark. We mentioned under Denmark small a, Christian II, whom we had already mentioned under Sweden. And b, we called Frederick I, who became king in 1523. And Christian II had been expelled from the country; but a few years later he managed to recruit a large number of troops in Holland, got some ships from his brother-in-law the emperor, came and made an attack in which he was beaten back by the Danes and he himself was captured and put in a dungeon where he remained for the next 25 years, until he died. I don't think many people had much sympathy for him, after the blood bath that he had been responsible for in Sweden. But we notice b, Frederick I, who does not seem to have been greatly interested in the Reformation; in fact he had given a promise on becoming king, not to advance it. But his son, who later became Christian III, was vitally interested in the Reformation. And in the section of the country that he controlled, he promoted it, and his father refused to interfere. Now 

c. John Tausen. He has been called the Luther of Denmark. Like Luther he was the son of a peasant, but he had become educated and been in a monastery in Denmark; and had been sent to Germany to study, and he had gone to Wittenberg, where he had studied with Luther and Melancthon for two years. And he returned to his native land in 1521, a convinced Protestant. But he did not speak out strongly for three years. In 1524 he preached for the first time on the doctrine of justification by faith. The prior of the monastery in which he was tried to interfere with him, but he had already converted several others of the brethren. He was imprisoned but was able to preach to his friends through the windows of his cell. And reports of the summaries of his sermons were carried into the houses of the people in the whole neighborhood. 

Denmark was a very different situation from Sweden. In Sweden the people knew little of the corruption of the church. That is to say, the church was somewhat corrupt in Sweden but it wasn't as flagrantly so—glaringly so—as it was in Denmark. The attitude of the people was largely one of indifference before this, and in Sweden, and the king was able to permit the Reformation preachers to spread their doctrines and protect them from interference and gradually to have the whole country converted. But in Denmark it was the people who were so dissatisfied with the general attitude of the church—with its ignorance, with its wealth, with its luxury, with its selfishness of its leaders—and of course they were in contact with Germany which is so close to them, and they were hearing about the Reformation in Germany, and taking an interest in it. And so in Denmark it was much more of a popular movement than in Sweden. In Denmark, Frederick I protected it but did not actively push it, as was done by the king in Sweden. 

As for John Tausen, his superiors were doing their best to keep him from having a chance to be heard. But Frederick sent and invited him to come to one of the leading cities to be the court chaplain, and to preach publicly under the protection of the king, in spite of the bishop's prohibition. And so the king gave him his protection and Tausen had tremendous influence among the people.

d. Petersen's New Testament. Petersen had left the country with Christian II when he was driven out; but Petersen happened to be one of the Reformation men whom Christian II had been protecting. He was not interested so much in politics as far as we know. He was a man like Tyndale, anxious to give the Bible to his people in their own language. They did not yet have it in Denmark—in Danish—and Petersen was anxious to make it available to them. And so when he left the country with the king, Christian, he got opportunity to have access to more books and better places to study and work on it than were then available to Denmark; and he proceeded rapidly to work on the translation of the N. T. and the Psalms. And these, then, were the copies which he produced; they were brought into the country in 1529, warmly welcomed by the people of Denmark. It does not compare, as a translation with the work of Luther; but of course Luther was a genius, Luther's translation was outstanding. But Petersen's was a good, solid, honest translation and it had tremendous influence in Denmark.

e. Public Debate. I mentioned the fact that the king, when the Romanists objected, said, "Let's have a public discussion and let the people hear what the situation is." And when they had this discussion the bishops said all this discussion must be in Latin. The Reformation preacher said "No, we will not do it unless it is in the language the people can understand." And then the Reformation preacher said the Bible must be the sole authority in this discussion, and let the king, the state council, and the people decide which doctrines harmonize best with Scripture. The bishop said the king and the state council have no right to decide spiritual things; it must be a matter on which the church will decide what the Bible means. No one else has a right to decide on such matters. But the people felt that the Bible was written in clear language and that intelligent, educated people should be able to make a statement as to which interpretation was in line with the Scripture. In Denmark the medieval church showed its weakness more than any other country by the inability of its leaders to enter into reasonable discussion and to make a good argument for the views they had; they based everything on "This is what the church has said." "This is what recent popes have said." "This is the view that is accepted, and any other is heretical." The others said "Let's get back to firm foundation principles; you agree the Bible is God's Word?" "Oh certainly, they all agree to that." "Well, what does the Bible say?: They said, "But you're not competent to interpret the Bible." And of course it is true that a man with no education is not competent to interpret the Bible, any more than a man that doesn't understand English at all is competent to make a judgment on what the Constitution of the United States means. But if a person knows the language and has had some experience in logic he should be able to figure out what the proper meaning of the Word is. That of course is the Protestant position: that the Bible is a book which can be understood. And so in Denmark these debates were tremendously to the disadvantage of the established ecclesiastical church. The Romanists learned from their experience in Denmark in the beginning of the Reformation. Never again will they be caught in a situation like that. I was speaking with a Scotch minister a few years ago in Rome, a minister of the Scottish church, and he told me this; he said, "I am frequently visited by Roman Catholic students here in Rome, by Graduate students, who for their doctorate of theology, who come to me to know if I have a certain book in my library, or a book on a certain phase of Protestant doctrine." And he said these students there today in theology take up various points of Protestant doctrine, one student will write a thesis on a certain point of Protestant doctrine, and he said he'll go into everything that's been written on it by any Protestant anywhere. He said he will know the views of various Protestant groups on it, perhaps more fully than any Protestant you find anywhere will know. He studies this particular minute point extremely thoroughly and has all the material very thoroughly in hand, so that in case of a discussion on almost anything, they have somebody who is trained and ready on that particular point to be able to present in a reasonable way. He said—this minister told me—he said, "These men in their discussion are very open; they look at all sides of the problem; they know all the angles; all the things said; they always come up, of course, in the end, with the view of the church." They have to, or they wouldn't get their degree, but in the course of reaching toward it, they look into all the material; and nobody in the Roman Catholic Church may know anything about that material; but they are fully prepared on this particular thing. There is a lawyer in Wilmington who attended classes at our seminary for quite a time, and a very bright fellow, and did very good work in the Seminary work, just on the side, for his interest, in the Bible; he told me that one day he was on the train coming up from Washington, and he ran onto a man, got to talking to him, found out this man was a Franciscan monk. And the man was taking graduate work in one of the universities, and he was doing it in medieval history, and the lawyer said to him, "Oh, it sounds terribly boring!" He said, the monk said, "It is, and I hate it." Well he says, "What are you studying it for?" Well, he says,   "I'm ordered to by my superiors. I don't have any choice in the matter. They need an expert in medieval history so I've been assigned to it." So he said "I'm studying in order to be the expert in that particular field. But they have experts trained for just about every particular, or new, area of knowledge, so that if it becomes a point in discussion or debate, they have someone they can throw into the position to take care of making their viewpoint appear reasonable." They did not have anything like that at that time. In Denmark, the position of much of the church then was like it is today in many parts of Latin America. In many parts of Latin American today they have a very small number of priests compared to the total population; and a priest—many of them with very, very little training, little knowledge, little education—they could go through a few forms and that's about all. In areas of the world where they feel they have absolute control and there is no powerful Protestant influence at all, the church is very, very weak, very corrupt there. But in the areas where they have a strong movement to meet, they have men thoroughly trained in order to meet them and to be able to make their view appear the more reasonable. That is a development of the Counter-Reformation, which had not yet occurred at the time of the early days of the Reformation. So we go on to small 

f. Christian III. When Frederick I died in 1532, the bishops decided they wanted none of his sons. The monarchy of Denmark was supposed to be elected, although normally it stayed in the same family; it was an elected monarchy and the nobility had the vote, and the bishops had a large vote among the nobility; and so in the meeting of the nobility, they proposed that no election be held at present, but that the group of the nobility simply administer the kingdom for the present. Well, that was to keep out the son Christian III who was a pronounced and outspoken Protestant, having seen Luther at the Diet of Worms, and who had become thoroughly convinced of the rightness of his position at that time. Mr. Myers? [student] Christian II was driven out of the country in 1521, he was an exile for about ten years; then he gathered an army in Holland; his brother-in-law the emperor gave him great help toward it; the king then attacked Denmark, he was defeated and taken prisoner, and put in a dungeon where he remained for 25 years till he died. But this is Christian III, the cousin of Christian II, and son of Frederick I. 

And Christian III recognized that this was just an attempt to keep him from being king; and he was very popular. His father, Frederick I, has been a very nice man, a man the people liked, but not a man of much force of character. Christian III was just as nice as his father, but in addition he was a man of real force of character, energetic and vigorous; and there was no question but what the people would overwhelmingly support him; and the nobility would overwhelmingly support him, to make him king. That was why the attempt of the bishops did not bring up an opposing candidate. They tried to have a decision made that no one would be elected for a time; and the result of it was simply to make them extremely unpopular in the country. However, they were able to gather sufficient followers that Christian himself—in the area of the country where he was already reigning—the people there gathered around him and declared he was the one who should be king; the armies from some of the other sections attacked, and it took a period of about three years before Christian III was established in control in the country of Denmark. By that time the people as a whole and most of the nobility had lost all confidence in the ecclesiastical lords, the bishops who controlled large areas of territory and held great wealth and which were trying to keep him out; and these bishops fled from the country, and so the result was that he had now in 1536 control of the country; he had most of the people solidly behind him, and the bishops and the leaders of the Romanist faction had all fled; so under those circumstances he wrote to Luther, and he said, "Luther, send us a man to organize the religious situation in Denmark." And Luther sent Bugenhagen. So well make that 

g. Bugenhagen. He is one of the 8 or 10 important figures around Luther whom—if we had a whole year for the Reformation—we would take a day on each of them, noting their abilities and their accomplishments. As it is, we will not say much about him, but his importance here in Denmark is so great that we must say a little about him. 

He had been converted as a result of Luther's preaching through the Reformation and ten years nearly supported him. He had been made the parish priest, as they called it then, in Wittenberg. In other words he was the local minister in Wittenberg. But Luther had often sent him to other parts of the country where they wanted special help in one way or another. And so Bugenhagen was quite experienced in the various problems that had cane up in churches in different sections of Germany which had adopted the Reformation. And in 1537 when he went to Denmark where he remained for two years; he was well-equipped to take over the task that Christian III gave him. He was thoroughly versed in the views of Luther and of the Reformation and he was skilled and experienced in the problems that came up in the organization of the various churches. 

And so he organized the church of Denmark and appointed, selected, superintendents for different sections of the country; and after a few years they changed the name of the superintendent to bishop. After all, bishop means overseer, the Greek word for 'overseer' and that's what these men were; that's exactly what superintendent means, an overseer. But he called them superintendents; he appointed these superintendents over the different sections, to watch out for areas where the gospel was not being clearly preached, and to intervene in those areas to help those local ministers of the different places, to do everything possible to bring spiritual light and life to the people throughout Denmark. And he had started quite a full and complete system of ordering the church of Denmark, as they called it. Everything to be based upon the Bible, and nothing to be believed except what was clearly proved from the Bible; but in matters of church organization and of church rites and ceremonies, wherever they liked to teach something that had been done in the churches before, so long as all superstition ideas were removed from it; they could teach whatever what they wanted of the old forms and ceremonies. So there is more formalism in the Danish church than there was in the churches of Calvinism. The viewpoint that Calvin took was: in the church, do only that which is commanded in Scripture; the viewpoint of the Lutheran group was: in the church, any form is all right unless it is forbidden in Scripture. So there is much more of form and ceremony in their churches than in the churches that followed the views of Calvin; but as to the basic doctrines, the view was absolutely identical. I mentioned yesterday the difference between the Swedish church and the Danish church, in the view of the Church of England. The Church of England is very proud of what it calls apostolic succession; the Church of Rome says Christ appointed Peter to have control over the church and his successors continue that control. The Church of England says, "No, Peter was only one of the apostles." But they say, "The apostles were given leadership of the church, and the men on whose heads they laid their hands succeeded them in control over the church, and therefore the English Church insists that their church officials have an apostolic succession coming directly from the time of the apostles." Most Protestants don't believe there is any such a thing. We believe that each Christian goes directly to Christ for his authority, based upon the teachings of the Bible; and we don't think anybody can prove direct relationship with the apostles; and we don't feel it matters if you could prove it. But the church of England recognizes that the Swedish bishops were men who continued with a direct continuity from the Swedish Church of the Middle Ages, and so they recognize they have the apostolic succession; while in Denmark the bishops fled, and Bugenhagen appointed new superintendants, and so in Denmark they do not have the apostolic succession; and though the Danish and Swedish church held exactly the same Lutheran views for the next 300 years—exactly—but in England one of the churches is treated one way, the other a different way. Well, this history of the Danish Reformation; it is of course a much smaller area than Germany, far less people, but it became one of the great centers of Protestant life, and continued so for three centuries. Now we must look at 

6. France. I'm not going to say much about France right now, principally because I assigned you reading that covered a good bit of it, and incidentally, I believe I mentioned to you that the test which we will have two weeks from this morning will cover everything in the lectures and in the assignments. Now I told you that the students who are beginning both Greek and Hebrew can be behind in one of three assignments—that is 1/3 of the assignments can be done later, and it will not be held against you. So that if a question is based upon an assignment which such a student has not yet done, he should simply indicate on the paper, "I am beginning Greek and Hebrew at this time and have not done this particular assignment." Otherwise I will expect everyone to know the material in the assignments as well as in the classroom. So we won't say much about France in class, but just mention two or three main matters about it. First I'll mention 

a. LeFevre. LeFevre would never have drawn a Reformation, but in times when there was no interference by an organized hierarchy, he might have founded a movement that would have had a tremendous spiritual effect; because he was a very spiritual man and a great scholar; and his translation into the French was very important and his work in general had a big influence in France for a brief time. But then the persecution settled in and put an end to it, and LeFevre himself took back anything he had said that was displeasing to the church; he was allowed to continue his life without being interfered with, while some of his best friends were burned at the stake. 

b. Margaret of Angoulême. Another person who should be mentioned here is Margaret. Usually called Margaret of Angoulême, but we will just call her Margaret. You have read about her, I believe, in your assignment. She was the sister of the French king, Francis I. And Margaret was devoted to LeFevre. And she corresponded with him, and she had him at the palace a great deal; and she corresponded with Luther; she was greatly interested in Luther's work, Luther's writing; and all of the people who were interested in the Reformation in France felt that she was one to whom they could look for help and for protection. And she had a great influence over her brother, King Francis I; and she was able to protect people from being burned up to a certain point; but if the pressure became too great, then her protection was of no avail. She must have had a rather twisted mentality; because, while during her life, she was constantly in the closest association with great Christian leaders, and she wrote some spiritual works which are very helpful to many people; yet after her death, there was published a writing which she had written which consisted of stories; and they were stories of the lewder type, stories of immoral relationships and types and situations. When I was studying at Princeton University, they were selling in the Princeton University bookstore, Bocaccio's famous Decameron, and along with it the Heptameron of Margaret; and these stories are such as few people would feel it decent even to read; many of them are, I am told. I haven't looked into them, but that's what I've been told about them. It was published after her death, but no one seems to question that she wrote them; and yet during her life she gave every evidence of being such a spiritual woman and did so much to help the Reformation leaders. It shows how in the human character are many facets—many twists—and sometimes a person can keep something hidden during his life; but instead of bringing it to the Lord and getting it sanctified and getting it cleared out of their system; they may be keeping it there and it may be growing and working within their life. It is a pastoral problem that anyone may have to meet. But in her case, as a sister of the king, she was above criticism for it, so long as she did not openly espouse the cause of heresy. 

Then we notice how in France the views of Luther and his books were widely distributed among a few educated people, but soon the persecution began to come. And the persecution became very intense in France by 1530. Well, later events in France are of tremendous interest and importance to us. And this woman Margaret I've mentioned is interesting, not only herself, but because her daughter [Jeanne d'Albret] who was a very ardent Christian and a very active supporter of the Reformation, and then her son [Henry of Navarre] became the great political leader of the Reformation, a few years later, and eventually became king of France. That's looking ahead a bit, but I just mention it to show her importance in the history of France. 

The same as we did with France we will do with Switzerland. 

7. Switzerland. I have assigned you reading about 

a. Zwingli. Ulrich Zwingli, we note, was a man not of Luther's depth of spiritual character; not of Luther's emotional depth; there is no evidence of his going through as severe a struggle over his sins, finding salvation from his sins, as Luther did; but it would be foolish to question that he was a true believer who was saved from his sins, who believed in Christ and who had a very good understanding of what it meant—salvation is by faith in Christ. And he developed a great movement in that little country, in the northern part of Switzerland; and not only was Zwingli interested in the spreading of Christian doctrine, and in the spiritual development, but he was interested in protecting the movement from being destroyed. And so in 1529 he came up to Marburg and there when Philip of Hesse got the different leaders together, he met with Luther; and we noticed how he agreed with Luther on 14 ½ points out of 15, but when it came to the point of the Lord's Supper, Luther insisted "This is my body" and said to Zwingli "You are of a different spirit than we are," and Luther refused to give him the right hand of fellowship; and Luther would not approve of any of the people who stood with him, joining together in an alliance with any of them. 

I would say that Luther probably was a deeper thinker than Zwingli—one who had the ability to fit all the factors and summarize them and look into them and see the inner meaning of them—more than Zwingli, but Zwingli was a very good thinker. He was an excellent thinker, outstanding, but not quite in Luther's category. But a difference would be this, that Luther would see an immediate situation; would see a particular error or particular problem and he would have a strong impulse to deal with that immediate problem without necessarily looking at the whole Christian situation; and therefore, he feels on this aspect strongly, and that aspect strongly; while Zwingli might more coolly try to survey the whole situation and see what is the best suggestion. And therefore, Zwingli, as a planner tried to survey the whole situation and see where he should head for and what is the best plan to work out for our ultimate objectives. Luther, I believe, would have been just as good or better in that than Zwingli was, but he had no interest in that. Luther felt "I am in a wicked world here where the forces of evil are in control and my purpose here is to witness to Christ; and I must witness to Christ, though they kill me for it; I must do that." And when Luther found the indulgence coming, "Here was a tremendous evil thing, I must strike out against it!" And then he would deal with whatever that particular thing brought up. And so you don't have any systematic presentation of theology as a whole in Luther's writings; but you have every particular aspect of it dealt with; and if you put them together, you find that you have a very clear understanding of the whole general field of theology; but not a systematic organized arrangement of it, the way that Zwingli or Calvin did. Yes? [student] The ceremony that he held in Wittenberg he called the German mass; they both used the word mass, the word mass simply is the last word in the ceremony, mass means 'you're dismissed.' All the word mass means is a ceremony at the end of which people are dismissed. But both of them [Luther and Zwingle] felt that in the mass there were three points which are definitely wrong. One is this, that the priest takes the elements and holds them up for people to worship, says this is the body and blood of Christ. That  is the principal thing in the [Roman] mass: the holding up of this and the people worshipping it. That, both Luther and Zwingli said, is wrong. This is just bread and wine; it is not the body and blood of Christ in the sense of something you must hold up and worship. Both were opposed to that elevation of the mass, as it was called. And Bugenhagen told them in Denmark, he said, "After the elements are consecrated, if you want to lift them up a little bit, it's all right, but you mustn't lift them way up—that is to say, it must not be the central thing in it that you worship this; you don't that, you worship Christ!"
But then a second thing is that the Roman Church held that the performance of the mass is the reenactment of the death of Christ. It is a new sacrifice, I saw on the television about six months ago a Pennsylvania priest was presenting over television the explanation of what is the most important thing in religion. And it was very interesting how he started with a savage tribe somewhere; in which savage tribe they wanted to give a present to show their great friendship for someone, and consequently they will take that which is most precious to the whole tribe and they will give it as a present to show their friendship. Now, "That's exactly what we do in the mass, he says, we make a present to God, we give something to God, and he says the greatest thing we could possibly give to God is His own Son." and so he said, the priest represents the people as we all together give to God his own Son, the greatest present it is possible to give. 

Well, we Protestants believe that sacrifice was finished at the death of Christ; He performed the sacrifice, and we want that He take the meaning of that and impress it upon our hearts and apply it to our lives. But as far as reenactment of it is concerned, we consider that it is utterly impossible—that it is even blasphemy—to even suggest such a thing; and John Knox said in Scotland that he would rather see a tremendous army invading Scotland than to see one mass performed in the country, because he said it would do more harm to the country than anything that an army could do to have this blasphemous rite actually on the soil of Scotland. That was the view of Knox and the view of a great many of the Reformers. Now I don't know whether Luther or Zwingli went quite as far as Knox and others did—in their hatred of the mass that way—but they went just as far in their conviction that it was wrong and unscriptural to think that you can repeat the sacrifice of Christ. So they wanted to get away from the idea of worshipping these elements, and they wanted to get away from the idea of a sacrifice; but what we have, they maintained, was what Jesus taught, a communion with Christ. You remember the Lord's death till he come, when you feed upon Him; and you spiritually feed upon Him, you receive nourishment for your spiritual life, and you witness to others your belief that what that He did on Calvary's cross is the sole and only source of your salvation; that we witness in the community. 
Now, once we. have the basic idea of this, whether you call it a dismissal, a mass, or whether you use some other name, isn't particularly important. Luther and Zwingli were both anxious it be in the language of the people, so they'd know what they were talking about, instead of as the Roman Church has it in Latin. So unless you are a Latin scholar you don't know what the hocus pocus means. The word hocus pocus, you know, comes from the mass. They say, "hoc est corpus meus" This is my body, and the people who couldn't understand the words, they heard it as hocus pocus, and that's what the word hocus pocus comes from, the preliminary of the mass. Well, the Protestants wanted it in the language of the people; they wanted those things stressed which the Bible stressed, and they wanted those things which are un-Biblical left out. But after that, how much ceremony you have in connection with it, they didn't think mattered; whether you have a lot of ceremony or comparatively little ceremony, but the important thing is that you have the Bible teaching. 

The third was the idea that this actually had become the body and blood of Christ—the idea of trans-substantiation. The other two depend, of course, upon this one. The only way it could be a sacrifice to God would be if it actually was the body and blood of Christ, and the only way it could be anything worth worshipping would be if it actually were; but according to the Roman Church, the priest had a magical power: he can change ordinary bread and wine into the actual body and blood of Christ by saying these words—that is the power the priest has by virtue of his ordination. And according to their view the chances of salvation are practically nil if you do not have that view. My brother-in-law was told by a close friend of his, who became a Roman priest quite recently; he said, "It's the only possibility of salvation." He said "It's just like a big vat which has a lot of spigots in it." And he said of the spigots, "Every one of these is a Roman Catholic priest; he has to perform the ceremony; he has to change it to the body and blood of Christ, or there is no way that you can get a continuing salvation." 
These three things, which are closely interwoven, are the points which the Protestants definitely reject; and both Luther and Zwingli did. But then Luther went on to say, "Yes, it is the body and blood of Christ because Jesus said 'this is my body,' so the body and blood of Christ is everywhere in with and under the elements." That, of course, is.what the others couldn't see. "How is it everywhere? Why is this it?" They couldn't see that. Yes? [student] Yes, some of them are more formal than others, but the basic meaning is there. That is to say, according to their view, a priest can perform a mass all by himself, and nobody had to be there at all; he can perform a mass for anybody who is deceased. I ran on to a man up in northern Pennsylvania; he told me of a man there who had died recently, and he left $20,000 to the church to pay for masses for the souls of himself and his wife. And the priest performs this mass every day, and they go through it rapidly, it may take 15 or 20 minutes; but every day until the $20,000 has all been expended, he will perform this mass, to try to get the man and his wife out of purgatory. And eventually the result of those masses may cut 500 years off their time in purgatory, but whether the total time they have to spend in purgatory is 500 years or 500,000,000 years, nobody knows—including all the leaders in the Roman Church—no one has any idea what the total time is. So the benefit of getting a few years off is highly questionable, but the mass can be performed with nobody present at all, according to their view, but I don't—high mass may be one with more ceremony at which the people are urged to come in. I don't know the precise meaning.

Well, now we were mentioning in Switzerland how Zwingli got the northern cities of German-speaking Switzerland—and a little bit of French-speaking Switzerland—to stand for the view that Zwingli was advancing; and then the mountain sections of Switzerland, which were not reached by the Reformation teaching, were stirred up by their priests against this Reformation teaching; and they went to Austria for help; and as this movement began looking to Austria for help, Zwingli said, "We had better attack them first, and get them, before they get help and sufficient power to attack us and do away with the Reformation here." And there were two or three different small wars with them. But in 1531 the armies of Zurich and Berne, these towns in northern Switzerland, met the armies of the forest camps, the section in Germany which was still Roman Catholic; the two armies met in that particular battle—the southern armies had about five times as many men as the northern did, and the northern group was completely defeated. Zwingli was with them as a chaplain, and he was losing and others who were killed or wounded fell on top of him, so he lay there in the battle slightly wounded. After the battle was over the side which was victorious, the people from the mountain cantons, came through looking for individuals who might still have life in them, and they found Zwingli there; and he was only slightly wounded, but one of his enemies recognized him; he was not a combatant, he was not a soldier, he was a chaplain, but one of them recognized him and immediately killed him, so he was killed not in the battle, but right after the battle. After being slightly wounded. And when news of this reached Luther, he said, "What can you expect of a man who denies the Scripture the way Zwingli does, and takes the views that Zwingli takes?" But most Lutherans didn't feel the way Luther did about Zwingli; there was a softening in the attitude of many in Germany toward his followers. In the end a peace was fixed up between this section of northern Switzerland and the mountain cantons; and so in the end Protestantism went on in these provinces, but didn't reach any further into the central sections of Switzerland. 
I just want to mention a very great man who succeeded Zwingli, Henry Bullinger. He lived from 1504-1575; he was only 27 when Zwingli died, but he took the leadership in Zurich, and for the next 40 years he was the leader of the protestants in German Switzerland. We see more about this next time. 

Luther's ideas outside Germany. Mostly we were looking at it between 1520 and 1530, and were on 7. Switzerland. We noticed that under a, Zwingli, I have not gone into details of Zwingli's life but I have assigned you reading on it. He was a great Christian leader and one who undoubtedly began a Reformation movement absolutely on his own, without much influence from Luther. After he began, then Luther's works began to come to him; and he may have been greatly influenced by Luther's works, we don't know just how much. But Zwingli succeeded in establishing a Reformation in the northeastern and north central portion of Switzerland; that is, it was the northern half of German-speaking Switzerland. I don't know how many of you know about Switzerland. Switzerland is a country which is around a large section of the Alps, territory north and south of the central section of the Alps, the great mountain range in Europe. And the result is that different parts of it are separated by great mountains; very difficult to cross over, slow to get to one part from another; and they have come together as these people enjoy the protection they can get from this mountain area; they have managed to revolt from the various lords and officials who were oppressing them. People in the flat country would find it difficult to do that, unless a great number of them were together, but in these mountain areas it was easier, and the result is that you have this section of freedom-loving people which, with the protection of the mountain area, gained their freedom from the various lords in the Middle Ages who were oppressing them, and formed a band for mutual protection. Today Switzerland then is one of the most liberty-loving countries in the world. They say it is very hard to get people there to submit to universal vaccination or anything like that, because they are very afraid of any state encroachment upon their liberty. And at the same time they are very orderly people. In Switzerland you can set your watch to the second by every train, though they have these tremendous mountains to go over; everything is so well-managed, well-conducted, that if a train comes at a certain minute and your watch is ten minutes off, you know your watch is wrong. Never the train which is wrong But Switzerland today is, I think, something over 60% German-speaking, and maybe 15 or 20% French-speaking; and the sections of Switzerland which today are French-speaking, most of them were not even in Switzerland at the time of the Reformation. They are in western Switzerland, and then in southern Switzerland there is a section of Italian-speaking, quite a small section, and then in central eastern Switzerland, there is a still smaller section, maybe 2% of the land, that speaks a language called Romansh (also Romansch) which is somewhat like old Latin. So you see what a conglomeration of language they have. I was in the German-speaking section and I took a walk through the hills there and it was lunchtime. And I stepped in to the nearest village and went to a little inn to ask for lunch and found that nobody there knew a word of German. They were French-speaking. And it was just that close, two villages, and they just couldn't understand me at all. Well, now, Zwingli's influence is in the German section entirely. And it is the northern half of the German section, but it is the part of the section which is in the flatter country, with the low hills, away from the high mountain ridges, which has therefore naturally the best factories, the best industries; it's the more prosperous section, which he was in, by far the most prosperous part—German Switzerland, which all came under the influence of Zwingli. And Zwingli, we notice, was killed after the battle in 1531, battle at which he had been chaplain, he was found among the wounded and killed by his enemies. They recognized him. And that was a, and I mentioned 

b. Henry Bullinger. He lived from 1504-1575, was only 27 when Zwingli died, but he took the leadership in Zurich, and for the next 40 years he was the leader of the Protestants in German Switzerland. And if we had five years for Church History instead of two years, we would probably take two weeks on the life of that great and godly man. With the little time we have all we can do is to mention him briefly. There are other characters just as important we can't even mention, in this length of time in Church History. But it is good to know that Zwingli was succeeded by a godly man, who maintained and carried forward the Reformation which Zwingli had established. And Bullinger succeeded him in the city of Zurich where Zwingli had been active; there were other Reformers in other cities of German Switzerland, who carried on the Reformation; each city being a unit by itself, no longer having any control over the others, but all of them working together and cooperating very nicely; and one thing which made them keep on cooperating—I think they would have anyway, but one thing which assured it—the fact they knew that just south of them were the cantons of the mountains, where the people were fanatically Romanist; which were the ones who had killed Zwingli; and yet these people in the mountains to the south of them, though they were solidly Romanist and are to this day; yet they were people who were, like the ones in the north, great lovers of freedom, and felt a great unity with the ones of the north, on account of their love of freedom; and so the result was that after the battle in which Zwingli had been killed, when for a time the Catholic cantons had the supremacy, they made very reasonable, decent arrangements with the cities in the north. The cities in the north would have been stronger if they could have used their power to get solidly working together. But at that particular time, the mountain ones were stronger, and they made a fair arrangement which was maintained; and so we've had very little fighting between Romanists and Protestants in Switzerland since. Northern Switzerland is solidly Protestant, southern Switzerland is solidly Romanist, but they work together in the government. Just as an example of how they work, I think they have about five men who together occupy the office of President, and they take turns presiding. There is very little power in any executive but there is power in unity to protect themselves from outside attack. After World War II was over—in 1947—I walked across Switzerland, and you felt as if you were in a more militaristic place than I ever felt in Germany or any other part of Europe. Simply because those men—everyone has his rifle at home—and for a certain number of weeks every year they're out in the mountains doing maneuvers and practicing. They've got an army that, though it is not big, it is absolutely crack. They've got their tunnels so they can blow them up on an instant's notice; they have everything such that any nation of Europe that would attack Switzerland could conquer, because they are a small nation, but in so doing they'd lose three times as many men as the ones they meet, and every nation knows this; and Switzerland has kept out of the last two wars. But for our church history, it is tremendously important in the succeeding events, that as a result of Zwingli's activity and of his having a good man succeed him, there in northern Switzerland was an area of solid intelligent Protestantism which could be relied upon in fighting in the neighborhood, to take a firm stand that could prove useful; and if it were not for that, it is questionable if Calvin's work could have had any effectiveness at all, although intellectually Calvin was not a child of Zwingli in any sense. Yet materially, and politically, his work would have been probably impossible without the background that Zwingli and Bullinger made for him. 

So much for Switzerland. Now I want to mention two other countries. Maybe I'll even mention a third. Now these three countries which I am going to mention are countries in which, the first two of them, the Reformation got just as good a start as it did in any of the seven we've looked at so far. But they are countries in which the Reformation was completely rooted out. And at this point all we're interested in is noticing what a real good start it got. The first of these is

8. Poland. Poland is a largely flat area; that is, it reaches up to the mountains, there are high mountains on the southern and eastern borders, but on the west toward Germany, it is flat, so you step right across from Germany to Poland; there are no natural barriers. And Poland had been often a part of the empire at various times. The Poles and the Germans at this time had a great deal of intercourse, back and forth, and the Reformation had nothing to stop it from entering Poland and enter with vigor. 

a. John Alasko. was the nephew of one of the leading Archbishops in Poland and he had a good education; he came in touch with Luther's writings and became a devoted follower of Luther's teaching; he eventually went to England and gave great help to the establishment of the Reformation in England. He was one of the leaders in the early Reformation figures. In Poland, the people here and there heard about the Reformation teaching and received it gladly. By 1530 there were little groups of Protestants all over Poland. 20 years later the number of Protestants must have been at least a third, perhaps half of the people in Poland, including many of the nobility, many of the leaders. When a king was elected king of Poland, he had to give an oath, though he was a Roman Catholic, that he would do nothing to interfere with the rights of the Protestants. In the country, that was determined by the people who elected him as king of Poland. So great was the start the Reformation had in Poland, as great a start as it had in any country of Europe. As you know, the Poles are excellent in Art and Music and Aesthetics; and at that period they showed also their great intellectual ability. 

Copernicus, the man who demonstrated for our modern age that the earth goes round the sun, not the sun round the earth, whose name today is often used almost as a symbol for modern progress in thought. He was a Pole. And the Reformation was moving forward rapidly in Poland, until the counter-Reformation completely ended it. 

Today, most people don't even know there was such a thing as Polish Protestants. It is a warning for any nation not to assume that, because a nation is a great Christian nation, it will always continue so. There are subtle forces in the world that destroy Christianity if they can get a chance. And they are constantly watching, and people say "Oh it can't happen here," but it has happened in many countries, and in Poland. Protestantism eventually—we'll look at some of the details of it later—eventually was rooted out so completely from that country that for the following 300 years there was practically no Protestantism in Poland. I have heard it said that in this country [USA], among the leading criminals, there were more of Polish extraction than of almost any other race. And it would not be surprising if such a result is because they had less chance to hear the gospel than almost any other European country. It certainly is nothing against the people as a people; but it is against the fact that the Counter-Reformation was able to completely succeed in that land. But we look at that later under Counter-Reformation. Yes? [student] Counter-Reformation is not a term like "United States." It was a movement which had two purposes. One was to reform the church—in the sense of external reform—and the other was to destroy Protestantism. And of course as soon as Eck tried to get Luther excommunicated there was a start, but the start was very poor and very spasmodic for a time. Eventually it got fully underway. And that was widely due to a very great and evil man named Ignatius Loyola, who is—if you were to name the ten men who have influenced the world most, I would say Martin Luther was certainly one of the ten, but another was Ignatius Loyola—but he doesn't come on the scene for another ten or fifteen years. And there were many efforts of the Counter-Reformation which have at first a measure of success, but Ignatius Loyola is the man who really does it. Well, it is still 1530 and Loyola is just a soldier at that time who couldn't even write. At that time. 

9. Italy. And today we are no more apt to think of Italy than we think of Poland when we think of Protestantism. And I understand that the two groups from which more criminals come than any other, in the United States, are the Italians and the Poles. And I think there is no question that it is due to the fact that they have been so deprived of the gospel during the last 300 years; because some of the finest people you'll ever find anywhere come from these nationalities. But the effect has followed the complete victory of the Counter-Reformation in these two areas. I wish we had a semester to look at the Reformation in Italy alone, because it would be a most thrilling and inspiring thing to study the lives of some of those noble people in Italy who were moved by Luther's writings and by the activity of others who were influenced by Luther, and who at this time began to take a great interest in the things of the Lord.

As early as 1520 or 1521, there was formed in Italy, in Rome, an organization which called itself the Oratory of Divine Love. And this organization included men who were Cardinals and Archbishops, and men important in the papal court, who met together in order to consider the improvement of their spiritual lives. And this organization included the people in Rome who were really seriously interested in spiritual improvement rather than in sensuous pleasure as so many of the leaders of the church were. And ultimately some of these men had to flee for their lives on account of the Counter-Reformation, became Reformation leaders; but more of them, under the pressure of the situation, became leaders in the Counter-Reformation. It was not a movement that lasted very long, this Oratory of Divine Love. During the succeeding years there were individuals in Italy who, influenced by the writings of Luther and others, began preaching justification by faith, or began holding meetings; little groups, I don't mean meetings in our ordinary sense. For instance, there was a woman named 

a. Victoria Cologna. A member of one of the finest old families, one of the great old families of Rome, the Colognas, a family which had had popes from it, which had great military leaders from it; but this woman Victoria Cologna began to study the Bible and to study the writings of Reform leaders and she began to gather around her people who were similarly interested. One man who was—seems to have been—much interested is one of the greatest names in Art, 

b. Michaelangelo. And Michaelangelo became very, very friendly with Victoria Cologna; he wrote poetry which he gave to her; they wrote letters back and forth constantly, had various meetings; and it was Michaelangelo who painted the great ceiling and the ends of the Sistine Chapel, where the popes are elected. He is one of the greatest artists in all history; but it is interesting to know that he was tremendously influenced by this Victoria Cologna. I mentioned to you last time the book that was published in Italy about 1540 on the Benefits of Christ's Death, the book of which 40,000 copies were distributed all over Italy. Eventually the Counter-Reformation made it a crime to have a copy in your possession; and these books on The Benefits of Christ's Death, were burned, every one they could get ahold of. It was only in modern times one was discovered in the British Museum. So we know what was in it, but that of course again is glancing forward to the Counter-Reformation. 

Now what I wanted to bring out is how the Reformation got as good a start in Poland and Italy as in any country in the world. If it were not for the Counter-Reformation, those would be Protestant countries today just as much as Denmark or Sweden or England. Yes? [student] I was asked, when I was ordained in the Presbytery of Los Angeles, "Was Constantine's conversion genuine or not?" And I answered "I cannot judge the genuineness and sincerity of any individual. I can't tell. It's absolutely impossible. I never say to anybody, 'you are saved.' I say, 'If you receive Christ in the heart you're saved.' You can say any number of phrases or words you want, and not be saved. And there are many, many people who do not have a clear understanding of Christian truth, but who have a definite attitude of trusting in Christ alone for salvation and who are saved. It is very difficult in many, many cases to say who is a Christian, and who isn't. All we can do is to make a judgment. Personally, I would be very, very much surprised if Victoria Cologna was not a real true Christian. I would be very much surprised if she wasn't. The word "leader," perhaps is not a good word to use there, because she was not a leader in the sense of forming an organization or of writing books or giving messages, but she was a leader in the sense of inviting people to her home for discussion; and of having a tremendous influence over the people whom she entertained in her home. And she had an influence on a great many people, some of whom became very important Christian leaders in their day. But she was only one of a dozen or so, who could be picked out, who became centers of spiritual influence in different parts of Italy; for teaching which, I would say, was very really Christian, very thoroughly Christian. Some of it is much clearer in its understanding of certain basic points than certain others. But they were all movements which were not particularly interested in the idea of the adoration of the Virgin Mary, or the claims of the magical change of the bread and wine, or anything like that, but which were greatly interested in Christ and what He had done for us and how we can be united with Him, Who died for our sins. That is the very essence of Christianity. Yes? [student] I would say that it got a better start in Poland than many European nations, and I would say that it had a far better start in Poland at this early time than it had in England. And I would say that in Italy it had a very good start. Now 

10. Spain. And you can't say it had a good start in Spain. Because in Spain the emperor had succeeded in putting down the democratic movement and establishing himself as pretty much in complete control of Spain. And then in addition to that, in Spain, the Spanish Inquisition had been active for 30 years already, and more. The Spanish Inquisition is something which is very hard to defend and most Roman Catholics will try to say that it was the Spaniards alone who were to blame for it. They will say, "Well, the pope deplored the Spanish Inquisition, the pope urged the Spaniards not to be so severe with the Inquisition." That's what these books will say. Well, it's pretty hard to make much of argument for that, because the Spanish Inquisition, to get its start, had to have papal sanction, and the pope always had the right of interfering at any point with it, if he chose. It is true, though, that the Inquisition went to greater lengths in Spain than it had ever gone in Italy or any other country, before this time. And the reason for that was, to some extent, the political situation. When Isabella died, Ferdinand became King of Aragon. He found two things he didn't like. One of these things was that the Moors who held the country—the Mohammedan Moors who had held the country for hundreds of years, and had only now been driven out of large parts of it—had a great part of the wealth of the area. They were well-to-do and prosperous people; and the other thing he found was that most of the remaining wealth was in the hands of the Jews. 

And the Spanish Jew today—if you find anyone who will tell you he is a Spanish Jew—you will find someone who has a feeling that he is a bit of an aristocrat among the Jews. He is a little bit more cultured and more learned than other Jews. The Spanish Jew, their pronunciation of Hebrew is different from the Jews of northern Europe; and in Palestine it is the Spanish Jew's pronunciation which has been adopted, since Israel became a state. Most of the people there have to learn it with considerable effort. But the Spanish Jews were very wealthy—the Moors had not particularly persecuted them—and they had become very wealthy; they were the well-to-do in the land; but when Ferdinand drove out the Moorish control, he found so much of the wealth of the land in the hands of the Jews and of the Moors, that he was very anxious to get it away from them; and he introduced and enlarged the Inquisition there. This was 20 years before the Reformation began, even 30 years before. He got permission from the Pope, of course, and it was Roman Catholic monks who conducted the Inquisition; but the Inquisition in Spain, before ever the Reformation began, had been very, very severe, largely against Jews and against Moors. 

Now theoretically, a Jew or a Moor could remain a Jew or a Moor and the Inquisition could not touch them. He was not a Christian, not subject to the Inquisition. But he was subject to all sorts of political and economic injury from the government—all kinds of restrictions—it was very difficult for him. And he could get away from most of these restrictions by becoming a Christian. Doubtless many Jews and many Moors were converted to Christianity, but there probably was a still larger number that claimed to become Christians for the sake of escaping from the restrictions; and then when Ferdinand saw large numbers of people calling themselves Christians but still owning all this wealth, being as far as he could see just as much or more Jewish as they'd ever been—except that they were called Christians, and went through the mass, service, and so on—he got the Inquisition to begin serious efforts to interfere with them; and so the Inquisition would seek out people who claimed to be Christian but really were still Jews. Thus if they would find that a Jew was not doing any work on a Saturday; or that for a period of a few weeks hadn't eaten any pork; or something else which looked as if he was still subject to his Jewish beliefs; on the ground of this they would bring him to the Inquisition. And so the Inquisition, they made it almost like a great public festival when they held their auto de fé's, as they called them; they would bring out these people who had been racked and tormented and terribly tortured and had under the torture admitted their crime; they would do anything to get rid of the torture; they brought them out and burned them publicly at these auto de fé's. They'd been having them for 20 or 30 years before the time of the Reformation. So you can imagine, the very existence of that institution was a holdback on people from looking into the writings much, of this heretic up in Germany; so that it held back the start of the Reformation in Spain. 

And of course another thing would be that Charles, the emperor, when he saw Luther, had Spanish soldiers with him; and these soldiers, not knowing German, but seeing this German heretic brought in before the emperor and all that; and some of the Germans standing with him, and seeming to be against the emperor; aroused a certain antagonism in them as if this were anti-Spanish. There were all these forces to keep the Reformation from getting a good start in Spain; and yet it did get something of a start. People were reading in Luther's works, right in the emperor's palace; putting a false cover on it to hide what was inside the book, a Spanish cover, maybe some novel or some book of poetry; and inside they would have one of Luther's works and they'd be reading it there; and Luther's works were read in different sections of Spain; and little groups began to be interested in it; but the Inquisition began to search. They were Christian men, some of whom were Jews or Moors, and it didn't last long; it was wiped out quickly by the Inquisition. But it did get a little start, and if it wasn't for the forceful intervention, doubtless would have gotten a very considerable start. So there was outside of Germany, the spread of the Reformation between 1520 and 1530. [student] The Spanish Inquisition was begun before there was any such thing as Protestantism; and that the Spanish Inquisition was as bad 20 years before Protestantism began as it ever was; of course it couldn't be directed against Protestants then; there weren't any! It was directed against any form of heresy, and there were, of course, occasional deviations of who would come before it, but the bulk of them were Moors and Jews. Then, after Protestantism began, the Spanish Inquisition went on to include Protestants; but there was no great number of Protestants in Spain at any time. There were some. The Spanish Inquisition was extended by the king into other countries where there were many Protestants, but not in Spain. And they extended it to the New World here; but very soon the pope gave them orders that it should not be extended to the American Indians. I don't know why, but the Indians were exempt from it; and so it was the Spanish who were subject to it on this continent, and occasionally one of them would be burned as a heretic, but not often. It was more apt to be some Englishman or Frenchman who had landed on the coast in a shipwreck or something, or for some other purpose, and the Inquisition seized him. There were quite a number of them burned at the stake. But the Spanish Inquisition was originally directed against Moors and Jews, and there never was any great number of Protestants in Spain, largely because it prevented it, but there were some, and there were some who suffered from it. Now 

Q. Political Events and Protestant Advances in Germany, 1530-1542. And under that 

1. The Abrogation of the Edict of Augsburg. We noticed that at Augsburg where the Augsburg Confession was written, 1530, the majority there had voted that the Augsburg Confession had been answered; it had been proven false by the Catholic theologians; and the emperor had made the Edict with the approval of the majority there, that the Protestants would be given until a certain date the next spring, in which to recant and come back to full obedience to the church; that if they did not, at that date in 1531, they would then be proceeded against with arms, and the heresy would be destroyed in Germany. Now that was the emperor's desire; it was his expectation now that it be done. If he had then been able to take all his Spanish and south German forces, he would have been able to have sufficient force to put a complete end to Protestantism, I think there is no doubt of that. But during those next few months, he again had trouble with the pope. The pope had crowned him the year before as emperor; the pope had promised to support him; but behind his back the pope was dealing with the French to try to again attack the emperor, because he was afraid the emperor was getting too strong. And they were even dealing with the Turks; the Turks made a big advance, capturing most of Hungary, and threatening Austria, which was Charles' own ancestral territory, which his brother was ruling. And so the political events in the next few months made it impossible to do anything against the Protestants; and so the date that had been set came in the spring of 1531 and passed. And there was no attack made on the Protestants. Meantime the Protestants had gathered together; Philip of Hesse was anxious that they should organize themselves to protest against the attack. Various leaders were anxious to make such a union, but Luther never was very enthusiastic, and they couldn't do anything without Luther's approval, so great was his standing. Eventually, along in the session he would say, "Well, you both are the rulers of your territory. If you want to gather together to protect yourselves, that's all right, but for you to attack the emperor, the emperor is the established ruler over the whole nation, it would be wrong to attack the emperor." And they would persuade him, "We're not organizing to attack the emperor; we're organizing for our defense; and we are the rightful rulers here, we have a right to defend ourselves." Luther would say, "All right, if you want to do that, but for myself I put my trust in the Lord, not in any such union as this." But they could probably have made their organization much more effective, much stronger, quickly, if Luther had favored it rather than—he didn't actually fight against it, but he was constantly slowing it up because of his general lack of sympathy with that sort of thing. 

Luther said, "Well, if they burn me for my faith, they burn me, but I'm going to witness on this earth for the faith." That was his attitude all through. He was never one who believed in using force for the advancement of religion. I heard a man say publicly last week that Luther had burned Anabaptists. Absolutely false. Luther did not do any such thing; did not favor it at all. Luther would urge the political authorities to put down insurrection; and if there were groups which wanted to introduce nihilism and an absolute lack of government, Luther would say it was the duty of the government forces to maintain order; but Luther himself never advocated persecution for religious freedom. 
Of course, one thing that made it difficult for the emperor, even if he could now move drastically against the Protestants, was the fact that he had to have armies for fighting the Turks and preventing them from sweeping over all of Europe; and the Romanist princes, all through this area would say to the emperor, he'd ask for troops; well they'd say, "Have you got the money to pay for troops; you'd better pay me my fee for getting troops for you, and I don't know whether I can afford to spare you too many because we need them for local protection." But Luther declared the Turks are threatening to destroy Christendom; to conquer Europe and take it away from its rightful rulers, and it is the duty of every Christian to do what he can to help in the defense; and the result was that the Protestant groups were supplying troops to the emperor while the Romanist groups were making constant difficulty about it. And so Charles had to look to the Protestants for his forces to hold back the Turks. And in the two years after this, in the next Diet, Charles met the Protestant leaders with an altogether different attitude than at the Diet of Augsburg. And for the time being, he treated them with the utmost of friendliness and appreciated what they were doing, helping in the defense of the empire. He continued that for about ten years; but all the time looking for a chance to really put an end to what he considered to be against the true religion as he understood it. But for the next ten years, Charles' attitude was we want to be friends, we want to work together, we want to cooperate, and he never wanted them to say whatever the pope says is right, but he wanted one church—one empire and one church; he wanted them to be united; he didn't see why they couldn't keep the old ceremonies, he didn't see any reason for changes; but he was agreeable to have a council meet in Germany to consider religious matters, and to decide what is the proper settlement which should be made, which the whole empire would follow. That's what he wanted. And of course he had constant difficulty with the pope, because the pope, in the first place, didn't want a council at all; but second, if he did have one, he didn't want it in Germany. He wanted it where he could be sure to control it. And so as long as Clement VII lived, he kept putting the emperor off on this and kept refusing to make a council. But his successor called a General Council, but he called it in Italy where he could control it; that made Charles very indignant, and Charles refused to give any support to the Council at first; but that Council laid the foundation of what is today Roman Catholicism. And Luther always insisted on referring to his followers as men of the old church. He said we are the original Christian church; and he said this is the new church, this raising up of these superstitions and these ceremonies that have developed over a long period, and putting them in a place of importance in the church. He said we are the old church. But this, then, the Edict of Augsburg, was just forgotten. 

2. The Schmalkaldic League. Now this was named after a place called Schmalkald. where Philip of Hesse got the Protestant leaders to meet to consider means of protecting themselves, and they met there and discussed arrangements. Philip wanted to get the Swiss in on it too, but Luther wouldn't hear of that at all. The Protestants in southern Germany were inclined toward Zwingli's views, but not strongly at that time, and they got them to work with the others. And so the Schmalkaldic League was formed; it was a league of Protestant citizens to protect themselves against any attack upon their religious freedom—that is the freedom of the Protestant dukes to declare that Protestantism would be the religion in their area. And so the Schmalkaldic League became a vital force in protecting the freedom of the Protestants during this time. Now number 3: 

3. The Death of Duke George. Duke George, the cousin of the Elector Frederick, most present-day historians consider as having been an honest man who was sincerely convinced of the Romanist position. They consider him to be a man of higher caliber, higher character, than an average leader of those days. Now whether that is true or not, we are not in a position to say. It may be somewhat the reaction, the attitude of modem scholars that leads to that judgment. We do know this: that Luther thought of Duke George as perhaps the worst of the enemies of Protestantism. Duke George had seen Luther at the Leipzig Debate; he presided at the debate. When Luther said that some of the things the Hussites believed weren't so bad, he spoke out; Duke George was dead against the Hussites, and he was dead against Luther from then on. And he refused to allow Luther's works to be published or distributed in his territory. Now you couldn't prevent them from being distributed because the territory, we noticed, was a long narrow territory, with all sorts of windings; and it would have taken a large army to protect it, if you were to keep Protestant literature from coming in to the territory. But the booksellers of Leipzig—which before World War II was the book capital of the world—the booksellers of Leipzig made a petition to Duke George, to allow them to publish Luther's works; they said, to sell them. They said these are selling more than the writings of any other ten writers today put together. And we're not getting any of the profits at all. The people are bringing them in across the border. He said, "It may be profitable, but it's wicked; and we will not have it in our land at all." And he was always speaking up against Luther at the Diet, and taking a strong stand against him; and Luther in his writing refers to George in very vitriolic language, quite frequently. I read you one letter he wrote in which he said "Your Disgrace", instead of, "Your Grace." 

Well, in 1538 Duke George realized that a large part of his people had become Protestants in the actuality, even if they didn't say much about it, even if—he did not have an Inquisition or anything like that in his territory—but he allowed no public worship except Romanist worship; and he allowed none of Luther's books to be printed in his territory; but he knew that many of his people were turning to it, and his own younger brother—I suppose his brother was about 60; he himself was 68—his brother had become an ardent supporter of Luther. And Duke George felt that his own life was drawing near an end. And his son, Duke John, had no children. His son's wife had died; he had no children; and Duke George insisted that his son marry again, because he wanted to be sure that Romanism would control his area. And when Luther heard it, Luther heard that this son sent a message to Luther, he said, "Give this message to Luther from me, that if he found my father iron, he shall find me steel." When this man who was painting Luther's picture—who was painting his also—came back and told Luther that, Luther laughed, and said, "Tell Duke John to engross his mind with one thought, how? For I am well assured he will never survive his father." I don't know how Luther came to say that, but shortly afterward his health sank under a long-continued bout of intoxication and he died in his 39th year, with no children. There was another son of Duke George, but he was an invalid. However, in January 1539, Duke George had this second son married to the daughter of the Count of Mansfield, and solemnized the nuptials at Dresden, with bacchanalian rejoicing. Less than a month after the wedding, the young Duke died—the second one. Duke George fondly clung to the hope his widow might prove pregnant and so he could leave his possessions to a grandchild, even though he was only a baby, with a strongly Romanist charge, while the child was still young. But that proved false. And consequently he sent a messenger to his brother. Duke George was in poor health, and realized he didn't have long to live, he sent a messenger to his brother who was next in line. He said to Henry, he said, "Henry, I will bequeath my dominions to you if you will return to the Roman faith." Duke Henry said, "Here is Satan offering me all the kingdoms of the earth if I will fall down and worship him." And so Duke George said, "I am going to give my dominion to the emperor and to his brother King Ferdinand, who ruled in Austria and who represented Charles at the Diet whenever Charles wasn't there." And so he ordered a will prepared, which would declare that his dying wish was that his dominion all go—not to his brother—but to the emperor and to King Ferdinand. They prepared the will; they brought it to him for his signature; but he was already dying. He picked up the pen, tried to sign it, but fell over dead. So Duke George died without having carried through this very irregular thing. There might be questions raised as to its legality anyway, to take his holdings away from his relatives and give them to the emperor, but at least he hadn't signed the will. [Student] See, Charles was most interested in Spain where he was king, and in the Netherlands where he had been brought up, and so he sent his younger brother Ferdinand to take over Austria of which he was Archduke, and he turned that over to Ferdinand rather early. [student] Oh, yes, this is his grandson of that one, named after him. 

So Luther had said, "Duke George would not cease to persecute the Word of God; it gets worse and worse but I shall live to see his whole plant rooted out, and after that shall preach the gospel at Leipzig." So the evening after the Duke George's death, Duke Henry, his younger brother, entered the capital city of Dresden. The people came out to meet him for he was full of life; and they thronged about his carriages in great eagerness. They say there had never been such rejoicing in Dresden. And immediately Henry sent a special carriage with some messengers to Luther, and he said, "Come up here and preach in my territory; and he introduced the Reformation into Ducal Saxony. And so, though Luther was in poor health and had terrible ringing in his head, and felt very miserable, yet he was able to take the ride up there, and to give a short sermon that night, in the very castle in which, 20 years before, the Leipzig debate had taken place in front of Duke George. And the next morning Luther was too ill to preach, so one of his friends preached; but in the afternoon he preached in St. Thomas' church, the church in which Bach was later the organist; he preached there to an immense audience. Even the window ledges being thronged with listeners—And Duke Henry proceeded then to change the whole ecclesiastical situation in the land, introducing Protestant preachers to introduce the Reformation all through the territory. After he finished, there were still many of the former priests left; Luther said there were still 500 poisonous papists, he complained, left in the parsonages; but people were solidly Protestant by this time, although some of the nobility were dead against it, and of course there were still quite a few of the old ecclesiastical leaders left, but gradually they found it best to move on to some other territory. And so the death of Duke George resulted in a great step forward for Protestantism in that now all of Saxony was Protestant. This was 1539. And then 

4. Brandenburg, 1539. Brandenburg was a larger and more prosperous area than Ducal Saxony, to the north. It was the area which had for its capital the city of Berlin. And I see we'll have to see what happened there tomorrow. 

We were at the end of last hour, beginning 4, Brandenburg. This was another great advance for the evangelic faith; it occurred in the same year in which Duke George died and Ducal Saxony became Protestant. North of Ducal Saxony is Brandenburg, the district which had Berlin as its capital, and in this district the old elector of Brandenburg, the Duke of this area, had been against the Reformation, He had been at the Diet of Worms, and had been against the Reformation; though attracted by Luther's ability, the way Luther made his presentation. He liked that, but he did not want Luther's teaching in his territory. However, his son, who was also present at the Diet of Worms, was tremendously attracted by Luther's presentation, and so he decided to become a follower of Luther. And the old Duke's wife became a Protestant. And when she did the old Elector treated her very badly; he tried to punish her and to force her back into Roman faith; this had the result of strengthening the son's interest in the teachings of Luther. However, the father lived until 1539; when he died in 1539, his son took over, and his son immediately welcomed the Reformation into the area. Of course the people had already been greatly affected by Luther's writings which had been coming in—and by individuals who went through the territory and who presented the Reformation teaching. But now the son, as soon as he became ruler there, turned the area over completely to the Reformation. Well, I shouldn't perhaps say completely. Completely—in this sense—that in the whole area over which he ruled, the views of Luther were to be presented. He proceeded to change the order of service in the area, but not to change it as far as had been done in Wittenberg; and in was the areas where Luther was nearest. And so the teaching was changed to Protestant teaching, and the parts of the Romanist ritual that were most offensive to Protestants were removed, but more of it was kept there for the time being than in the regions further south. Also he did not become an active worker with the members of the Schmalkald League. He tried to keep more or less neutral between them and the emperor; but as far as the teaching was concerned, his area was completely open to the teaching of the Reformation. And when it came to any possibility of an attack on the Protestant faith, which would destroy their witness, he was right with them, to protect them from anything like that. Mr. Welch? [student] Brandenburg is the name of the territory. The man, very often, the ruler of an area is called by the name of his area. But as far as I know, it was always the name of the area. I noticed the Bishop of Liverpool, about 50 years ago, published a very fine Christian book. His name was J C. Ryle, but he just signed his book—his preface—Liverpool. And as an Anglican Bishop of Liverpool, he just used Liverpool for his title. And very often, men historically have taken names of places, like John Eck for instance. His name wasn't John Eck at all. Carlstadt's name wasn't Carlstadt. Those were the towns they came from. But Brandenburg is an area; it is the area in Germany in which Berlin is the capital. 

5. Secularization. Now this is a term which in later history of Germany becomes extremely important, so it is good that you have in mind an idea of what is meant by it. The first important instance of secularization was up in Prussia, north and east of Brandenburg, very early in the Reformation. There was a relative of the ruler of Brandenburg who was the head of the order of Teutonic Knights who held that territory in Prussia; early in the time of the Reformation he had changed his ecclesiastical holdings into a secular holding. He was the Head of this order of knights, and as such they ruled over this territory. He announced himself a Protestant. He married; he made himself the Duke of the area; giving feudal allegiance to the king of Poland, who was the overlord of that area at that time. And consequently the rulership became hereditary in his children. That was the first great instance of secularization, but there were a number of others. Bishops, ruling over an area, became Protestants, and changed their power into that of a Count who would rule over this section. Or an Archbishop who changed it into that of a Duke; it began to look as if the ecclesiastical electors—the men who by virtue of high church position had positions among those who would elect the emperor—as if all of them were going to secularize their territories. Two or three of them did. And it looked as if all would; and this caused the emperor Charles to become very much discouraged. Because Charles knew that if they all did, then the Protestants would have a majority in the Electors who elected the emperor and the next emperor would be a Protestant. 

And Charles of course would give anything to prevent that from happening. And so as he saw things moving in that direction, he began to work quietly behind the scenes in every possible way to prevent it; and in the end he resorted to force of arms, to prevent this possible secularization. In fact, this same process was the sparking cause of the Thirty Years War in the next century which ravaged Germany; some say half the people died in the course of the 30 years. It was a most terrible thing; but this was the big problem, secularization. The Archbishop of Cologne for instance—the elector of Cologne, who had been very much against Luther at the Diet of Worms—had gradually become more sympathetic to the Reformation; by 1540 he was actually encouraging preachers in the churches in his area to preach definite Reformation messages. And under these circumstances it seems very likely that he would quite soon change his power into that of a Duke, and make the region entirely Protestant, and then there would be another Protestant Elector when the next emperor would be elected. 

6. Discussion. This title refers to part of the policy of the Emperor Charles. We notice that Charles in 1530 had been intending to proceed with force to destroy Protestantism. He did not do that, because of renewed attacks of the church which had to be met, renewed doubts as to whether he could depend upon the pope to stand with him, and the constant danger of attack by the king of France, which did come every now and then. These things made it necessary for him not to have a war on his hands in Germany while he was fighting outside. And in addition to that, as we've noticed, his best troops—aside from his Spanish troops, his best—German troops, came from the Protestants. Because the Romanist leaders were actually, most of them, far less patriotic and far less ready to support the emperor than the Protestants were. The Romanist dukes were, like Charles himself, looking out for their personal advantage. But the Protestant troops, under Luther's leadership, were trying to do their part as good citizens; and one part of that was to help protect the land from the Turks—and from the French if the French should attack. And consequently it was impossible, during the period from 1530 until along in the 1540's, for Charles to start an attack on the Protestants with much hope of defeating them. In fact, early in this period, there had been a case where Charles' own brother, Ferdinand, who was the Archduke of Austria, had seized a territory in Germany, called Wurttemberg. I'm not going to ask you to remember details about it, but just as an illustration of the power which the Protestants were coming to have. Ferdinand had seized Wurttemberg on some excuse, after the death of the duke, and made it part of his own domain. The Protestants took the part of the nearest relative of the duke who had died, attacked Wurttemberg, and drove out Ferdinand, the brother of the emperor; they drove him out of the land and established the next relative of the previous duke, who was a Protestant, in control, and Wurttemberg has been one of the great Protestant centers in Germany ever since. Our German Bibles mostly come from there. It has been one of the great centers of Bible publishing and missionary work. But the very brother of the emperor was driven out. Now of course Charles recognized that his brother was illegally there. He had seized it, but he would have gotten away with it if it wasn't for quite a group of Protestant princes driving him out; but legally he didn't have a right to be there, and he would be in a bad position—Charles would—to make an issue of the empire over that. But the fact that even the brother of the emperor could be driven out of a territory he had seized—by the Protestant power—shows how it was really something to reckon with. So Charles decided to get what the Protestants said they wanted, a Council for Germany—a free Council, religious council—to represent all parts of Germany, and to discuss the matters and see what the religious arrangement should be. 

Charles had tried to get the pope to agree to that, but the pope had too much sense to agree with that; because he knew if he did, his own power would be destroyed in Germany. And so the pope kept putting him off with excuses of one sort or another, and when eventually the pope called a council—pope Clement VIII, he called it in Italy. When the next pope called one, he called it in Germany; but in a section of Germany which was just two miles from Italy, and had big mountain ranges between it and all the rest of Germany. A section which today is a part of Italy, the town of Trent, but then it could be called Germany, because it was just across the border, in southern Austria. So the plan of getting a General Council, which Charles had kept working on, just didn't happen. Eventually when the pope called the Council down in Trent, Charles knew that a council there would be so much under the pope's control that it wouldn't satisfy the Protestants, and the Protestants were not even to attend it. So Charles tried an informal way of doing the same thing. In the year 1540 and 1541, Charles had, in connection with certain meetings of the Diet, he had three discussions held. In these Discussions—that is, within the course of about two years—there were these three different times when these discussions were held. Charles was not personally present at the Discussions, but he arranged to have them held; and in these discussions the Romanists put forward three representatives and the Protestants put forward three representatives; these representatives discussed all the points for a series of several days. And the idea was to try to see if they couldn't agree. Something like Khrushchev's idea of a summit conference. You might say, if you can only get the pope and—who was it, was it Nehru or one of these men, said, "You ought to put Eisenhower and Khrushchev together in a room and leave them there till they came to an agreement." 

The idea was, we'll get together—certain representatives of both—and we'll find out that we don't disagree so much, and often that's the case. Very often we have divisions and disagreements where the differences are very slight. I remember hearing of one case 200 years ago, in the United States here, where the churches in Scotland, there was a small church had broken away from the main church of Scotland, and in this small church there occurred a division—a division in the small church, small denomination in Scotland—was over this question. There was an oath, called the Burgher Oath, which all ministers were required to take in Scotland, and this oath was that they would be obedient to the religious arrangements which were established. Well, some people said, "We cannot possibly take the Burgher Oath!" Others said, "Yes, the arrangements established we understand to be the ones God established in His Word, and so we can accept that." And so they differed on the interpretation of it, but the denomination in Scotland split into two groups. Well, the group that was the anti-Burgher Oath, so-called, some of their people came to America, good godly people, wonderful Christian people; and they had a church down in Maryland or Virginia, somewhere down in that area, they had quite a nice church which was in association with the other churches of this small denomination in Scotland. Then some people from the Burgher group, the group that was willing to take the Burgher Oath in Scotland, agreeing in every other detail of doctrine except this, moved to America; they came to be in the same area, found this church which preached the very doctrines they believed in, and they began to go to it. And they were received as members, and then the word of this got back to Scotland. And the people in Scotland in the anti-Burgher church, sent word over here to the church here which was part of their denomination and they said, "You have received as members those who belong to this Burgher group; you will have to get rid of these members, or you can't be a part of our denomination, because we are against the Burgher Oath." Well of course in America there was no Burgher oath; so far as this country was concerned it was purely a matter of theory. But the insistence upon it meant that this family had to worship God by themselves; they could not take part in the services, because of the disagreement of opinion on something that only affected Scotland and had nothing in the world to do with anything in America. Now there are plenty of divisions like that among Christian people; and when you get such divisions, if you could only get together and talk it over, and see how much of it is purely a recollection of historical things which have nothing to do with the present, or how much of it there is that matters, or on which we actually hold the same view even though we express it differently, you can iron out things that unnecessarily keep Christians apart. 

But when you have a big difference of viewpoint, like you had between Protestants and the Romanists in Germany at that time, discussion won't solve the matter. You have to see what the issues are and make up your mind which you believe in, and stand on that side. 

But the men discussing understood that what the emperor wanted was for them to get together; they were not there to attack each other; they were there to try to find points of agreement. So they loyally set to work to find all the points of agreement they could. And in one of these conferences they came up with a statement of justification by faith which they all agreed on; the Romanist representatives said, "We believe that"; the Protestants said, "We believe that." But they were interpreting it in different ways. And if you took what they really meant, they were poles apart; but they found a statement that they could stand together on. So it really didn't accomplish anything, because the followers of both were pretty indignant. They said, "We are willing to take this statement but we are not willing to take it the way those people mean it." And you have signed this, but it doesn't prove anything; it doesn't accomplish anything. So that these discussions, into which Charles put a lot of energy and a lot of time into trying to work them out, in the end they didn't accomplish anything. But they were the effort that Charles made to get the Protestants and the Romanists together. And there is an interesting thing that happened at one of these discussions. Luther of course couldn't go to these discussions, because he was under the ban of the empire, he was an outlaw; but Melancthon took part in nearly all of them. And at one of these discussions, there was a young Frenchman who was pastor of the church of French refugees in Strasbourg, which is a town on the edge of Germany. And this young Frenchman, who was pastor of this group of French refugees, in Strasbourg, was present at this discussion. He made certain suggestions to the Protestant representatives, which impressed them as very accurate and showing a very clear understanding; and one of the Protestant representatives was so impressed by this young Frenchman's suggestions that he became very friendly with him, and the two became very intimate and established a friendship which lasted until the very end of their lives. This young Frenchman's name was John Calvin. And John Calvin, as a result of one of these Discussions, became a very close friend of Melancthon. In fact, so close that toward the end of Melancthon's life he was bitterly attacked in Germany and called a crypto-Calvinist, a secret Calvinist. I don't think that's a proper term to apply to Melancthon at all, but the two became very close friends and kept on quite a steady correspondence. And that was a result of these Discussions which certainly had definite results affecting the Christian church. 

But as far as accomplishing Charles' purpose was concerned, the Discussions actually accomplished nothing. Now we might say just a word about 

7. Brunswick. Brunswick I mention as another case where Protestant power proved to be too great for the local Romanists. This was about 1540; but in Brunswick there was a duke, Duke Henry II, who had become duke in 1514 and at once put his own brother in prison and kept him there for ten years. He had lived with his neighbors in constant strife. When the League of Schmalkaldians met, he wouldn't even allow their representatives to go through his territory to get there. When they went through anyway, he shot at them with cannons. He was accused of hiring agents to set fire to buildings in Saxony and Hesse, in which 300 men lost their lives. He was outwardly professing the Catholic religion but he mocked one of its most sacred rites by pretending that his mistress, Eva von Trot zu Solz, had been buried—pretending she was dead, he had her buried—and then for years afterward kept her hidden away in the castle, although everybody was supposed to think she was dead and buried. He was a man whom the people in the neighborhood didn't have any use for, but he was one of the Catholic champions in that area. And the Protestants in the area found themselves in considerable controversy with him. 

He attacked John Frederick—that is, he spoke against him very very strongly—against John Frederick, the Elector of Saxony. Remember the old Elector Frederick had died; his brother John succeeded him, and this John Frederick is his son. Henry spoke against John Frederick, and wrote against him, so John Frederick wrote an answer; and the type of language they used in their discussions in those days is well-brought out in the title here. John Frederick's answer was entitled: The True, Wise, Well-founded, Christian and Right Answer of the Serene Prince John Frederick against the Shameless, Galburnian, Mendacious Libel of that Hard, Godless, Cursed, Slanderer, that Wicked Barabbas, Whoremaster who calls himself Henry the Youngest. So when Henry answered he entitled his, The Considerable, Well-grounded, True, Godly and Christian Reply of the Serene Prince Henry the Younger to the False, Lying, Shameless Libel Vomited Forth against the said prince by that Godless, Infamous, Hard, Heretical, sacrilegious, Cursed, Wicked and Pander who calls himself John Frederick of Saxony. Well, Luther was good friends with John Frederick of course, the Elector of Saxony; and the Elector was rather stout—quite stout—and there was a character in an old German folk story called Jack Stocking; this man's name was John Frederick and he, being quite stout, Luther used to jokingly call him Jack Stocking. And Henry of Brunswick heard about this and in his criticism of John Frederick he said that even Frederick's good friend Luther calls him Jack Stocking. So Luther said, "Well, I call him that in fun, but he said the real Jack Stocking is the Duke of Brunswick." So Luther wrote a book against the Duke of Brunswick. And in this book he called the book, Against Jack Stocking, and that is one of Luther's strongest writings of all he ever wrote. He proved by a history of the division that Henry's charge of calling them heretics and rebels is wrong. He said "The Romanists are the real heretics!" He calls for a parody of a popular song called Poor Judas, and he said about that: "Jack Stocking, oh wicked Hank, what have you done to slay so many men by fire? For this you will suffer great pains in hell and be Lucifer's companion forever." That was the way he ended his book. But the book had a great sale; it was widely distributed and increased the feeling of the people around about the Duke of Brunswick; and eventually the Protestant leaders in the area attacked Brunswick and drove out the duke, and the people of the area were very glad indeed, to become a Protestant region. But when such things as this were happening in various areas, we can easily see how Charles was disturbed. He felt that his life work was to keep the unity of the seamless robe of Christ. He wanted to keep the church together. There is one emperor, there should be one church. He did not want division in the church and he was willing to move away from the papal views on non-essential points; but he wanted the church to become more united, and for that he would fight. And of course he was also standing for enough of the papal points to make it absolutely impossible for the church that he wanted to be a church that would be satisfactory to the Protestants. Yes? [student] Yes, now those things are very hard to decide with any individual. Even with Christians you find varying forces in the mind. And often the person himself cannot assess properly his motives. Sometimes when people are most anxious in promoting something, there is a motive of personal vanity or personal praise, or something, that enters into it. I don't think it can be denied, that Charles was a man who had a very great element of sincere devotion to an idea. And that ideal includes the maintenance of one empire and one church. And that church—he had been raised in the teaching of the man who later became pope Adrian VI—and he was devoted to a considerable part of the teaching which is today held by the Roman church. There are many of the present-day superstitions that he either knew nothing about, or which perhaps hadn't even begun at that time, or in which he had no interest. But he was devoted to enough of them that he certainly was sincerely, I think, opposing Luther's viewpoint. But more than that, he was sincerely interested to keep one church, one united church in the empire. I don't think that we can doubt that was a sincere desire of Charles to which he devoted many, many years of effort, and struggle; he tried his best to advance it. Now Charles is a character, one of the better types of character in that period. I think there is no question about that. He had his faults—great faults—but he certainly, compared with this duke of Brunswick, was a very paragon of excellence. One story they tell about Charles is that in the course of one of his wars—he was constantly engaging in wars all over Europe and very active in them. He was not a great genius by any means, but a man of perhaps average ability; but a man who worked very hard; and in one of his wars, the army was encamped in a certain place, and they had been making their arrangements there and getting ready to move forward to another section; and just as they began to take down the tents, Charles noticed that during the couple of weeks they had been there, a bird had made a nest in the top of his tent—of his imperial tent—and in that the eggs had hatched and this bird had little ones there in the nest which was right on the top of Charles' beautiful imperial tent. And they couldn't take down the tent without wrecking the family life of these birds. And Charles said, "Leave the tent there; don't bother the birds." So he bought a new tent and went off and left that tent there for the birds. Now this simply shows an aspect of his character which was much regarded by some people of the day, though there was much about him they didn't like. Another thing about Charles you can't help liking: when Charles finally did conquer all of Germany—when he held all of Germany in his hand, could do anything in the world he wanted to with it, for a time—he had absolute control, with these Spanish soldiers holding everything; his army came into Wittenberg, overcame the opposition, got into the city, and he came into the church where Martin Luther was buried, and there he saw the tomb with the monument to Martin Luther, in the church of Wittenberg—Luther had died just the year before—and people said to him, remembering how John Wyclif who had the same teachings as Luther, 150 years before in England, 20 years after his death, his body had been dug up and burned and the ashes thrown into the ocean by the orders of the Council of Constance. In fact 100 years later, Oliver Cromwell—the great Protector of England, perhaps the greatest ruler and the finest man who ever ruled in England in its whole history—when Charles II came back into England, they dug up Oliver Cromwell's body which had been buried for two years then; and they put it up on a gallows over London, and left it there, for everyone to see, until it disintegrated. And that sort of thing was done in those days. But when they said to Charles who was completely victorious, they said, "Dig up the body of this heretic and destroy it," Charles drew himself up and said, "I fight with the living, not with the dead!" And Luther's body lay there undisturbed. But there probably was no man Charles had ever detested more than he did Luther. But his body lay there undisturbed and does to this day. 

So it is the people that do the most to advance the cause of Satan—and not the utterly wicked people—they are the people who have much good about them, and therefore have qualities of strength which, turned in the wrong direction, can result in the accomplishment of evil. 

8. Charles Decides to Destroy the Reformation by Force. Now Charles had decided to do this, as you know, two or three times earlier, and conditions had made it impossible to carry it out; but now Charles is an older man, a more skilful man, and he watched very carefully for an opportunity of dividing the Protestants. The Protestants were standing together quite nicely, but if he could make a division among them; if he could find someone among them to whom he could make promises and detach him from the rest; or someone whom the rest would come to dislike and he could win to his cause, someone like that. So he was wanting to divide the Protestants; in addition, he was wanting to unite the Romanists, and that was a tough job. Because the most strongly Romanist prince in Germany was the Duke of Bavaria. And the Duke of Bavaria and the Duke of Austria were right next to each other and always constant rivals. Each of them was striving to get some of the other's territory. Consequently, the Bavarian group was among the most hostile people in Germany to Charles personally, even though he was strongly Romanist. And Charles wanted to heal the breach so they would stand with him against Protestantism. Well, he set to work and managed to heal that breach. He also had to get an arrangement with the pope, so that he could trust the pope not to turn against him. And he got the pope to agree to stand with him against the Protestants. The Turks were held back, so they were not a menace for the time being. The king of France was in a situation where he would not be expected to intervene and make trouble. Charles worked very carefully over a period of years to bring all things into just the right situation. And when the time, he made his attack and conquered all of Germany. 

But that comes after Luther's death. We want, before getting to that, to have more about Luther's accomplishments during the last fifteen years of his life. So we will call R: 

R. Building the Church. And under that, is what was, after all, the most important thing in building a true church. 

1. Bible Translation. I have mentioned to you that Luther, shortly before his death, was told by a printer, that they would get out after his death, a new edition of all his works. It takes about a hundred volumes to include all of Luther's works. Because he wrote a tremendous lot, he was constantly writing, and much of it is of very high quality. But when they said that, Luther said, "No, don't waste time and money getting out an edition of my writings. Put your time on the Bible, that's what matters." And then, after Luther hesitated a minute, he said, "Well, I wish you would keep what I wrote on The Bondage of the Will." But that was an afterthought. Luther's great zeal was for the Bible. So Bible translation was certainly one of the greatest contributions that Luther made. It is most remarkable that a man, who is so outstanding in the political development, or the general ecclesiastical development, and so important in so many ways in the active events of the time, should also have been such a great leader in Bible translation. It simply indicates again the fact that in Luther there was one of the great geniuses of the world's history. He was a man of tremendous energy and of very, very great ability. I have mentioned to you how Luther began his translation in the Bible, and how—it's hard for me to think of most people getting a work like this done under the circumstances he was under then. Most of us would be so excited we wouldn't be able to calm our minds enough to get down to a careful scholarly production. But that is what Luther did; not merely this, but other jobs at the same time, while he was there in the Wartburg. 

This is not the first translation of the Bible into German. Sometimes that impression is given and the Romanists are very, very happy when they can prove that claims that Luther made the first German Bible or that Tyndale made the first English Bible are wrong; that various people had made translations of it before, or very substantial parts, into those languages. The Protestants have not been the only ones who have made Bible translations by any means—nor the first ones who have rejected it—but they certainly have had far greater interest in it than the Romanists; because to the Romanists, it is like the Constitution of the United States. Something that stands up there as our solid main authority, but nobody can tell what it says unless the Supreme Court tells you and you have to take whatever they say even if you looks to you to be the opposite of the truth. That's their attitude towards the Bible. 

So the average Romanist is very little interested in the Bible. There are individual Romanist priests who do great work in Bible translation and Bible study; but probably the average one is not much interested. But Luther was tremendously interested in getting the Bible into the language of the people, so that they would be able to get his great teachings and have a fair idea of just what it meant. So he faced the problem of Bible translation. And in his day those problems were far greater than for anybody today, because first you had to make a language into which to put it. Of course, there was a German language, but it was split up into about 50 dialects; and people speaking one of these dialects could not understand the people speaking another. Even today, there are parts of England in which it is difficult for the people of one section to understand another. I don't know, of course, they could do better than I; but when I went up to a policeman in London, and asked him how to get to a certain place, he talked to me for five minutes, telling me just how to get there, and I couldn't understand two words of it! And the best I could do was to think well you start in this direction, so I said, "Oh, over this way." Then I thought I'd start and ask somebody else. "Oh yes," he says, and then he gave the whole thing over again, and I had to stand there again; I had to stand there and wait, and I was in a hurry to get there. But I just couldn't understand a single word that he said. I can understand most of the English people; but especially for those who are limited to one area, and don't have much connection with people from another area, they develop these dialectical habits. That happens in any country where people stay put, without moving around. Of course people move much more today, but during the Middle Ages these dialects were everywhere. Now you take the United States, you have great differences between New England, New York, and sections around here [Pennsylvania], and Maryland and further south, which developed mainly before the great increase in transportation of the last 100 years. You don't have anything like this in the west. But you have it all over Europe. 

Well now, Luther had this problem: he wanted the Bible understood all over Germany. And he had always been interested in words and languages and was familiar with the different languages, and the speech of the people in different areas. And he tried to pick words that would be understandable; he tried to pick particular usages and types of idioms that would be understandable.

Then of course the Bible became the most popular book in Germany; it, in turn, strengthened these features in the languages of the different areas. So it became the foundation of the modern German Language. It was a great literary production, the Bible that Luther translated; but Luther's interest was not in literary production; his interest was in something that would fairly give a picture of what the Bible really said, as well as you can in another language. He knew, of course, as everyone knows of any translation, that it is impossible to make an exact translation of anything from one language into another. Words do not exactly correspond, nor do manners of expression. 

I saw a writing once, speaking about the inspiration of the Bible, in which it said, "Verbal inspiration is proven by the fact that Jesus built a whole argument on the fact that a word in the Hebrew was in the present tense. Because Jesus said, 'it says, I am the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and in the KJV the word "I am" is in italics.'" Of course, that italics in the KJV means that it is not in the original. So that if Jesus built his whole argument on the word "I am" he is building it on something that isn't in the original at all. But in addition to that, there is no present tense in the O. T., as I trust you all know. There is no present tense. There is a perfect and an imperfect. There is the participle which can be present, past, or future depending on the context. There is no such thing as a present in real ancient Hebrew. That means that we have to make a distinction in the light of context, because in English we have to make it present or past; there is no other way we can do it; we have to make a decision in the light of context. They don't have a present tense as we do. We don't have a singular pronoun as they do. They have 'thou' and 'you' for singular and plural; we have nothing like it in English. And of course in the misunderstanding of many people today there has grown up a new idea of English in which the old simple pronoun 'thou' which just means one person—nothing more—has come to mean something special and something that is considered today as very reverent to speak to anyone, to call them 'thou.' I was reading in a service the other day, in Matthew 16, where Jesus said, speaking to Peter: "Get thee behind me, Satan, for thou savorest not of the things of God." I wondered whether Jesus was showing reverence toward Satan or toward Peter when he used the word "thou." But of course to the translators of the English Bible, "thou" just meant he was talking to one person. There is nothing in the world that is reverent about "thou" any more than about "you". But new ideas attach to words from time to time, and different phases of the meaning of words develop. Languages are constantly changing. Luther knew you can't make a translation that exactly represents the original, and if you're going to make a theological argument to really prove, you've got to do it in the original. You read the Scripture, and compare Scripture with Scripture, you can get all the great doctrines, simply from the Bible, in the language of the people, if it is a good honest translation. 

And Luther did not feel that he could dash off a translation and be done with it. He spent a certain amount of time at first, and then all the rest of his life, working on Bible translation. He got out—he translated the N. T. in the Wartburg. Now of course he had been lecturing on book after book of the N. T. He had studied a tremendous amount of exegetical writing, so it isn't that the whole work was done there at the Wartburg. But he gathered together the results of his studies and of his thoughts, and he got out a translation which was published as soon as he came back from the Wartburg; this had a tremendous influence, not only all over Germany, but all over Europe. And in the original KJV it says on the front cover that it is carefully compared with the Deutsche, but it means German. But that is on the cover of the original KJ Bible. So you see Luther's translation had a tremendous influence on the translators of the KJV—and in fact on the people in every land, every nation. Tyndale who made the first great translation of the N. T. in 1526, that stands as background to the KJ Bible, himself studied Luther's version very, very carefully. So it had tremendous influence on our English Bible. But Luther didn't merely publish a N. T. in 1522 or 23, he got out edition after edition afterward. And through the rest of his life he was constantly looking for ways of making improvements in it, in order to give a truer presentation in the language of the people of his day, of what the Bible means. And of course, Luther wasn't satisfied to translate the N. T. As soon as he got back to Wittenberg, though he had this series of sermons to give, and to reestablish order there and in the whole area around, and he was mixed up in a hundred things, every week he managed to get in many hours of work in translating the Old Testament. The N.T. came out about 1522 or 23; I don't know how soon he had the whole O. T. ready, but every week, one evening, he would have some of the other scholars in Wittenberg meet with him, for the purpose of discussing together the translation of the O. T. And when they came to the book of Leviticus, they went down to the butcher shop, and they got the butcher to take the cow that had just been killed and to show the different organs in it, in order that they should not just translate words in Leviticus about the sacrifice, but they would know what these meant; what the different parts were of the cow that would be referred to in connection with the sacrifice, And everything like that that Luther translated, he tried to study into that particular phase of it and to see what he could learn in order to make as accurate a translation as possible into the German of his day. It would be enough work for a lifetime, for the average person, to do a translation of either the Old or New Testaments. Luther made a marvelous job translating both of them, and kept revising both of them, and improving on them right to the very end of his life. And this is a contribution enough to the Christian Church, to make any man one of the great heroes of Christian history. But to Luther it seemed like a side issue in line with other things he did. And of course if he hadn't done the other things, probably his Bible translation wouldn't have become known—wouldn't have had much success. 

But this is one of Luther's greatest contributions towards the building of the church in his day—his Bible translation. He worked to get simple clear language which would give an idea—as near as possible—what the original meant. Now this was, I think, in a way, harder to translate into German than into English. Because in German there is a more or less fixed word order, and it is utterly different from the order of Hebrew. So you have to make more changes in order than in translating into other languages. One of the hardest jobs I ever had in my life was when I first went as a student to the University of Berlin; I took a course in a seminar in Deuteronomy. And a professor of O. T. there said in this class, there were only 60 present, he said, "Now I want it understood, this is a seminar, this is a very advanced course in Hebrew." He said nobody is allowed to stay in this course who doesn't know Hebrew just as well as you know Latin. Of course to an American student that would be no challenge; but the German students, having learned Latin thoroughly in High School and being very familiar with Latin, it really meant a high standard for them. But I found in this course in Deuteronomy I could look at the Hebrew—it's not too difficult Hebrew—and I could give it right off in English, fairly easily. I could, if I had it in English, it wouldn't be too hard to translate it from English into German, but to go directly from the Hebrew into German I found was a tremendously difficult thing to do. There are just so many changes; you're doing two jobs. 

Well, Luther had the task of building his language and then of translating the O.T. into a very different sort of a language; and he remarked on the great difficulty of making the Hebrew into German, but he did a marvelous job of it; and Luther's translation, occupies a place to this day, in the German church, like the KJ does in ours. It is archaic in its language now, like our KJ, but it had a marvelous influence all through the years. This was Bible translation. 

2. Luther's Catechism. Luther felt he wanted his Bible that everyone could read it and study it, and it could be used everywhere; but he wanted the ordinary person to know the great doctrines; and he wanted the little children to learn the great doctrines; and he didn't want the little child to have to study through the Bible to try to find out the most important doctrines that are vital; he wanted them eventually to get them that way, but he wanted them to have a means of getting a grasp on them now. So Luther wrote a little catechism and a longer catechism. And he worked on these catechisms, to make them statements in simple language of the great doctrines: of how we can be saved through Christ; of who Christ is; and of what He has done for us. And his catechisms were worked out in such a way that they became a tremendous force in Germany and in Lutheran churches, right down till modernism began to infiltrate the churches so much. They were a tremendous force in making the great teaching of the Bible about our salvation clear and intelligible to the average child; and many a child in Germany within the last two or three hundred years has learned these statements of evangelical truth as a child, without much idea what they mean. And then in the midst of their lives, some of these words have come back into their minds—and this clear understanding of Biblical truth they had ground into their minds as a child—and many of them have been converted by this in their mind; and some have become great missionary leaders as a result of this teaching that Luther had worked out in his catechism. 

We will have an extremely important test in this course a week from this morning. This test covers everything that we have said in class and that has been assigned. Certain very important parts of Church History we are not mentioning in class, or barely mentioning, but I assigned you reading on it. But most will be covered in that test; and this class will not have any lectures next week. The test will be on Wednesday, and the next lecture after today will be one week from next Monday. 
Speaking yesterday about R, Building the Church, and under that 1, Bible Translation, one of the reasons why Luther most deserved to be remembered. Perhaps we might right this minute say just a word about Luther's attitude toward the Bible. I'm not sure whether there is much that needs to be said beyond what we've already said; but just to draw it together would be worthwhile. You remember that when Luther appeared before the Papal Legate, the legate said, "Retract!" Luther said, "Show me by reasonable arguments based on Scripture that I am wrong and I will gladly retract." For Luther the basis of knowledge in religious things was the Bible. Later when he stood before the emperor at Worms, he said, "Anything contrary to the Bible I will gladly retract; anything that is not dealt with in the Bible I may very well be mistaken on, and am willing to retract if you desire." But he said, "There is much there that is simply the presentation of that which is in the Bible, and anything in the Bible I cannot take back, I must stand upon it because it is God's truth." That was Luther's attitude toward the Word of God; the Word of God was the authority, whatever it said was true, I think he was pressing an interpretation far beyond what context requires, or reasonable interpretation requires, when he said, "This is my body," and refused to shake hands with Zwingli. But nevertheless it again shows his attitude toward the Scripture; the Scripture was the final authority, and what he found in the Scripture he must stand upon, no matter whether it sounds reasonable or not to other people. Today, naturally everybody praises Martin Luther; and that is true of any great man, after he is dead; everybody praises him. John Wesley, in the middle of his life, was condemned and criticized and had rocks thrown at him; everything in the world was done to him to injure him and hurt his work; towards the end of his life he said, "It is remarkable how everybody is friendly with me, everybody praises me." For men who succeed, that is usually the result. 

Even when people cast aside his doctrines they continue to praise the man; and in the case of Luther modernists have written books praising him. This book, Life and Letters of Martin Luther, here, which is one of the most interesting presentations of Luther's life that I know of, was written by an absolute modernist who has absolutely no sympathy with Luther's views. But the man is praised, the man being so very important in the foundation of all our modem church life; naturally, those who depart from his views like to try to make it look as if he would agree with them. So you find people saying today that, "Well, Luther and Calvin, they gave up an infallible church but they didn't go far enough, they kept an infallible Bible." And of course the fact of the matter is, they stood on the infallible Bible; it was on account of that they could not have an infallible church. It wasn't that they moved in the direction of modernism at all. But many try to make out that Luther and Calvin took an attitude somewhat like that of modernists and neo-orthodox today toward the Bible. And anyone who would read much of the writings of either of these men, and see his attitude toward Scripture: that anything Scripture says is true and dependable, would very soon see how ridiculous it is to try to advance Luther and Calvin as arguments for a loose attitude toward the dependability and authority of Scripture. But in the case of Luther, there are a few quotations which can be taken from him, which can be used, and are tremendously used by the modernists in order to try to support this view. And that's easier to do with Luther than with almost anyone. 

Luther wrote about 100 volumes; the amount of writing he did was tremendous, and he wrote on all sorts of religious subjects. And from all these volumes that he wrote, there is hardly anything that can be quoted to suggest that he had any sort of a loose attitude toward Scripture. One of the most popular books of Luther's views—one which has been reprinted over and over and over, gone through many editions—is not a book that Luther wrote at all. It is called Luther's Table Talk. Luther at Wittenberg, had this big place—the old Black Monastery, as they called it; the Elector gave to him, and he lived there. And most anybody who came through was entertained, given hospitality. They had a big table, and the meals were served; and whoever the guests were—there might be quite a group—and Luther would sit at the table, and would read and study, and work, and he might pay little attention to the guests. Then he'd start to talk and when Luther got to talking he just rambled on, because he loved to talk and he had an appreciative audience; and he had people, toward the end of his life, who so admired him that anything he said they were tremendously interested in hearing it. At different times there were two individuals who tried to listen just as closely as they could; and then the minute the meal was over, they'd go up to their rooms and write out everything they could remember. They later published what they called Luther's Table Talk. It was their recollection of things they heard him say at the table. Quite a bit of what we know about Luther's early life is based upon the remarks that people heard him make at the table; and in this Table Talk he rambled over all sorts of subjects. You're already familiar with this about Luther: that Luther used strong language. When he saw something he thought was wrong, he spoke out against it. And then when he'd see the opposite error, he'd speak out against that equally strongly. You could think that from the way he spoke against something that he was way over here; and from the way he spoke about this, that he was way over there; but actually, on most things he had a good sane reasonable position; but he struck out in any direction against anything he thought was wrong. And the result of this is that, on many subjects you'll find a very strong statement of Luther which might make you think he stood as a great extremist on the subject; but you have to put it together with his other statements. 

Well, regarding his attitude toward the Scripture there are very little that can be quoted that would even suggest that he did not hold the view of Scripture that it is the infallible Word of God and absolutely free from error. But there are a few statements which have been quoted over and over; and most of them apply to the book of James. One of them is this, "The book of James is an epistle of straw." Another one is, "The epistle of James, I'd throw that into the Tiber." Now these two statements that he made about the epistle of James lead some people to say, "Oh, Luther didn't have this fundamentalist idea toward the Bible; Luther considered himself worthy, able to judge of the Bible; what he liked, he praised and held, and when something like James didn't fit in with his viewpoint, he just cast it aside." But if that was the case, if he had ever cast James aside, how does it come about that when Luther published his translation of the Bible, it included James? And when he issued edition after edition of the Bible, it included James every time. And when Luther said, "Here is the Word of God; that's what I stand upon; destroy all my writings, forget what I have done. The Bible is what matters. It alone is the source of truth. Everything else has error mixed with truth. It alone is Truth." That Bible which he republished over and over always included James. In view of that fact, it is ridiculous to say that he questions the canonicity of James, or that he thought that James was not a part of the Word of God. We have to fit the things together, and the only reasonable way to fit them together is that what Luther meant was, for building our Christian life we need the solid foundation of the Gospel teaching which is made so clear in most of the N. T. books. Now you go on into the Christian Life you find much of tremendous value in James, but for the foundation—which is the present argument, which was the big thing that Luther was engaged in dealing with mostly—as far as that was concerned, James was an epistle of straw; it was an epistle which dealt with another aspect rather than that which in his particular situation was most important. And when you say, "I'd throw it into the Tiber," that was his way of saying, "Well, the Romanists claim to build their doctrine on James but we've got all the rest of the N. T." But he wasn't saying we reject James at all. I am sure he would have given a good reasonable explanation if he had been asked, of how it was that he stood on the whole word and yet that he did not feel that James contradicted the other? Of course, whether James contradicts Paul is a matter for introduction or for exegesis rather than for Church History. But the argument I am presenting now is simply proof that he did not consider that it contradicted. Yes? [student] I couldn't say. That is an interesting question. I think what I mentioned about the Scripture proves his attitude toward it, and in view of that I'd be very much surprised if he didn't. But I'd just have to look into that. Mr. Lyra? [student] The German Bible to this day and the English Bible, mostly—up to 100 or 150 years ago—in addition to having the Old and New Testaments, had in between in smaller type, the books which the Roman Catholics consider inspired and which we do not. And these books are headed with the title, "Books which are not inspired but which are valuable for reading." So that in turn would definitely show that Luther did not consider it to be an inspired book. But they were books which were in the Latin edition which people had been using. And don't forget this, the so-called O. T. Apocrypha are not bad books. They are books of Jewish writing, and are books which contain a tremendous amount which is good. There are the Apocryphal N. T. books, so-called, which are bad books; they contain that which is harmful. The apocryphal books, as we call them, in the O.T. are books written by pious Jews, they are good books; but they're not inspired; they're not authoritative. And Luther very sharply separates them from the books that he considered to be inspired. When Queen Elizabeth [II] was crowned, they wanted to be sure it was done legally—in England—so they looked up the statutes; and the statutes were very precise, to be sure it would be done exactly right; and they said that the Bible which must be used in the ceremony must contain the 66 books of the Old and New Testament and also in smaller type the Apocrypha. And since they don't print it that way in English much anymore, it was necessary to hunt around in England, to find a copy of the Bible with an Apocrypha in it, so Queen Elizabeth could be legally crowned; that is simply a reflection of the fact that for a long time it continued to be printed, but it was marked out separately. 

In the Church of England to this day, there are certain readings taken from the Apocrypha. And for that reason some people try to make out that the Church of England does not stand on the same canon as we do; but the definite Gospel declarations of the Church of England explicitly exclude the Apocrypha from being considered inspired or canonical. Yes? [student] Yes because the extreme unction is based upon James [5:14-15], and it's based upon a misinterpretation of James; and Luther's attitude, as Mr. Cohen points out, is not to say, "Well, that's not an inspired book," but is to say "They are misinterpreting it." And incidentally, the Roman Catholic argument for purgatory is to some extent based on one of the Apocryphal books. But when you examine that book and see what it says, you will find that it actually is no basis for purgatory at all. These are not books written by Roman Catholics to advance their superstitions. They are books written by pious Jews in which there is truth mixed with error, as in all uninspired books. And in these books—one reason why the Roman Catholic holds them—is that in the argument between the Protestants and the Romans, the Romanists could find no evidence for purgatory in the Bible; but they did find what they twisted to make sound like an argument for purgatory, in one of the Apocryphal books; and so, although the church before that had included people who thought they were inspired, the bulk of the scholars of the church up to the Reformation considered them uninspired. Even the head of the church in Spain [Cardinal Ximenes], in his edition of the Bible printed in 1517, in various languages, side by side, in the Introduction, praises St. Jerome for sharply separating the Apocrypha from the inspired books; and Cardinal Ximenes' book was dedicated to Pope Leo X, and received by the pope without anybody raising any question against it. Most scholars in the church, regardless of their view on doctrinal matters, considered the Apocrypha not inspired, up to the time of the Reformation, when the Roman Church at the Council of Trent, adopted a definite attitude that all of them must be accepted as inspired; but it was not a view of any substantial portion of the church whatever. So since they were printed in the same book, many of the German people had assumed they were inspired before that. Well, I just wanted to be sure that we understand Luther's attitude toward the Scriptures. It was not rejecting an infallible church, but not going far enough, keeping the Bible infallible; it was standing on the foundation of Christian knowledge, the infallible Word of God; and finding that if one did so, the current idea of the supreme authority of the church was an idea which did not stand up. 

Well, we mentioned yesterday, 2, Luther's Catechism, his little and big catechism, which were very, very carefully worked out, and had a tremendous influence throughout the world. Because, as Luther said, "It is not enough to take the difficult problems of the Scripture and expound them; it is not enough to give arguments that the learned can understand; we must take the Truth of God and make it clear, for the ignorant, even for the children." And so his catechism took the basic teachings of the Scripture and put them into simple language that the children could understand and memorize. And these catechisms were a great force in the spread of Christian knowledge all through Germany and all through Europe. 

3. Luther's Hymns. In the Romanist church today, the great bulk of the music is performed by the choir or by the priest, not by the congregation. And the great part of the music is in Latin. Luther felt that a very important way of spreading the knowledge of the Lord was through things that people could sing. And he put stress on congregational singing. I was doing some mission work after my first year in Seminary, out in New Mexico in a little mining town. And about half the town was Roman Catholic, but there was no priest there; he used to come up there once in a while. There was no local church, no local priest; and as we gathered in the Protestant people of the little town into our service, occasionally some of the people of the Roman Catholic group would come to the service. But once the priest would come, he would of course tell them they must not. But in the meantime sometimes quite a number would come. And I was impressed by the fact that a good many of them were absolutely thrilled with the congregational singing. They were not accustomed to having the congregation sing, and it pleased them greatly. And Luther felt the great value of congregational singing as a means of stirring people and of thrilling them with the great teachings of the Word. So Luther set to work to make a hymnbook; and Preserved Smith says that it is something that is almost unique in history; that a man who had given no evidence of poetic talent—though Luther was very musical, he had always enjoyed music tremendously, but had given no evidence of poetic talent—he had never written poems or anything of the kind before. He saw the need for the church of hymns, and he set to work to produce some. And he worked at it and he wrote altogether about 70 hymns. And of these hymns, Preserved Smith says, many of them are not of particularly good quality; but in the course of his efforts in preparing hymns, his abilities manifested themselves in some of them, in writing hymns of a very high degree of excellence. And the whole Christian world knows his wonderful hymn, "A Mighty Fortress is our God," of which I believe he wrote both the words and the music. And his hymn that he wrote for his little boy, "Away in a Manger," is one which is sung a great deal at Christmastime; and many of his other hymns came to be widely used in Germany; and of course, all are used to some extent. But he set to work to prepare hymns for the church, and prepared some very excellent ones. So hymns are another aspect of his building the church. 

4. Visitation. Luther advised the Elector to take some trained theologians having good familiarity with the needs of the church and send them about through his whole area; to visit all the churches, and to see what the situation was; and to give advice and help. Now that is not a unique idea at all; it may even be the result of the fact that Luther had previously been doing the same thing before the Reformation in the monastery. He had been Prefect over 11 monasteries and had his duty, every year, to visit them and to talk to them and advise; and then at one time, you remember, when Staupitz was away, he was over all the Augustinian monasteries in Germany, about 60 of them. 

Well, Luther advised this visitation; and the Elector asked Luther to take part in it; and Luther and certain other of the Reformation Christians were sent by the Elector, to visit the churches and to talk with their priests and to see what their attitude was; what their knowledge was; he tried to help them. Some of the Reformation princes wanted to make edicts to settle the whole church situation; here is the way it should be; here is a law how you conform. Luther said, "You'll never get anywhere that way." He said. "You want to convince people of the Truth and then show them how to carry it out, rather than simply lay down rules which you expect them to obey." So the visitation became a very important part of the establishment of the Reformation. When a new area was—as a whole—turned to the Gospel, that was one of the first things they did: to send men on the visitation of the different churches throughout the area; and these men were supposed to be men—not only of knowledge—but also men of tact. They would not come in and say, "Look here, this is wrong; you should do this this way and this other that way." They would come in and see what the situation was; and they would reason with the man, and they would try to show him what changes ought to be made. And in the majority of cases they would find the people very ready and interested and anxious; but occasionally they would find someone who was very hostile and they would have to recommend that he be removed. But such recommendations were a small fraction as many than if rules were laid down and the people were told this is what you must do. The visitation was a very important part of the spread of Luther's influence and of the building of the churches in all the areas where the Reformation took root. We move to 

5. Personal Influence. Now this is quite an intangible thing; but it is something which is certainly worth mentioning here because it was a very vital factor. People were visiting Luther from all over the world. Scholarly theologians from England would come, spend a few days with him there at Wittenberg, and talk with him and discuss their problems. People would come from all over the world and his personal influence was tremendous even on those who were hostile. 

An interesting illustration of this thrilled me when I first came across it a few years ago. I was reading in the Catholic Encyclopedia, the article on Luther; the article in the Catholic Encyclopedia mentions how after Paul III became pope—we'll go in more in detail about him later under the Counter-Reformation—he sent a Papal Legate to Germany who, it said, went through Wittenberg, and stopped and saw Luther. And the Catholic Encyclopedia said that this papal legate, Vergerius, saw Luther; and it says that this clever Italian saw right through the so-called Reformer. Luther had a big gold chain around his neck, and was decked out in what the legate considered as foppish; he was not dressed like a sober scholar would be expected to be. And he talked with Luther and he started to discuss theology and Luther said, "Well, theology is not my real field," and didn't go any further into theology with him. Then, the Legate started talking about the possibility of having a church council, a General Council, and they say a little bit about how he sort of played with Luther, and the clever Italian wrote an account of it to the pope which completely exposed the weakness of Luther. Well, it's very interesting to read that account in the Catholic Encyclopedia. But I picked up a Protestant Life of Luther in which I read a fuller account of it and as you read it, it was interesting to see, Luther spoke for instance of how if they held a Council in Germany that would be really free; that would be a wonderful thing; and this man said, "What do you think of the Pope having a Council in Bologne?" and Luther said "Well, Bologne is all right." And the man said, "Well, you'd be willing to come right under where the pope controls it?" "Oh," he says, "Has the pope taken over Bologna?" And the man said, "Yes." Luther said, "Well, yes, I'd be glad to have a chance to witness to the Gospel before the pope, even if they burned me." And then the Legate said "What would you do if you had the pope in your town?" And Luther said, "There is nothing would please me better than to have the pope where I could present the Gospel to him. Nothing would make me happier than the pope and the cardinals would accept the Gospel and for that matter, the Papal Legate too." And then the article continued, this was in a way prophecy because later on Vergerius himself left Romanism and became a Protestant minister. 

Well, reading those words, and the way they wrote of him in the Catholic Encyclopedia, I wondered if that is really true. So I looked up Vergerius in the index volume of the Catholic Encyclopedia, and there in the Index it gave the name Vergerius, and it referred to the volume and page which was the place of the article on Martin Luther. But the name Vergerius in the Index, it said, "Vergerius, Italian Apostate." And when it referred to this place in the article on Luther, it also referred to another place, where it told of his argument with the Jesuits in Poland, in which they had answered—the Encyclopedia said—his attack on the authorities of the Roman church. 

Luther said he purposely put the gold chain on; he purposely dressed in such a way that the man would be sort of thrown off his guard; expecting Luther to try to do everything that would make a good impression on the Papal Legate he found an attitude that sort of threw him off his guard. Luther had a chance to bring out the Gospel meaning to a man who was sort of relaxed and off his guard and not so tense as if he thought he was having a real argument. Everything was in a rather light tone. But Luther planted the seed of true Gospel understanding in the man's mind. The man was doing his duty for the pope, so he wrote a very critical statement about Luther; he went around in Germany, as his real purpose was, to try to make arrangements for the General Council; but when he came back to Italy he was rewarded by being made Bishop of a large area in northern Italy. And sometime afterward rumors began to come to the pope that Vergerius was preaching justification by faith in northern Italy; and representatives went to the area, and they found that he was not only preaching it, he was instructing all the priests in his diocese and they were preaching justification by faith; and so the order came from Rome to Vergerius to come down and stand trial before the pope for heretical doctrine. And by that time, he knew of others who were preaching justification by faith, who had been thrown into the dungeon for their faith; so instead of heading for Rome, he put on a disguise and headed north into Switzerland. And the rest of his life he was a Protestant minister. So I thought it was a most interesting illustration of the ability that Luther had in dealing with people and presenting the seeds of the Gospel to them in a way that would bring marvelous fruit in later years. Instead of simply coming into a head-on disagreement with him then; that would have driven him further away from him, and from this thing that he was trying to get across to them. So later on we'll see a little about Vergerius and of course a good deal about Paul III. But at this point I just wanted to mention this one instance that I just came across so incidentally, of the influence of Luther. I am sure there were many others that, as far as I know, have never been gathered together into one presentation. 

Incidentally, when Vergerius fled, we might say a word about how extreme the Counter-Reformation had become by that time—by the time that he fled, or shortly afterward. The man who was the head of the church in Spain—head of the Romanists in the whole country of Spain, at the death of Charles V, held a crucifix before him and said, "Your majesty, he said, put your faith in the one who is represented on this crucifix, trust in him for salvation." And immediately a monk pushed him aside and said, "Trust in what the church told you and the ability of the church to get you into heaven." And then that made people suspicious: the pope, the head of the church, had written to combat Lutheranism, and they thought they found in this statement a confession of justification by faith; and I am sure there must have been, judging by the way he spoke to the emperor at his deathbed. They seized the head of the church in Spain, threw him into prison—he was in prison for 15 years, in the dungeon. Being the head of the church in Spain, the Inquisition couldn't deal with him very well. They held him in prison a long time, and eventually sent him to Rome. After 15 years in the dungeon, the pope personally heard the case; he decided the man was actually innocent of being a heretic, but he had made indiscreet statements. He said he must atone for them, so for the next three years, every week he must worship in five particular churches in Rome, before he could again have any position of importance; and before those three years were over, he had died. But that just shows how very strict the Inquisition and the Counter-Reformation became. No wonder Vergerius headed north instead of south, when he was ordered to Rome; because he really was teaching justification by faith. 

6. Church Government. And Luther's attitude toward Church Government is a strong relief in comparison with the attitude of those who think they can lay down a set of rule and that fixes everything. But Luther, I fear, went too far in the other direction. Luther's attitude was, "Well, let the bishops rule," he said, "but let them preach the Gospel." Well, that doesn't guarantee they're going to; you've got to get the best men in there, the right men. But Luther was not interested in Church Government. The time came for the appointment of the new bishop in the town of Malenbourg, in northern Germany; and the duke there who was favoring the Reformation found that the local clergy was for the appointment of a man who was actually right in line with the old superstitious views; and so the duke refused to allow the man that the local clergy wanted as bishop appointed. And he wrote to Luther, and asked Luther for advice; and Luther recommended a fine Reformation preacher, named Amsbourg, a man of noble background, who would have an understanding of the manners that would befit a bishop, and who was a real fine Christian. He was the one who Katherine Von Bora had said, "Either he or Luther she would marry." This was a few years after that. Luther recommended him for the bishopric and the duke said, "Well, you come up and install him." So Luther went and installed him as bishop. And when Luther got back he wrote someone and said "We have installed a true and Christian bishop without the use of oral butter or grease of any kind." In which he was making fun of course of the Roman Catholic ceremony. 

Here, Luther felt he was carrying out the order of the duke. When it came to establishing any system of church government, Luther was just not interested. We have already noted quite a bit about Philip of Hesse. Philip of Hesse, you remember, was a young man, only in his late teens at the Diet of Worms; but he was so impressed with Luther's preaching, Luther's teaching, that he had become a devoted follower of Luther's doctrine. And it was Philip of Hesse who got Luther and Zwingli together at his castle to try to unite them together for the defense of the Protestants against Romanist attacks. Philip of Hesse had such fine relations with the peasants in his own territory that when nearly all of Germany was in turmoil through the peasants' revolt, Philip of Hesse's peasants did not revolt at all. He made certain concessions to them but he did that even before the revolt got started. He saw the justice of their cause. He was a man of real insight and of fine understanding and leadership in the Protestant cause. And he was anxious to spread Protestantism in every way. He founded the University of Marburg which is to this day one of the great universities of Germany. He did not agree with Luther's unwillingness to work with Zwingli. He wanted to get them together; he was constantly working in that direction. But about 1526 Philip of Hesse got together some theologians in his area; he asked them to work out a plan of church government, and they worked out a plan for the churches in Hesse. And the plan that they worked out was very detailed; but it was a plan which was not just a set of rules laid down, but a real democratic system of organization which, as you look at it today, you'd say it is an excellent plan; it surely ought to have worked well. It was a plan in which the people of the individual churches selected their pastor. And they thought the selection had to be approved by a gathering of the ministers from a number of churches. That is, they had to approve of the man's doctrinal soundness, or he could not be installed in the church. But the selection of the man rested with the people there in the church. It was a plan giving a large measure of local authority to the church and yet giving the protection that comes from the learned and trained men, the ministers from all the churches in that area, having a chance to examine the man before he could be called to the particular church, and to pass upon his fitness for it. The details of the plan—some give three or four pages to it, others give whole sections to it—and it's easy to see why they give only a section or two because the plan was not actually followed. It was worked out; Philip of Hesse thought it was an excellent idea; I think the history of the church in Germany would have been greatly changed, perhaps for the next 300 years, if this plan had been adopted. 

But Philip sent the plan to Luther and asked Luther what he thought about it and Luther glanced over it and said, "Oh, you're quenching the Spirit of God, working out all these details and forms and systems and all that. Just forget it." So he forgot it. And I think that was a mistake on Luther's part. An attempt to run the church on a set of rules that everybody must follow in detail, does not work because situations vary; but this was a plan which gave a certain amount of authority to the pastors of an area as a whole, and a certain amount of authority to the local people. It was well-balanced and well worked out, and gave adaptability and flexibility for the various conditions in different places. But Luther was not interested in working out a system of Church government. He said, "Let the bishops rule, I don't object to the bishops ruling, but let them preach the gospel and let them stand for the gospel." Well, just wishing that doesn't produce them. Of course, prayer is a great factor in these things; and prayer and Luther's influence did tremendous amounts; but we have to have some sort of organization. And Luther failed to see that, and the result was that what might have been expected happened. With no system to give the people or the ministers a voice in the control, after Luther's death the whole control fell into the hands of the dukes and the rulers. Most of it was at this time in their hands; Luther advised them. Luther advised loyalty and obedience to the established authorities. In the end the church in Germany and in most of the Lutheran countries, was completely under the control of the rulers, and what the secular ruler said determined what the situation would be. That is the situation to some extent in the church in England; and it is very unfortunate for the Church of England, because in England today the Archbishops are nominally appointed by the Queen but actually by the party in power. They had a Socialist government in England about four years ago and a man was promoted in the church who was an extreme socialist. Then a few years later they got another socialist government and he was promoted to be Dean of Canterbury. The result is that today you have the Red Dean of Canterbury, who is a thoroughgoing Communist; and the Archbishop of Canterbury thoroughly disagrees with him, but he can't do anything about it. The Red Dean goes to China and makes speeches to men in China about how terrible it is that the Americans use germ warfare and he goes to Russia and tells them how much better their system is than the system in the western lands. 

Luther did not intend to develop such a system, but Luther's refusal to work out or to support others in working out a system of government resulted in this—you can't have no government. There is going to be government of some sort or another or there will be chaos; this resulted in the church government of Luther's time being a government in the hands of the rulers. Well, we'll see the outworking of that later on; but at this point under Luther, I think his attitude is far preferable to that of those who think that a system is going to work everything out; and that we should put our trust in details of church government. And there are many who think that way. And I think his system is far preferable to that; but I do think he went much too far in the other extreme, and that the church in Germany suffers as a result of it. So much then for R. Building the Church. 

We will have some things to look at that aren't quite so happy as what we have looked at, but I'm going to have to wait two weeks to go into that. In a way it's a good place to stop, after looking at Luther's great accomplishments, we'll stop at this point and the test is a week from now and our next meeting is next Monday.

In review: Charles concluded that he must destroy the Reformation by force. He had reached the conclusion that there was no way of bringing the two sides together so as to have one church in one empire, as he wanted it; but he was watching for his opportunity. Then we noticed Luther's great activities in building the church. We noticed his Bible translation; his Catechisms which took the truth of salvation and put it in such simple language for parents to teach their children; his hymns, which did so much in spreading the Word of God; his visitations to the different churches around; his personal influence, under which we noticed how even the representative of the pope was reached by Luther, when he came to him, in such a way that eventually he became a Protestant leader and left the papal forces. And then at the end of that, we spoke of Church Government; we noted that in this there was not what we would consider a satisfactory outworking. We noticed that Philip of Hesse, who had been one of Luther's leading supporters, in his dominion had a plan worked out for a Church Government, by which the local people would have a large measure of voice in the control of their churches, with the ministers acting together to prevent the coming in of false doctrine; a well worked-out system which might have been very useful; but Luther said no; Luther was not interested in plans for Church Government. And the result of that has been that in the Lutheran countries in the end the control of the churches simply came into the hands of the secular authorities; and this wrought great harm in the next few centuries. That, in my opinion, is one of Luther's failures—as opposed to the many great successes that he had—in his contribution to the advance of the cause of Christ. Well, now, our next subjects relate back to each of these, Q and R. In Q, we ended with Charles deciding to end the Reformation by force, now if something happened that gave Charles an opportunity, of which he took advantage to make great steps forward in destroying the Reformation by force. And then R, we noticed in Church Government how Philip of Hesse had such excellent ideas but Luther refused to go along with them, Luther was not interested in Church Government, he was interested simply in people, individual relation to God. And of course that is far more important. But when you pay no attention to these matters of government and order and organization in the church, very often it works, humanly speaking, by accident, in ways which in the end are not for the best, as did occur later on in that connection. But Philip of Hesse was more far-seeing in that regard than Luther, in other regards he wasn't. We will entitle the next section
S. The Bigamy of Philip of Hesse. This was in some ways the greatest set-back that the Reformation received during the life of Luther. The Bigamy of Philip of Hesse, and it is necessary that we become aware of the situation, and what occurred. Philip of Hesse, as we have noticed, is a man who had much to be said in his favor. A man who as a young man had become greatly interested in Luther and in the Protestant Reformation; a man who was perhaps the kindliest ruler in all of Germany; because in all the other sections where you had that terrible peasant revolt, Philip's peasants did not revolt but simply came to him with their grievances; and things were well adjusted between them; and there was no revolt in his territory, the only place in Germany where it did not occur. Philip was constantly watching out for ways to protect the Reformation and advancing it, and spreading the Reformation teaching in his territory. And the Hessians in the succeeding three centuries were among the finest Christians in all of Germany, largely as a result of the great help that he gave to the Reformation. 

But unfortunately, Philip of Hesse had the upbringing of the lords and nobles and kings and leaders of that day—upbringing in which there were two factors which made it very harmful. One was the idea of the power of the ruler—which is practically unknown today, at least in our free world. The idea was that a ruler had almost the power of life and death over his subjects, giving him the power to do whatever he thinks he wants to do. And in addition to that, there was the very low standard of morals which prevailed throughout Europe at this time—particularly among the nobility. Philip had been brought up as the nobility of that day had been brought up; he was very lax, as they practically all were, in their attitude toward matters of personal morality. Now Philip was married to the daughter of Duke George. You remember Duke George was the greatest enemy of the Reformation among the princes. His daughter was married to Philip of Hesse; and she had become a confirmed alcoholic. She was so given over to drunkenness that Philip said that he found it very disagreeable to be with her or to approach her personally. And yet he had these habits which had been developed as a young man—as practically all of the nobility of that time did have—and he found himself falling into immorality time and again. And he felt that there must be some way in which he could live a moral life; have a satisfaction of his normal desires in this area; and at the same time he could avoid these sins into which he would fall. And he felt that the way to do it was to have another wife, who would be a fine Christian wife, who would satisfy his craving and his desire. Now in modern times—the present day the attitude among un-Christian people—the attitude is, in a case like this, to seek a divorce. But the Reformists felt—as most of the church leaders of that day felt—that divorce was one of the very worst things that one could enter into. The situation that you find in Hollywood today—where a person lives for two or three years with one wife, and then is divorced and marries another, and then another, and so on—would have seemed to the people of that day to be the greatest depth of immorality that could be imagined. People felt that when one had taken a vow to be married to a woman for life, to care for her in good or ill, that to break that by divorce was something which was utterly wrong. And Philip never considered the matter of divorce, but he did feel that there must be a way in which he could have a real Christian wife and a Christian home and that it could be done without getting a divorce; and he reached the idea, why couldn't he have another wife, caring for the first wife, supporting her, not turning away from her in that regard, but having one who would truly fulfill the functions of a wife to him. Now he approached Luther and other leaders with this idea and their reaction was quite antagonistic to it. They said, "No, marriage to more than one woman is not the Scriptural ideal at all; it is something which did not become him. But Philip said "Well now in the O.T. you find Abraham having 3 wives at the same time; you find David having 4 at the same time; you find Solomon with his great numbers of concubines; you find Hannah the mother of Samuel who was one of two wives of Elkanah." He said, "Under a very unusual circumstance like this, might it not be permitted that I would have a second wife?" He said, "I find it impossible to live in moral cleanness, as I want to, while married to this woman who is such a confirmed drunkard, alcoholic. I wouldn't think of divorcing her, but why can't I have another wife, along with her?" 

And finally Luther wrote to him, or gave him a statement that, in a very unusual situation like this, although we have turned completely away from this idea of plural marriage since the early days of the Christian church, yet in a very unusual situation like this, it might be permissible, but strictly under the seal of the confessional. Now you see how Luther was still under the influence of his Roman upbringing to some extent; he thought of the seal of the confessional, that this was a matter between Philip and the Lord and his spiritual advisers, and to be kept strictly under the seal of the confessional, not told to the world; that under these circumstances, it might be permissible for him to have two wives. Well, Philip did not desire something that would be kept as a matter of secrecy. He wanted to be right before the world. And he thought that he could be right while having two wives. And there was this young woman whom he thought was a very excellent young woman, very fine woman, he wanted to marry her. Melancthon was present at the wedding, one of the other Reformers. Luther was not there. Philip again felt able to partake of the communion, and he had a clear conscience before the Lord. He said he had greater happiness than he had had in years. This happened in 1540. Mr. Welch? [student] If you had embezzled some money, and I would take it before the court and ask, I could be required to say what you had said about the matter. But if you were to get a lawyer to defend you, and you were to tell him, the lawyer could say that that was the relation of a man to his counsel; he was there to defend to the best of his ability and whatever you told to him was confidential. Well, that is the idea which the Roman Church has about the seal of the confessional; that the priest is a spiritual adviser; that a person can feel perfectly free in telling them anything, knowing that they will not repeat it—it won't be used against them. 

We have not preserved that idea at all in our Protestant churches; but Luther had been brought up with that idea, and he had not yet turned away from that particular idea; he felt that he was in the spiritual sphere like a lawyer would be in the secular sphere, and his advice to him was you can be right before God in this matter. But Luther said, "This is a very unusual situation, it should not be made an example for others." The idea is that it would be right for them to do it, because it is a very unusual situation, so it must be strictly kept under the seal of the confessional. Yes? [student] Yes, Philip was the duke, one of the leaders of the Protestant movement and Luther was advising as spiritual adviser, but considering himself like a lawyer would be in secular life. Well, the thing could not be kept secret and it had never been Philip's desire to keep it secret. Philip himself felt that any form of lying or misrepresentation was something he desired to have no part in. He felt that he was entering into a real marriage to this young woman, and he did not feel that people should in any way be given the impression that would make them think of her as an immoral woman, for he was convinced she was not. 

And so Philip, having received the permission from Luther, proceeded to do it quietly in a private way, but to make no special effort to keep it strictly secret. Before long, word of it began to come out. And the Elector of Saxony—the Duke of the area where Luther lived, a strong defender of the Reformation—was very much disgusted when he heard about it; he was dead against the whole idea. And of course the people—relatives of the first wife in Saxony—Duke George was dead by this time, but the other relatives there, they began to hear rumors; and the rumors began to come out; and when Philip was asked, he made no bones about it. He declared that he, like the O. T. worthies, under very unusual circumstances he had taken a second wife. Now you find, however, the strange situation of people's minds. 

The leaders of the empire, Charles the emperor—he himself had several illegitimate sons, he was quite immoral in his life—but the idea of bigamy was something that was utterly terrible, utterly wicked to him. Henry VIII of England—you remember had wanted to get a divorce from his wife Catherine because he had no male heir and when he asked advice—several years before this—of Luther and Reformed leaders they had said no, he had no right to divorce her on that ground whatever. But they did say, if it would be necessary in order to have an heir for the kingdom, that the possibility of a second wife would be far preferable to unjustified divorce. That was the attitude that they had taken, but Henry never thought of that; the idea of two wives at once had become considered as definitely wrong. Which it is—contrary to the Lord's will, as Christ definitely said—that a man is to cleave to his wife—one wife, it is the order of creation—but God permitted in O.T. times a certain deviation from this as being far less harmful than divorce in most cases. Today the idea has gone quite to the opposite extreme. But these rulers, many of whom were very immoral in their own lives, thought of bigamy or polygamy as utterly wicked and utterly wrong; and when they began to hear this about Philip, many turned very violently against him; and it made a serious rift in the defenders of the Reformation. Well, when the word got out, and definitely Philip did not deny it; no, Philip was concerned, not so much by the people not knowing this as with people not getting an impression of his second wife that she was an immoral woman. And so Philip did not make any great attempt to hide it. Luther was quite upset about it. He said that the seal of the confessional had been violated, this thing being made known, but since others had, he would tell the facts about it; he made them clear that he definitely thought a plural marriage should be tolerated only in very unusual circumstances. In no sense an example to others; but yet it was very much preferable in his opinion to an unjustifiable divorce. Well, it upset Melancthon so—who had been present at the wedding—when people turned so violently against Philip of Hesse over it; and they naturally criticized Melancthon who had been there. Philip Melancthon was taken very, very ill, and it was only Luther's prayers that saved him from dying. The fact that Luther came to him and prayed with him and talked to him when Melancthon was just about ready to die; he didn't want to live any more. Finally Luther said to him, "Now you get up and eat, Melancthon. I'll excommunicate you if you don't. Get up and eat or you'll be excommunicated." Of course the Protestants do not have excommunication, but it was Luther's way of talking, and he got Melancthon back onto his feet, and this was something that the emperor seized upon to divide the Protestant leaders, and it was one of the things that made it possible for Charles to conquer all of Germany shortly after Luther's death. Well we go on to 

T. Luther's Last Years. 

1. Activity. You cannot think of Luther without thinking of tremendous activity. He was one of the most energetic men in all history. The enormous accomplishment of the man is almost unbelievable. He was constantly writing tracts, letters, articles, books, on phases of the Reformation teaching; he was constantly preaching, and his influence, his preaching was very, very great. He was constantly trying to mediate difficulties among other individuals. And this consumed a great deal of his time. And all this, in spite of the fact that his health was very poor. He had terrible headaches at times; he'd have great pains in different parts of his body. He was subject to a number of very serious illnesses, brought on by the tremendous over-exertion of his life, and also by the tremendous strain of many of the experiences he'd lived through in the past. But in spite of this he carried on this tremendous activity right up to the very day of his death. 

2. Luther's Disappointment. Luther had turned against the papal teaching with its formal idea of righteousness, and put his stress on Christ's righteousness; that it was justification by faith alone, in Christ, which was vital. Not forms and ceremonies, but faith alone, through which a man was justified. But Luther expected that once this teaching was accepted it would show itself in a complete giving over of the life to the service of Christ, and a complete turning away from everything that one found to be contrary to any Biblical teaching or Biblical exhortation. 

Luther was disappointed to find the amount of worldliness and selfishness that still persisted in the lives of real Christians. And he was very much disappointed that in Wittenberg where he was preaching, and the other Reformers, and where their preaching was received with such great interest, that the worldly un-Christian practices did not just disappear, but that people would be falling into drunkenness, into various sins, having to be restrained, having to be brought to confess their sin and then many would fall into it again. He found many things which were so contrary to the gospel in the lives of the people of the area, that he was terribly disappointed that the gospel was not bringing in the millennium very quickly. Of course those who are familiar with the prophetic teachings of the Scripture realize that as Paul said, it was the savor of life to those who are saved, and the savor of death to those who were not. That God will give us most wonderful success where we never dream of—people who seem absolutely hopeless will come to the Lord and have their lives completely transformed, but that in other cases which look very hopeful we will have disappointment after disappointment—that the evil and the good will continue together until the end, until the return of our Lord. 

But Luther did not realize that. He had seen such great victories for the gospel; he was expecting a complete victory over sinfulness of every type within his lifetime. And he became so disappointed that in 1545 he simply said, "I'm going to leave Wittenberg, I'm never going to come back." He went away from the town; he was determined not to return at all; but he was persuaded eventually to come back. But he just was so disappointed at the fact that the gospel was not having the effect on every aspect on people's lives there. He felt that it ought to, and that it should have and that it would have, if it weren't that Satan does still have so great a hold over every one of us, even after we are trying to the very best of our ability to follow the Lord. So Luther's disappointment of these last years. 

3. Renewed Sacramentarian Controversy. You remember that Luther had refused to stand with Zwingli the Reformer of Switzerland because though they agreed on 14 ½ out of 15 points of doctrine, that on that 15th point Luther still insisted that the words, "this is my body" must be taken literally. That though there was no miracle performed of changing bread and wine into something else, that the body of Christ was there to such an extent that you could actually say this is my body. And Zwingli said this is a symbol, reminding us of what Christ did for us on the cross. And Luther refused to give Zwingli the right hand of fellowship. Well, in the latter years—Zwingli had already been dead about a dozen years—but in these latter years of his life, Luther was aroused by writings which were coming out from Switzerland to south Germany on this point. And Luther began to express himself very, very violently on it, and began to write very extremely against what he called, the sacramentarians—that is, those who did not hold to the literal presence of Christ's body and blood, And he made a parody on it, "blessed be the man that walketh not in the counsel of the Sacramentarians, nor standeth in the way of the Zwinglists, nor sitteth in the seat of the men of Zurich." And on this one particular point Luther's attitude resulted in the division of the Reformation group into two groups—the Reformed and the Lutherans—a division that continues to this day. But this was the only point of division between Luther and Zwingli. By this time, Calvin was quite active, and Calvin was a very close friend of Philip Melancthon, Luther's friend. And Calvin and Melancthon were constantly corresponding. And when Calvin had first written on this matter, Luther had said if they had written this way in the first place, a lot of controversy might have been avoided. In other words, he was rather pleased at Calvin's first picture of it, which he liked much better than Zwingli's. Well, Calvin felt that Zwingli went too far—that to say it's just a symbol is not satisfactory; that the body and blood of Christ is in the elements in a spiritual sense, and that we spiritually feed on Christ, and so Calvin, while denying any physical presence, wished to express it in a way that was a real definite communion with the actual spiritual Christ, beyond any language that Zwingli had been using. And Calvin wrote a letter to Melancthon, presenting the statement, saying, "Won't you please present this to Luther and see if Luther won't agree to this statement?" But right then Luther was having a very bad spell of illness, and was very much upset about certain things which were happening, and speaking out very violently about them; and the result was that Melancthon wrote back to Calvin and said to Calvin, "I received your letter but the Master was in such an emotional attitude today just now, he just strikes out so virulently against those who differ with him that, I just can't. And Calvin showed the letter from Melancthon to his friends; and his friends said, "Calvin, we got a new pope in Wittenberg." They said, "Luther did a fine work in starting the Reformation, but Luther is now getting into this attitude where everybody has to agree with him or he'll denounce him vigorously and bitterly!" They said, "Why don't you, Calvin, speak out against Luther, and show up the attitude he is taking now, that he did a good work before but now we should look to other leaders?" And Calvin turned to his friends and he said, "I don't care if Luther was to say that I am a devil, I would still say and insist that he is one of the greatest men God has ever given to the church and one of the most useful men in the advance of Christianity that the world has ever seen." And that was the attitude that Calvin always took towards Luther. 

4. Last work against the Papacy. The emperor Charles was anxious to produce one united church, to have one united church within the empire, which was supposed to include Germany and Italy; but he was particularly concerned about the divisions in Germany. And so the emperor was trying to have a united German Council which would consider matters and work out a system which could be maintained throughout Germany—a Council in Germany. Now the new pope Paul III was planning a Council in Trent right on the borders of Italy, in the very most extreme southern end of Austria. We will look at that later, under our consideration of the Counter-Reformation. But Charles wanted the help of the Protestants in holding back the Turks and resisting French attacks on his area. Charles promised the Protestants he would not move against them now; that he would do nothing against them until they could get a free German Council to consider religious matters; and Pope Paul sent a communication to the emperor—a communication which was published also—in which he forbade the emperor to make any such arrangement to give any toleration to the Protestants whatever. He sent this letter to the emperor, and when Luther heard of it, Luther immediately decided to write another work against the Papacy. And Luther wrote a work which he called, The Papacy of Rome, Founded by the Devil. In this work, he used the strongest language against the popes and their claims; but he also went through the historical evidences to show how the claims of the papacy for leadership over the Christian church were something that had grown up through the ages, by the grasping of the Roman leaders for power; it was not a thing which had any Scriptural background or which had existed in the early days. And I was reading a history, a six-volume history, by a Jesuit, Grisar, On the life of Luther; and it was very interesting to see how he speaks of this book and Grisar—the book I read is English, but in the translation which the Knights of Columbus have given to many universities, in the translation, they leave the title of the book in German, so if you don't know German you don't realize what the exact title was of the book when Luther wrote it. But Grisar says that even in this book, written toward the end of Luther's life, when he was suffering so, with so many afflictions, Grisar says, the amount of research and careful study and clear presentation and the ability with which it is presented is so tremendous, he said, we only wish he had been on our side instead of against us. And that's the statement of this Jesuit about this book written so near the end of Luther's life on the Papacy. Now Luther, of course, in his early life had thought the pope was indeed the divinely established head of the Church of Christ; and when the indulgence controversy came up and he began to see the evil in the church, he refused for a long time to believe the pope would be guilty. He felt that the pope must be ill-informed; the pope must be surrounded by wicked advisers; the pope must not know what has happened; the pope must be a fine godly man who wants to do what is best. But once Luther became convinced that the popes—as they certainly were in that time—were men seeking for their own interests, not in any sense interested in a spiritual leadership of Christ's church, Luther went the whole way in his terrible denunciation of it. 

For instance, among the very extreme statements in the book, just a brief example: in part 2, the author considers the claim of the pope, that none can judge him. The popes claimed that no one had a right to judge them—to judge their lives—because they were supreme, spiritually, over all others in the world; and after a lively-colored painting of the vices of the popes of those years before this time—the Borgia popes and the others—he said, "So this Sodomized pope, plunderer and master of all sins, threatened the emperor Charles with excommunication, and accuses him of sin, although he knows that his villainous tongue lies there. These damnable rascals persuade the world that they are the heads of the church, the mother of all churches, master of fates, although even stocks and stones would know that they are desperately lost children of the devil, as well as gross, stupid, ignorant asses in the Bible. One would like to curse them, so that thunder and lightning would strike them, hell fire burn them, the plagues—syphilis, epilepsy, scurvy, leprosy, carbuncles, and all diseases attack them—but they are sinful slanderers and God has anticipated us and searched them with a greater plague as he curses those who despise Him, the plague mentioned in Romans 1:26, and so on.

Well, of course people used much stronger language in those days than it is customary to use today, but it is interesting that Luther always insisted that religious views should be opposed with arguments and with word, not with force or with death. And he strongly rejected the idea of doing what the papacy was constantly doing, killing people for their religious views. Luther always was very much opposed to that sort of thing. He recognized that when people get into sedition, wild and revolutionary, capital punishment was necessary. But when it came to religious views, he felt that they should be opposed strictly with arguments and ideas; he was ahead of his day very much in that regard. 

5. Last Days and Death. After Luther's return to Wittenberg, in 1545, the story went out that Luther had died. He was disabled, with this physical pain, terrible pains in the head and other parts of the body; the story was spread all through Italy, that he was dead. It was written in Italy and distributed there, that at the point of death Luther had received the sacraments and with his dying breath had confessed that his dead body should be placed on the altar to be worshipped with God. The request had not been complied with, but that after his remains had been laid in the tomb, a violent tempest had obscured the sky and seemed to threaten universal destruction; that the wafer Luther had received with his dying lips was seen suspended in the air, and with the greatest reverence received. The ensuing night, great commotion—this writer in Italy said—was heard in his tomb which was opened the next morning; but the flesh and body had gone; only a sulphurous stench exuded from the spot, which struck many with sickness and proved the means of converting a great number from heresy. When a copy of this reached Luther, he had it translated into German and had it reprinted. With a postscript in which he said he had read it on the 21st of March with extreme joy. He prayed for the conversion of the papists. Would to God they might fill up the measure of their iniquity. 

But in the fall of 1545 Luther heard from the Counts of Mansfeld, requesting that he should come and try to arbitrate between them. Now Mansfeld was just a small section some little distance north of Wittenberg, which included the place where Luther had been born; and these two counts were two brothers there; they were having a great dispute over some doctrines, which had resulted in the bitterest feud between them; their friends tried to get them together, and asked if they would be willing to have Luther arbitrate. And they wrote to Luther and asked him; it was in the middle of the bitterest winter, but Luther felt that if he could bring together these two men and make them cease their strife—that he should do everything he could to do it. And so he and Melancthon started out in December 1545; but after two days, the weather was so bad and Melancthon's health became so bad, they had to return home. Later without Melancthon, Luther decided to make an attempt to get there. He started out on a way where there was a great flood, which was very difficult to get through; but he persisted and he got to the place and he spent about a month trying to negotiate between the two men, and he started to bring them into a friendly attitude toward each other. He found himself greatly hampered by the fact that each of them had a lawyer there who was fighting for the one he was representing to get the most he could for him in the negotiations. During this time, he wrote a number of letters to his wife which have been preserved; some of them are among the most beautiful of Luther's letters, showing the great tenderness of his heart, and also his humor which in the midst of all his stress and strain never seems to have deserted him. He wrote to Philip Melancthon, on January 1. He said, "Grace and peace in the Lord. I thank you, dear Philip, for praying for me, and I ask you to keep on doing so. You know that I am an old man and my own calling should be spared. Whereas now I am involved in a quarrel—alien to my interests—beyond my power to cope with, distasteful to my age. I should wish that you were with me, did not the argument of your health rather force me to think that we did well to leave you at home. Today, by God's blessing, we made real progress though not without a hard struggle. We hope it will please God to make the remaining battles easier. I have offended [one of the lawyers] rather deeply I think, because I am angry at the severity and sharpness of the law. But he first offended me by his enormous ill-considered vice of proclaiming victory after the battle." In other words, Luther is trying to get them together, to give and take, and the lawyers were rejoicing when they could win anything from the other. These are small points, after all, but they were arguments. Luther said a little wording makes lawyers mad. "Almost all these men seem to be ignorant of the real use of the law. Bathed in venal pettifoggery, caring not at all for peace, the state of religion, about which we care now and always. A fainting fit overtook me on a journey and also that disease which you are wont to call palpitation of the heart. I went on foot, overtaxed my strength and perspired. Later in drying, my shirt became cold with sweat, making my left arm stiff. My ache is to blame for the heart-thumping and shortness of breath. Now I am quite well again though I do not know for how long." A few days later he wrote to his wife Katherine. He said, "Grace and peace in Christ's most holy lady doctor. I think you kindly for your great anxiety which keeps you awake. Since you began to worry, we've almost had a fire at the inn, just in front of my door yesterday. Due to your anxiety, no doubt, a stone nearly fell on my head. Lime and cement dribbled down on my head for two days until I called attention to it, and then the people of the inn first just touched the stone as big as a bolster and two spans wide which thereupon fell out. For this I thank your anxiety, but the dear angel protected me. I fear that but unless you stop worrying the earth will swallow me up or the elements will persecute me. Do you not know the catechism and the creed, pray and let God take charge. Cast thy burdens upon the Lord and He shall sustain thee. I am, thank God, well and sound, except that the business in hand disgusts me and Jonas has taken upon himself to have a bad leg where he hit himself on a trunk. People are so selfish that this envious man would not allow me to have the bad leg. God bless you, I would willingly get free of this place and return home, may God will. Amen." Well, he wrote a number of letters to his wife that we have, describing how things went along until he got the two brothers together; they made what seemed to be a fair division; they each confessed that they had been unfair to the other and asked for forgiveness——Luther felt that they had been reconciled; he was very happy about it, and felt that now he could begin to start for home. But then he had faintness and pressure around the breast, fell ill in the night, and went into the next room; he lay down on the couch, and about two o'clock in the morning, his friends were aroused, and Luther was in great pain, they took down some of his last words. He said, "Oh, Lord God, I am sorrowful. Dear Jonas, I think I shall remain in Eisleben [that's where he was], where I was born and baptized. Oh, my heavenly Father, One God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, God of all comfort, Thou God of all comfort, I think that thou hast given for me thy dear Son Jesus Christ, whom I believe, whom I have preached and confessed, love and praise, whom the wicked pope and all the godless shame and persecute and blaspheme. I thank thee, dear Lord Jesus; let me commend my soul to Thee, O heavenly Father. If I leave this body and depart I am certain that I will be with Thee forever, never ever tear myself out of thy hands." Then he quoted John 3:16 three times. And he said, "Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit, Thou hast redeemed me, my true God." He began to lose consciousness and the two friends came up and they had to yell to make him hear, They said, "Reverend Father, will you stand steadfast by Christ in the doctrine you have preached?" The dying man answered, "Yes," the last word he spoke distinctly, though the friends around him thought they made out one more murmur, "Who hath my word shall never see death." He died; the body was taken back to Wittenberg, buried on February 22, in the church at which he had nailed the theses on the wall 29 years before. So much for his last days and death. Eisleben: He was born there and died there, a little town in this section of Germany. I'll not ask you to learn the place he was born and died, but I want everyone to remember the year of his birth, 1483, and the year of his death, 1546. And of course the year of the beginning of the Reformation, 1517. 

U. The Emperor's Success. Emperor Charles had been a young man 21 years of age when Luther first appeared before him at the Diet of Worms. Charles never saw Luther again after that. But Charles was determined to put an end to this division in the church in Germany. Charles of course is not only emperor over Germany, but also over Italy; and he was King of Spain, and ruler of the Netherlands, Holland, Belgium, and the northern part of France. He ruled a tremendous area, but he had tremendous difficulty. And all his life he was trying to put an end to Protestantism; but just when he did, the pope would turn against him and undermine him; or the king of France would attack him; or the Turks would make a big move westward into his hereditary areas in Austria. And all these things kept delaying him and delaying him—one thing after another. 

And now Charles was much older; but had never given up his determination. And when he heard about the bigamy of Philip of Hesse, Charles said, "This makes him a criminal against the law of the empire; we should seize him for it." But he did not do so. If he had attacked him, then he would have unified the Protestant leaders to defend him from that. In view of Charles' own notoriously immoral life, for him to make a charge like that would certainly not have advanced what he wanted. But he kept quiet and had his emissaries deal with the other Protestant leaders, trying to arouse their suspicions of Philip of Hesse, and trying to make a separation among the Protestants. So Charles succeeded during these first five years in alienating some of the Protestant leaders from Philip. He succeeded in his wars again the French to the point where, for the time at least, they wouldn't be attacking him. He succeeded in making an arrangement with the pope whereby he pope promised not to undermine him and not to secretly negotiate with his enemies, but to work with him in his attempts to destroy Protestantism. He succeeded in stopping the Turkish invasion and holding it back and making peace, for a few years at least, with the Turks. He got into a position where he could make an attack against the Protestants; and here he was greatly helped by the fact that Henry, the brother of Duke George, the ruler of this northern section of Saxony had died, and been succeeded by his son Maurice. And young Maurice of Saxony had immediately tried to seize some territory from his cousin John Frederick, the Elector—the ruler over the area in which Luther was. Maurice wanted to get some of the territory that was in Electoral Saxony; and he wanted to become Elector, in place of his cousin. 

Charles managed through his emissaries to make an agreement with Maurice. So Charles secretly negotiated with Maurice. Now Maurice said, "My uncle, Philip of Hesse, must not be injured, and my cousin, John Frederick, must not be treated with any indignity." But he said, "If you will give me the Electorate; make me the elector instead of him; and give me half of his territory, I will stand aside while you attack him, provided that you don't injure him personally." And so Charles made secret arrangements with Maurice, the ruler of Ducal Saxony. He had gotten the French so they weren't fighting against him for the time being. The pope wasn't moving against him; the Turks were not attacking him. So suddenly in 1546 he attacked, and just shortly before Luther's death, Luther heard that the emperor's armies were only a few miles away. And with this help from Maurice, the emperor's forces went over Germany, and they took it. 

Charles came into the church where Luther was buried. He had for the last 20 years been trying to get ahold of Luther; and he would have burned him at the stake if he had; as he had burned thousands of Protestants in the Netherlands and in Spain; but he came into the church, and his people said to him, "Dig up the bones of that heretic and burn them," as was done with Wyclif in England, and had been done to many others. Charles drew himself up to his full height, as we have mentioned before, and said, "I fight with the living, not with the dead." And Luther's body, which had been there for nearly a year, now remained there as it does this day, unless the Communists have done something to it, But it was there when I visited the place 30 years ago. 

But Charles got all of Germany in his hands; what he did with it, we'll have to wait till tomorrow to find out. 

There were no telegrams, so it took time for news to get around. And the result was that there was less of it getting around, so that the people in the area near Luther knew far more about him than most people know about anybody today. All over Germany people were very, very familiar with his writings. About one third to one half of all the books—that is of the individual books that were published—during the last 20 years of his life were copies of his own works. There were not such a great number of books published like there are today, but Luther's works were widely read. Everybody in the area that could be reached by them, knew what they said about Luther. 

Now when you get beyond the German-speaking area—down into Italy and over into Spain, and the Netherlands, and France, and over into England; there, of course, people did not understand German; and the common people, you might say, in those countries, knew very little about Luther. Some of them had been told by their priests that Luther was a wicked heretic who was bringing great injury to the world; and that's all they knew about him. In all those countries there were educated people who were reading Luther's works in Latin and in German. And people who were greatly influenced by them, who were very, very sorry to hear of his death. But the rank and file of people in those countries knew little about him. In Germany, my guess would be that most of the rank and file were very greatly grieved at Luther's death. And very grateful for what he had done. There were very few of the rank and file of people in Germany who were filled with hostility to Luther. That came later in certain sections; but at this time, while there were some nobles and some church leaders particularly who were very much opposed to him, the mass of the people were very grateful to him and tremendously interested in everything that he was writing, all through Germany. His death came after a long period of very successful activity. And you might say, while he could have accomplished more in another five, ten, or fifteen years, what he had done had a tremendous impact on Germany and on the whole world. 

However, it certainly looked as if his work was about to be completely undone; the emperor right after Luther's death succeeded in putting all of Germany under his control. In the spring of 1547, a year after Luther's death, the emperor met the Saxon Elector, John Frederick, in a great battle, and defeated him, April 24, 1547, and took him prisoner, and then Maurice of Saxony, the cousin of John Frederick, the ruler of Ducal Saxony who had secretly made arrangements to stand with the emperor, now went to his uncle Philip of Hesse and urged him to surrender to the emperor. And Maurice of Saxony and those other Protestants who had been standing with the emperor at this time, assured Philip of Hesse that he would be well treated if he would simply surrender to the emperor. As for Philip, there really wasn't much he could do. The Protestants had been divided; part of them on the emperor's side; part of them had been greatly defeated; many of them looked very much askance at Philip of Hesse anyway now. So Philip surrendered. 

But the emperor said that he was not bound by any promises that these nobles had made on his behalf. He looked on Philip as one of the great leaders in his support of the Reformation right from the start. He put him in prison and there was even talk that he might be tortured, but he at least was subjected to great indignities there in the prison and held in close confinement; and this greatly offended Maurice and these nobles who had made these promises; but the emperor had everything in his hands. So now he called upon these two religions, the followers of Luther— Luther himself would have been utterly disgusted if anybody had called them Lutherans. Luther felt that he was a servant, a humble servant of the Lord, that he wanted them called Christians, or called perhaps evangelicals; but it was 30 years after this before the word Lutheran was used to any extent to describe a church or a group of people. 

But the people who were following Luther and the Romanists, Charles had said, "Now you get together; you make an arrangement among yourselves so that we can have one united church in Germany." And they couldn't do it—absolutely impossible—the differences were too great. And especially the Romanists could not do anything like this, because the pope had called a council by this time, Charles had for 20 years been trying to get the pope to hold a council. The pope made one or two stabs or another, put it off, and put it off.  Now they have a new pope; he has been in office for about 10 years now; he finally gave in to the emperor to this extent, that he called a Council. But the Church Council which he called, it was supposed to be in Germany, and he called it in Trent, just on the southern edge of Austria, now part of Italy, 4 or 5 miles from the Italian-speaking area. They didn't meet so very long in Trent before the emperor got after the pope and told him to move it up into the heart of Germany so it would really meet the needs in Germany; but instead of that, the pope moved it down into the heart of Italy. And that made the emperor very angry; but the pope was dead against the emperor's idea of getting the two churches together in Germany and having an agreement that they would voluntarily find to be satisfactory. 

So the emperor said, "Well if they won't get together, I'll put them together." So we come to 

V. The Interim. And Charles selected 3 theologians: one of them was a medievalist; a man who held to these superstitious doctrines of the Roman church very strongly, but was not one who had been outstanding as a controversialist; another who was a follower of Erasmus; and one who was a Lutheran, but one of the less controversial types of Lutheran. And he told these three, you get together and you work out an arrangement. And he forced them to move along on it, and to work something out; and they announced in 1548 that a treaty was worked out which would be for the Interim, that is to say, until there should be a free German Council, which would meet in Germany representing all the religious viewpoints of Germany and would decide authoritatively what was to be the belief and the activities and the forms and ceremonies of the church of Germany; and until that was done this is the system which everyone must use. 

So they called it The Interim. They called it The Augsburg Interim, because it was promulgated at the great free city of Augsburg. But Maurice of Saxony objected to certain parts of it, rather strongly, and Maurice had done so much to help the emperor get control that the emperor agreed to have certain modifications made for Saxony, so they called that version the Leipzig Interim. I don't think you need to worry particularly about the difference between the two, so far as this course is concerned. The Interim is sufficient to cover it. The arrangement which Charles made—the Interim arrangement—until there should be a Council which would authoritatively decide things. Of course that's what Charles had wanted all along; Charles did not think of the pope as an infallible authority; Charles thought of the pope as a necessary executive officer, but he thought of the Council as having the power, the authority; and that when the Free Council reached its conclusion, that was the voice of God for this church, and that they must follow. That was Charles' idea, and that was what he was trying to get always. 

But on the one hand the pope was always afraid of councils. The council a hundred years before had fired three popes and appointed a new one; popes didn't like to take chances with councils. And on the other hand, as the Protestants more and more saw that any council at which the pope presided would not be a council in which they'd have a fair chance to present their views, Luther always said, "I'll be glad to go to a council and witness before the pope," but he held that not only could popes err, but councils could err too. The Romanists hold to this day that a general council cannot err, a general council is the voice of God. They also hold that the popes cannot err, and of course the two have often contradicted each other. And so more and more, in the last 50 years, they swing to the view that it's the pope who has the authority and not the council; and yet enough of their leaders have supported the council idea that you find them both given in their books, even though they do contradict. But their stress today is on the pope rather than on the council. 

Charles' idea of authority was a council; he couldn't get one then that the Protestants would accept; and so he made an Interim, and he was very proud of his creed, did his best to enforce. In 1548 the Diet met, and at the Diet there Charles told them to adopt it; the plan that had been made out, while it was in the main Romanist, made certain concessions; it declared belief in trans-substantiation, the seven sacraments, adoration of the blessed virgin and the saints, that the pope is the head of the church, retaining most of the medieval ceremonies, so much of it was to please the Romanists, but it also declared that it accepted justification by faith, and of course the Romanists say they believe in justification by faith, but not in justification by faith alone. It has to be faith plus works. Well, when we talk about justification by faith, we mean by faith alone. We don't usually put in the works, so a good bit depends on your inference. And the statement was made in such a way that the Lutherans should be pleased by it, and therefore it would offend many of the Romans, but in such a way that intelligent, educated Romanists could say, well we accept that, without giving up any of their doctrines. 

However, it did say that under certain circumstances priests would be permitted to marry; and it said that the cup as well as the bread would be given to the laity in the Lord's Supper; and it very considerably modified the idea that the mass was a sacrifice; which was one of the things Luther was most opposed to, the idea of a repetition of the sacrifice of Christ. This was greatly modified in the statements of the Interim. And so when Charles presented this at the Diet, most of Germany at this time—nine-tenths of the common people of Germany—and perhaps a third to half of those of Austria, were more or less strongly favoring Luther's views; and a tremendous number of the leaders were. And Charles could see no hope of winning the whole area back to the established church without making some concessions; but when he presented this to the Diet, the ecclesiastical leaders, the Archbishops and the others who had important positions in the Diet, said, "What are you trying to do—you—a layman change the church? Tell us what we've got to believe and how our ceremonies are going to be changed? Are you trying to be pope as well as emperor?" And Charles, in order to get them to see that they should support the Interim, practically said, "After all, this is for the Protestants; this isn't for you folks, this is to force the Protestants in line." I don't think that was his real intention originally; it was to force both in line, although the Protestants more than the others, but to make one unified church; but when faced with his fellow Romanists who said after all, he wasn't the pope, what right did he have to give doctrines for them, he practically took that position, this is simply to bring the Protestants in line. This put the Protestants into a strait jacket. 

Well, the Interim didn't please anybody actually. And Charles found out in the next few years, how it is one thing to make authoritative announcements and to enforce them as long as you have your army right there to put it through; but it's another thing to make people willing to adopt them. 

Now if Charles—or somebody like him—had come with an army like that, soon after the Indulgence Theses were put up in 1517, it would have been quite a simple matter to have destroyed Luther and a few of his followers and put a complete end to the Reformation. But as you know the pope did not want to displease Frederick of Saxony then, because he was anxious to have Frederick's support in connection with the election of a new emperor, which was coming up at that time. And Frederick was very, very clever in the way he handled things; never contradicting the pope and never refusing anything, but always making excuses; and thus managing to protect Luther for a few years, until they had the new emperor. 

Then when they had the new emperor, 1521, Charles, if he had moved then with his army he could have utterly destroyed Luther; though it would have been a harder job than three years before, it would not have been a particularly difficult job. And in other areas he did; he burned a few dozen people at the stake, and put others in dungeons; and that terrified most people till they wouldn't dare even look at Luther's writings. And the Reformation was made absolutely of no effect in a very substantial part of Europe. But Charles was unable to do that in Germany, you remember, because of the various attacks from the French and the Turks and the Pope; and it gradually was put off through all these years. At any time earlier Charles could have done it more easily than now. But by this time, the Protestant movement had grown in the hearts of the people to such a point that if you were to destroy it—all those who had strong Protestant sympathies—you would have destroyed two-thirds of the people of Germany. Now if Charles under those circumstances had been able to take over the education of the country and hold it for 20 years he probably would have practically wiped Christianity out of that land; that's what was done in Czechoslovakia. In Czechoslovakia—where John Huss made his great Reformation teaching—after the Council of Constance in 1417, the great part of the people stood behind the teachings of John Huss, and the best armies of Europe were unable to destroy them; and for at least 200 years the teachings of John Huss were very widespread in Bohemia, another name for this land of the Czechs. But then in 1621 the Austrian Emperor conquered Czechoslovakia, destroyed the nobles and the leaders, drove the Protestant leaders out of the country; it was made a crime to have a copy of the Bible in the Czech language. And for the next 200 years there was no Protestant preaching or teaching in Czechoslovakia whatever. Quite a few of the people escaped into other countries, but those who remained in that country, there was no Protestant preaching or teaching for 200 years, and the nation became at least 97 or 98% Romanist. 

But after 200 years, about 100 years ago, when an Austrian emperor proclaimed freedom of speech and freedom of people to have any books in their possession they might desire to have, they brought out the old Hussite Bibles from their homes; and while it wouldn't be more than a hundred thousand people in the whole land, altogether there were quite a substantial number that for 200 years had been kept hidden away among the people. And you remember when, was it ten years ago?—fifteen nearly now—when young Jan Masyryk was thrown out of the window by the Communists, on his table was a copy of the Hussite Bible, passed down for 200 years of oppression, through his family. He had been reading it before the Communists liquidated him. So you have a few who can keep it alive in oppression like that, but comparatively a very small number. But Germany had by this time reached the position where it would have taken as extreme measures as were adopted a hundred years later in Czechoslovakia. And that would have taken perhaps a younger man than Charles to carry it out; and a man whose whole interest was in Germany, who didn't have a whole empire to worry about, as Charles did. 

At this point, Charles had Germany completely in his hands; and he ordered the Interim; and he kept Italian and Spanish troops all over the country, quartered in different cities and different towns, with officials there to watch them, to be sure that no service was held in any church, except in line with this Interim. This was rigidly enforced in the Protestant areas. The Leipzig Interim was slightly modified, enough to be not quite so repugnant to the Protestants, and of course that covered the area of Wittenberg and Philip Melancthon there. The matters that we have to do in the services under the Interim are matters which are not commanded in Scripture but not forbidden. He called them things which are not essential, things on which it is indifferent what you do, and therefore Melancthon said, "We can go along with this Interim," but most of the Protestants would not go along with the Leipzig Interim, to say nothing of the Augsburg Interim. And the result was that hundreds of Protestant preachers were driven from their churches, refusing to bring themselves in line with the Interim, and many of the leaders fled the country; some of them took a very important part as teachers in England in the next few years, when England was more open to the gospel than it had ever been before—or than it ever was again till this last century. But the preacher either had to conform or he was removed from his position; 400 Lutheran divines were driven from their homes. And the people at large were forced to follow the religious system that the emperor had ordered. 

Soon however it became evident that the people were doing this under compulsion and none of them had any heart in it. Carried on for a few decades, it might have destroyed all memory of Protestantism; except in the minds of a very few. But it would take quite a while. The Germans have a habit, when there is something they cannot resist—there is nothing they can do about it—they have a habit of arousing dissatisfaction to it, by the spreading of little jokes. I remember when Hitler was first in power in Germany. Before the war, I had a friend who was over in Germany studying theology; and he wrote a letter back in which he told about the jokes that were being passed by word of mouth among the German people. He gave 15 or 20 of them, and they were all jokes making fun of Hitler, and Goebbels and Goering and the other leaders, making fun of them and ridiculing them. I remember one of the jokes he said was being passed around was this: that Hitler and Goering and Goebbels made a visit to France; and he said they were in a train coming into France incognito. And, now in Germany, if you call people just scum, just worthless, nothing, a German word for it is Bagage which is just the same in pronunciation as the French word bagage which means baggage. And all Germans know the word baggage too, because they also have that put up on the signs at stations. But he said that they arrived in Paris on a train and they heard a man calling Bagage, and that Hitler turned to Goering and said, "My, they've found us out." And oh, there were dozens of that kind of story which were passed around in the country, showing the attitude of most of the people of detestation at the thought of being under the control of what they considered rather worthless leaders, Hitler, Goering, and Goebbels. But of course they had the power; they took the leaders of the opposition and put them in concentration camps; and in the course of time people were afraid to pass those stories around anymore. 

Now the same thing happened here with the Interim. For one thing, the people stayed away from the churches by the thousands; and there were very, very few people that would go to the services at all. But then there were papers printed anonymously, papers printed and distributed, making all kinds of fun of the Interim. Sometimes there were songs ridiculing it. And sometimes even with the music written on the paper. So there were all sorts of ways of showing the attitude of hostility of the people to the Interim. Until these things were passed around like the question: "What part of speech is Interim? An adverb. What is an adverb? The word of Satan linked to the word of God for the deceiving of souls." And one paper passed around giving the genealogy of Interim. "My mother is a woman of Babylon, beauteous beyond measure, decked with purple, silk and gold; Kings and princes have danced with her; all their desire is for her." And another one which compared the Interim with the Golden Calf in the wilderness. 

And all sorts of things like this were passed around among the people; and eventually one of the cities revolted, the city of Magdeburg. This city of Magdeburg, in north Germany, you may recall, was the place where the Weaver stood out in the middle of the square and began to sing one of Luther's hymns, the people gathered around and the magistrate—this was 20 years earlier—the magistrate found it impossible to stop the great popular movement and the whole town taken over by the Reformation. This was 20 years earlier. Now Magdeburg was the city that revolted. And the people who strongly opposed the Interim gained sufficient control in Magdeburg to change the whole thing in Magdeburg, and to put up defenses around the city, and to resist the army that came to put them down. Of course Charles said, "This is rebellion; this is insurrection against the empire." He called on Maurice of Saxony, who was right next to Magdeburg, and who had claimed Magdeburg as part of his own dominion, to put it down; made Maurice the commander of the army, to put down the revolt in Magdeburg, and Maurice began to besiege Magdeburg. It is west of Berlin, maybe 50-60 miles. 

Well, this is the Interim established. And as I said, ten or fifteen years earlier doubtless it would have been possible to wipe out Protestantism in the course of ten or fifteen years. At this time it probably could be done if this had continued say 30 to 40 years, but it couldn't continue that long. Well, 

W. The Tide Turns. The character of Maurice of Saxony has been much disputed. He was doubtless a very able man; as a young man, he seemed to have a greater understanding of popular movements and popular feelings and diplomatic developments than many of the leaders had. He was also a very skilful and able warrior. He wanted to get the Electorate away from his cousin, John Frederick; and he wanted to get a lot of John Frederick's territory away from him; and in order to get these things, he made alliance with the emperor Charles against his own relatives, and against the Protestant faith. He turned against the Reformation in that the alliance was formed that they—well, I won't say that Charles couldn't have gone to Germany without them, but it would have been two or three times as hard an attack. Certainly it was one of the greatest helps in his complete conquest of Germany, to have Maurice's aid and support.

And as soon as Charles conquered, he switched the Electorate from John Frederick to Maurice; made him the Elector; and he took the northern half from John Frederick's territory, and gave it to him, and of course John Frederic was held as prisoner. Now these things are certainly representative of Maurice. On the other hand, there are very few people in the world who are all good or all bad. There is only one man who ever lived who was all good. Everyone else—no matter how good they are—has his faults. They have their errors and their weaknesses and their sins. And most people, no matter how bad they are, have certain good qualities. But Maurice had selfishness and greed in his character; but that doesn't prove that he was not one who had really been born again. It should not be said of a born-again man, but is, alas, at times. He had these bad aspects of his character, but what was his real attitude toward the Reformation? Had he just gone along with his father or did he have a real personal interest? Well, one thing we find is, that he insisted on certain alterations in the Interim for his own territory. That was looked at as at least some attachment to the teachings of the Reformation. I believe most scholars today would think that Maurice had in his heart a great deal of attachment to Reformation teaching. That even though he desired his own advancement and his own increase in power and territory, and wanted to be the Elector, yet he was really attached to the Reformation teaching and looked with great displeasure on Charles' attempts to destroy it.

I think most agree that he really did his part for Charles; but certainly this is true, that though he had been anxious to steal his cousin's position as Elector, and his cousin's property, yet he had a real affection to his cousin. And he was greatly displeased at his cousin's being kept in prison for a long time. And more than that, he was concerned about his uncle Philip of Hesse. He had personally assured Philip that if he would surrender to the emperor, he would be treated kindly, but the emperor instead had thrown Philip into prison and was treating him very harshly; and when Maurice kept asking him how soon Philip could be released, the emperor put him off. And Maurice didn't like this. At any rate, now that Maurice was in charge of the siege of Magdeburg, it gave him an opportunity in carrying on this siege to make all sorts of military preparations and to make negotiations with others, without the emperor having any reason to suspect that Maurice might be disloyal. 
Maurice suddenly changed sides and revolted against the emperor; having previously managed with great difficulty to persuade the Protestants that he was sincerely against the emperor and going against him, he made his negotiations, and finally succeeded in persuading them he really meant it and wasn't just trying to get something on them, that he really sincerely was going to fight against the emperor. And then in order to get the French not to come in and in order to get the French to help them a little bit, and put pressure on the emperor, they had to give up Alsace-Lorraine, which the French got control of this time. Alsace-Lorraine is German territory but they made certain concessions to the French to get their help too. Suddenly the emperor, who himself never dreamed anything was wrong, heard that Maurice, at the head of an army, was moving toward him, determined to put an end to the emperor; to give freedom to the people of Germany. And Charles had to flee through rain and sleet—he and his brothers and their bodyguard—had to rush them across the Austrian mountains and clear down into Italy—just barely escape—and Maurice said, "I thought maybe we would bag the old fox, but he just barely escaped." And when he did, Maurice said, "I guess I don't have any cage big enough to hold as big a game as he is." Which, of course, was true. The people throughout Germany were rejoicing that the attempt to force out Protestantism had proved impossible. In 1552, at Passau in south Germany, a feast was made, and in this feast at Passau the arrangements were made whereby Philip of Hesse would be released, and also the duke of Saxony; and the Protestant princes were to have freedom to carry on their religion as they believed it; and a settlement was made that was a permanent settlement of the religious situation in Germany. Charles, having made this arrangement, then had to go on to take command of the German army which had been opposing the French, try to hold off the French again; but it was very evident that it was impossible at this time, and would be for a long time to come, to make any serious efforts to force the Protestants of Germany to adopt Romanist ceremonies, or to give up any of their doctrines. 

And so Charles saw that it was necessary to make a peace that would give in a great deal to the Protestants. And Charles simply couldn't bear the thought of doing it himself. So then in 1555, at Augsburg, a Diet was held which would make a final settlement. Charles didn't come to the Diet. He sent his brother to represent him, and in fact Charles abdicated. And his brother succeeded him as emperor, and Charles retired and went to a place next door to a monastery in Spain; there he spent the remaining part of his life. According to the story, he worked with clocks in his spare time; and he couldn't make the clocks keep the same time, and he said, "I have spent all my life trying to make people think the same way; here I can't make clocks keep the same time." 

Now the Peace of Passau in 1552 was the real conclusion of the struggle; but the Peace of Augsburg in 1555 is what establishes a situation that continues undisturbed for 75 years, and in the main continues for centuries after. And so that is a very important date in Church History—1555 when the actual settlement was made. The Peace of Augsburg. The Diet was held and in the Diet the ecclesiastical officials had sufficient vote that the Diet would have a majority against the Protestants and so the Protestants tried to get a representative council of Germany, representing areas where they would have a majority or at least an equal vote. Ferdinand, the brother of Charles, refused to agree to anything like this, as much as the Diet had the authority; the Diet met, but before the Diet all the Protestant leaders met together; and all but one were determined that they must agree upon a definite thing they would insist on at the Diet. And they would not give in to any majority that would insist on any sort of a compromise. And so they got a united front—even the one that at first didn't go along with them, who said the Interim is all right, we can still teach justification by faith—when even he agreed that this meeting, that they would stand together at the Die; absolutely insist upon certain minimum requirements for their teaching. You may have wondered about the things I said about Maurice, when I expressed people's wondering what his real character was; why it didn't become apparent in the next few years. The reason is that just in the very time of victory—in one of the battles—Maurice was killed. So Maurice—whose life was so important, he was such an able man—was killed as a very young man still in his early twenties. He was killed in a battle and has no more part to play in history. He died in 1553.

Saxony was an area in eastern Germany, somewhat north of the central part; this area of Saxony, the grandfather of the Elector Frederick, had divided into two parts. The northern part that has the most important cities in it—he gave to one son; the southern part that was larger and had less important cities he gave to another son; so it was divided and the one who had the less important cities was made the Elector—one of those who elect the emperor. So they called that southern part Electoral Saxony, and the northern part Ducal Saxony, though actually the elector was also a duke, it was just that the southern duke was one of the nine men who elected the emperor. Now this continued until this time, when Maurice was the duke of the northern part, and John Frederick, his cousin, was duke of the southern part and was elector. Now Maurice got the emperor to promise him some of John Frederick's territory, the northern part of the territory while John Frederick was in prison. Maurice didn't rule his territory; Maurice ruled his own territory with the additional part that had been given him out of John Frederick's. And John Frederick's son ruled the territory (the southern part of Germany) while John Frederick was in prison. The Electorate continued in the family of Maurice, and they held now all the northern part and half of the southern part. What remained of the southern part disintegrated more or less in succeeding years into four or five different sections. For instance, Albert the husband of Queen Victoria, was Prince of Saxony Colbert-Soba, that is to say one of the sections of the southern part, the section which included the fortress of Colbert where Martin Luther had stayed in 1530. But the Electorate was switched to the northern part, and when Maurice turned against Charles, Charles thought well all I have to do is support the born elector against the man I made an elector, and I'll switch my support to him and Maurice won't amount to anything. But he found it wasn't that easy. And Charles found his whole life plan of maintaining the unity of the empire, the unity of the church of Germany, that which he had been planning and working for all of his life, it was a failure. So he resigned as emperor and his brother Ferdinand had to carry through the negotiations to establish the people. 

Now at Augsburg, before the Protestant nobles got that far, those who were more or less indifferent, or leaning toward the Romanist view, they were constantly saying now what we've got to have is a peace that is permanent. This religious situation must not be a cause of war and difficulty as it has been these last 8 years. We must have a situation existing that is permanent, that is definite, that is continuing, that is uninterrupted, that will last forever, and that there will be nothing that will bring an end to it; and they kept using language like that; and the Romanists, men who were bishops and so on, who had positions in the Diet by virtue of their ecclesiastical positions, they heard these others talking and they saw that they were determined to have a permanent situation, nothing that would last three or four years and then have an insurrection that would be changed. It must be satisfying to enough that they could depend on the mass of the people to stop anybody who tried to overcome it. So when the Protestants came with a definite set plan they announced and insisted upon, the others got certain modifications in it, but in the main they agreed to what the Protestants proposed. 

Now the first thing the Protestants proposed was that every prince should have a right to choose his own viewpoint, whether he was to be a Romanist or to be a follower of Luther. And the others said, "Well now you're introducing a system that will mean all kinds of feuds and all kinds of anarchy and superstitious ideas of every sort will be coming." They said, "That's not what we want; we want the Confession of Augsburg—which was presented at the Diet in 1530—to be a legal view for any prince to take; and if a man takes that view he cannot be molested on that ground; he has a right to take that and to make that supreme in his territory. And that was insisted on; and the others said, "All right, we will agree, that any German prince has the right to follow the Roman Church or to hold the views of the Confession of Augsburg. But no other view." They said, "If someone comes in with a different kind of a religion, which is neither the Roman view or the Confession of Augsburg, he must not be permitted in the land; he must be kept out completely, no prince can hold any other view but these two" So that was the agreement. That the Augsburg Confession and the views of those admitting the pope as head of the church, these two views were permissible views within the empire. And no one could be prosecuted on the ground of holding one of these two views. And a ruler could say, "I hold to the Confession of Augsburg, this is what shall be preached in the churches in the area over which I am duke." Well, they said, "How about, suppose the ruler assumes that view and there is a minority in his dukedom that won't go along with him, he should have a right to kill those people?" No, that was forbidden, but he can permit them to sell their property and to leave the area and move to another area, that he can permit. 

Now the Protestants tried to insist that in the Roman area the Protestants must have freedom, that in a Roman area Protestant preaching could be given and Protestant views could be held the by those who wanted to hold them. But Romanists would not agree to that, they said no, that if the prince is a Romanist, he can say this is the view of my area and all the churches hold this view, but if—you cannot kill people for holding the opposite, you can allow them to migrate, but you cannot kill them for it. So that agreement was made: whatever the prince held, that was the religion of his area, providing it was one of these two. Now Germany had a great many free cities which were supposedly directly under the emperor, but actually the emperor was only nominally ruler over. They were independent cities. What about these cities? Well, they said, if in these free cities, if a free city is definitely Romanist and the people want to keep it so, that is permitted. If it is definitely following the Confession of Augsburg, and the people want to keep it so, that is permitted. But they said if there is a substantial group already in a city holding both of these views, then both of them are to be permitted in that city. So that was the arrangement that was held for the cities. Now there was another question. Quite a few bishops in the past and archbishops, men who were by virtue of being ecclesiastical leaders, had changed their archbishopric into dukedoms, become Protestants, married and established a dynasty; that has happened on quite a few occasions. Now the Protestants said if any of the remaining archbishops and ecclesiastical leaders decides to do this, they ought to be permitted to do so. They can take the property there which, after all, had been given by the people of that area; they can take that property and make it Protestant property instead of Roman property. After all it originally comes from the people in that area, and should be what they want, rather than having relation to what the people believed sometime in the past. And the Romanists said no; here Ferdinand was adamant. Ferdinand could imagine all the bishops changing and the whole thing would be Protestant and they would elect a Protestant emperor; he just wouldn't give in to that. So the Protestants, in order to make a permanent arrangement, agreed to this; if a bishop, if an ecclesiastical leader, turns Protestant he must resign his church position, and he must turn over his property to the Roman Church; that was made part of Peace of Augsburg. 

Now this Peace of Augsburg then established throughout the empire two religious views which were permitted; and it is very interesting what an importance this took on. For instance, a few years after that, when the first Protestant queen of England, Queen Elizabeth, began to be more and more obnoxious to the pope, the pope decided that he would excommunicate Elizabeth; he would issue a ban against her, an excommunication; and he told the emperor that he was going to excommunicate Queen Elizabeth. And the emperor said you must not do that, that is absolutely impossible, because Queen Elizabeth has signed the Augsburg Confession, and theoretically the empire included all of western Europe; and Queen Elizabeth was very cagey. She had signed the Augsburg Confession; she always kept a couple of candles up in the front of the church, because the Lutherans had candles in their churches; and she used certain forms similar to what the Lutherans used; and she said she was a follower of the Augsburg Confession, and the emperor said the Augsburg Confession is permitted within the empire, the pope cannot excommunicate a woman for holding the Augsburg Confession. So when a few years after that the pope decided to excommunicate Elizabeth anyway; he declared in the bull of excommunication that she had partaken of the impious mysteries of Calvinism. In other words, on that ground that he was excommunicating her. So you see how the Peace of Augsburg though directly it affected only Germany, it set up a legal situation in the whole empire which gave a certain measure of protection to Protestant princes, though not much to individuals. Well, we continue there tomorrow. 

I spoke of the Peace of Augsburg, 1555, and how the peace at Augsburg was supposed to make a permanent final definite conclusion, an unending solution to the religious problems in Germany. That is what the members of the Diet wanted, and they were very determined about it and the adjectives I used are less than a third as many as they used in pronouncing their desire for it. But it is impossible for human beings to make a permanent final solution to anything; human beings change; life changes; conditions change. And it was particularly impossible there because you had two dynamic movements facing each other. You had the movement of the gospel, the movement of the spread of the Word of God, a movement which had spread over the greater part of Germany and was very active in Austria as well. And you had this movement moving forward, it would not stop. If it was to be stopped, it had to be stopped with force; it naturally had a dynamic in it that would keep going, unless some real force stopped it. And then on the other hand you had the counter-Reformation, which we will look at later but which by this time was well under way. And the counter-Reformation was determined to win back everything that the Roman Church had lost, and it did win back perhaps a third of all that it had lost. 

It made tremendous strides; and the Counter-Reformation could not be told, here is a permanent arrangement, you can't move any more in this direction. It was moving in every direction that it possibly could. It was determined to control the whole world, as the movement which it represents is determined today. But the decision at Augsburg was something which gave peace for 50 years. It was something which enabled a generation—perhaps almost two generations—to move forward without constant oppression. It was an arrangement which gave toleration and freedom to two generations to go on believing as they wanted to, as they had shown by this time what they wanted to do. So the Peace of Augsburg is a tremendously important thing in secular history, and in Church History. In both it is a tremendously important thing. We will look back to it, briefly, when we get to 60 years later—to see the points in it which proved not permanent and which brought on the terrible 30 years' war, as terrible a war as the world has ever seen as yet by its terrible results in devastation and misery—which it produced. But before that came, there was a 60-year period of peace in Germany and the opportunity for the gospel to go forward in that land. But it was also a time for the Counter-Reformation to be forwarded equally. Now this, as I said, was of tremendous importance for all history, secular as well as religious. 

We now look on to X, though we're still dealing with Martin Luther and his works, we want to look at the continuance of his work during these next few years, under X, a section which is not of so much importance for secular history but which is of very great importance for church history. 

X. Development of Lutheran Orthodoxy. A book was published about two years ago which defined orthodoxy as that belief which takes the Bible as its basis. That's a new definition of orthodoxy, which I don't think you'll find anywhere else. That is the way, I think, religion ought to be, with the Bible as its basis; but the word orthodox, as used, means holding in detail that which is considered correct doctrine by whatever group is referred to. So when we speak of Lutheran orthodoxy we are not simply speaking of its relation to the Bible; we are speaking of a system, a viewpoint, which is held tenaciously by a certain group. That's what we mean by orthodoxy. And the development of Lutheran orthodoxy is a very interesting thing which we're going to have to cover in a very few minutes; but if there was time for a month or two on it, I'm sure you would find it extremely interesting and valuable. If we only had to go up to 1600 in this course in Church History, we'd take a couple of months. Since we want to get to 1950 by next spring, I'm going to have to just try to sketch very briefly an idea of these tremendously important developments. Important for their effects on the Lutheran Church; important for their effect upon other churches; important as specimens of the sort of thing that is apt to happen in human life; and therefore tremendously valuable for a person in any sort of religious work to be familiar with. But the first thing we notice in that regard is that Luther is not attempting to set up a system of orthodox belief which his followers must hold. Nothing was further from Luther's mind. And nothing would have been further from Luther's mind than to have a group of churches called by his name. It was 30 years after Luther's time before anyone but his enemies called the churches by his name. He called them Christian churches, or evangelical churches; or churches of the original catholic viewpoint; the viewpoint which characterized the church catholic in the early days. But he never thought of attaching his name to it. And Luther, we've noted, refused to allow the establishment of a system of government whereby the people would have a certain voice; the ministers a certain voice; there would be a demarcation of authority in order to try to permit the things to move forward, facing issues as they arose with different ones having their proper authority in relation to these. Luther was not interested in that sort of thing. Luther said "Here's the Bible, read it, see what it says; stand upon it, and if the Lord blesses it, fine; and if the Lord causes you to die for your faith, praise the Lord for the opportunity of serving Him in this way." But the idea of establishing a steady continuous movement with certain definite arrangements was something that did not interest Luther. And when it comes to the matter of what the churches are to believe, Luther would say believe what the Bible says. But if he found people advancing something he thought was definitely contrary to the Bible, he would speak out in very, very strong terms against that particular thing. And so we find that the great influence in Luther's life was on the matters of the gospel; not on the matters of the deity of Christ, the fundamentals as we speak of them today; because those were not particularly pressing at that time among professing Christians; but on the matter of how to be saved, justification by faith, the fact that God and God alone is the source of our salvation; that it is his grace alone, nothing is good that we can provide, that presents our salvation. That is what Luther was constantly dwelling upon; it was the great emphasis of his life. But as we've noticed, there was a secondary aspect, which at times was very strong—particularly toward the end of his life—and this was Luther's emphasis on his belief that in the communion the body and blood of Christ are actually there in a physical sense, even though he strongly denied the Roman Catholic teaching that the priest could change the elements into something different from what they were before. He strongly denied trans-substantiation, but he vehemently opposed and attacked those who said the elements are just a symbol of the body and blood of Christ. He said, "This is my body; it is the body and blood of Christ." Well, those were where Luther's emphasis lay; but he did not attempt to take a great many other points and speak in positive terms of exactly what should be the line of demarcation the church should follow; though on most of these matters, he spoke rather positively somewhere or other in the midst of his voluminous writings. 

1. Controversies. Well, right after Luther's death, there was an occasion for very important disagreement on account of the coming of the establishment of the Interim. The result of that was that every Protestant had to examine his conscience as to whether he should have anything to do with the Interim. And we notice that there were hundreds of Protestant pastors who were driven from their churches because of their refusal to work with the Interim. But Melancthon said the Interim, at least the Leipzig Interim, the one in Saxony, declared acceptance of justification by faith and of the principal doctrines that we stand for. And he said while it carries on a lot of medieval ceremonies that we don't believe in, they are comparatively unimportant. We can go along with them. Many others strongly differed from Melancthon on this point. And so there was a big controversy immediately. Now I'm not going to list these controversies here for you to take the names down. I'm just going to give you an idea of the general movement and one or two to list. This is the controversy over the secondary matters, the matters of minor importance. I'm not going to spell it out for you because it would take us a whole hour to give the names of these controversies in detail. But I just want you to see how, at the very beginning, at the time after Luther's death, there was a controversy which divided up the church; and after the Interim was done away with, the controversy lingered. Some people were indignant against Melancthon because of his having agreed to go along with the Interim. 

Now another controversy which came rather soon I will give you the name of specifically; that was the Philipist Controversy, which was also called the Crypto-Calvinistic controversy. This was the attack of people who declared they were loyal followers of Martin Luther against Philip Melancthon, because Melancthon, who was a very close friend of Calvin as well as being Luther's best friend, was feeling more and more that Calvin's view of the Lord's Supper was right. He was moving in that direction. And they called it Secret-Calvinism. I don't think Philip made any secret about his feelings on the matter; he always said he was a follower of Luther, never claimed to be a follower of Calvin, so they called him a Secret-Calvinist. And there was great controversy over this: Wittenberg, Leipzig, the Saxonies, were pretty well dominated by Melancthon. But other men—not very outstanding, most of them—but very determined men, in other sections of north Germany, were violent in their denunciation of Philip; they said he is declining from the true Lutheranism; whatever Luther says we must stand upon; we must be real solid Lutherans right down the line. And so they attacked Philip Melancthon very, very strongly; and the attacks were so bitter, that toward the end of his life Melancthon said he just wanted to die to get away from the fury of the theologians. Melancthon lived 14 years after this, and they were embittered years because of the constant attack on him, although there were others who stood very loyally beside him. 

But along with these controversies there were a number of others. There was a man from Gruenberg, called Sociander, I won't ask you to learn his name, who insisted that instead of holding that justification is a single act of God, it is a gradual process. He said Christ comes into us and we are justified because Christ is there, rather than because of Christ's merit being laid to our account, as Luther would have said. And so there was a big controversy about that view. There were controversies over the view of a man named George Major. There was the anti-nomistic controversy, those who said "Let us sin that grace may abound." They said we are saved by grace and if we put any emphasis on law we are hurting our salvation. And so he says, we don't good works; good works are a hindrance to salvation. What we want is only the grace of God, and this is going to this extreme view which his opponents, I believe, called rightly, anti-nomianism. But there was a controversy that waxed so bitter, in the years following the peace of Augsburg, that some of the Jesuits, the leaders in the Counter-Reformation, some of the Jesuits said that every Lutheran church was a different denomination. Everyone had its own view and they were all different from each other, and they were squabbling over different viewpoints on different points, and the Jesuits said within a few years we'll get rid of those churches altogether because they are so constantly fighting over so many things. But there were men who determined that this must not occur, and there was the group of course, they called them the Gnesio group—the Gnesio-Lutherans were the men who said we are genuine Lutherans, we follow Martin Luther all the way down the line. And they said Philip Melancthon is a traitor to Martin Luther, we're not even going to think he is a Christian, they said. They said can a Calvinist be saved anyway? And they were very bitter in their denunciation, and they began making a creed which they claimed followed Martin Luther exactly down the line, though they didn't really on some points, but certainly on this point of the Lord's Supper; they said anyone who doesn't exactly take this view is simply outside the pale of orthodoxy and is not really loyal to the Augsburg Confession. And so they said the Philipists have no right to be tolerated in the empire, because they're not following the Augsburg Confession. Well, Philip Melancthon had written the Augsburg Confession. And the Philipists claimed to be just as loyal to the Augsburg Confession as any of the rest. The rest said they are not entitled to be tolerated under it. 

Well, the controversies went on for a period of over 20 years; and in the end of it, though the princes particularly felt that they wanted the gospel preached in their territory, and they wanted the Word of God to go forward and they wanted the churches to be working together, the churches that stood for the Word of God, and not constantly fighting over these things, so they got groups of theologians to work on making a formula and then they would send it to another group and ask what they thought and it went through quite a number of revisions, and finally in 1577 they got a formula worked out which they called the Formula of Concord. Now this Formula of Concord reaffirmed belief in the great essentials of the gospel, the fundamentals of the gospel and of justification by faith, and denied the idea that we are saved in any other way or through any other cause than simply justification, through what Christ has done on the cross. To this point, it was something that all truly Christian denominations should be able to agree. But this occupied a comparatively small part of the formula. It went on to reaffirm Luther's attitude toward the sacraments in the strongest terms. And to exclude from Christian fellowship anyone who denies that the body and blood of Christ are physically present in the Lord's Supper; and in order to maintain that, they declared that the body of Christ is united with His divinity and therefore is extended to all places, so that actually His physical body is everywhere; and being everywhere it is in the cup. The ubiquity of Christ's body is one of the matters most strongly affirmed in the Formula of Concord. 

Then it came to the matter of grace, the matter of predestination, the matter of the sovereignty of God, Luther had taken a stronger, more extreme stand than Calvin ever took. You remember his book on the Bondage of the Will, which Luther said, if all the rest of his works were destroyed, he'd like to have that kept, the Bondage of the Will. Well, this had been in the controversy because Calvin's emphasis on predestination and on the sovereignty of God led some who were opposing Calvinism to react against that; and Philip, who was agreeing with Calvin on the matter of the Lord's Supper, did not go toward Calvin on this regard but retreated from Luther's position. And the Formula of Concord declared that the grace of God is alone necessary for man's salvation, man cannot save himself. Some of these men in these controversies had held that man must cooperate with God. The Synergistic controversy, they called it. That man cooperates with God in his salvation. They denied that—the Formula—man does not cooperate with God in his salvation. It is only the grace of God that saves him. But they said man can resist the grace of God, and so the formula said that men are lost because they resist the grace of God. Now the Calvinists felt that that was putting the stress back again where Luther had said it definitely must not be—on man's will—that man resists the grace of God and therefore is lost. And so the Formula of Concord not only differs from Calvinism on the Lord's Supper but also on the matter of the sovereignty of God, saying that man can resist the grace of God and that is why he is lost, because he has resisted the grace of God. 

Well, this Formula of Concord, after many theologians had worked on it and there had been much discussion, they finally agreed upon this and in 1577 it was promulgated and it was presented all over Germany. There were thousands of theologians who signed it; thousands of pastors who signed it; the dukes of about two-thirds of the sections of Germany signed it. It was refused by Denmark, Sweden and Norway—but Sweden later adopted it—and some years later Denmark for a time made its publication in Denmark punishable by death, they were so much against it for a time. But this Formula of Concord became the symbol of Lutheran orthodoxy. And in 1580—in June 25, 1580—a great celebration was held, because it was 50 years after the presentation of Augsburg at the Diet of Augsburg, exactly 50 years after that, the so-called Book of Concord, was officially adopted. This Book of Concord, includes not only the Formula of Concord, but also the Confession of Augsburg, Luther's Catechism, various declarations of Melancthon and of Luther and of the various groups of dukes in connection with the formation of the Protestant League in the early days but has as its climax the Formula of Concord, and this Book of Concord became the symbol of Lutheran orthodoxy. That is why today you have colleges—Lutheran colleges—called Concordia College, and Concordia Seminary; they are named after the Formula of Concord, or the Book of Concord. And today the Missouri Lutherans stand very strongly on every detail of the Book of Concord. They take the rigid view, following every detail; this which became the symbol of Lutheran orthodoxy. The result of this was to put the Lutherans into a very definite doctrinal system, which contained the great things of the gospel, but which on certain points seems to some of us, not to be strictly in line with the Scriptures; and we regret the fact that many times tremendous emphasis was laid on those particular points; but it did away with the conscious controversy and fighting among the theologians in those areas, and allowed them to give their attention to the promulgation of the gospel within those areas. 

In the Lutheran churches today Melancthon is given comparatively little honor. His views were opposed in several places in this Book of Concord, and though Luther considered Melancthon the greatest theologian of the day, Luther said "If I'm killed what's the difference? Melancthon is here." Luther had more confidence in this man than in anyone else. Yet the Lutheran churches have to quite an extent repudiated Melancthon. Actually, I think there is a group that is in-between, that Melancthon was a great man and a great influence, a great help; but he wasn't nearly as strong or as dependable as Luther thought. He was a gentle soul who didn't dare to speak up and strongly show disagreement with Luther on these points, and Luther assumed he agreed with him on every point, as he did on most points. The Augsburg Confession is the first thing in the Book of Concord. The Augsburg Confession is what the Peace of Augsburg made the symbol of the other view that is permitted in the empire as well as the view of the Roman church. And this is the first one in the Book of Concord. The Book of Concord is a rather lengthy book, and we don't have time to consider it, but the last part of it is the Formula of Concord which takes a precise position on these many points of controversy during that period. 

Now there was one other effect, though, of this controversy, and particularly of the adoption of the Formula of Concord. There were a good many Christians in Germany who could not go along with it. And as a matter of fact, particularly in the section which is called the Palatinate. That is the section which has Heidelberg as its capital. And there in that section the duke definitely supported Philip Melancthon, on the matter of the Lord's Supper, and he refused to go along with the movement—the extreme movement against Melancthon; he had a catechism written, in Heidelberg, which took the strong view of the sovereignty of God that Luther had taken, and which took the view which opposed the view of Luther that the body and blood of Christ were actually everywhere and in the Lord's Supper; and this catechism which he had written there by some theologians—the Heidelberg Catechism—became one of the great creedal statements of the Reformed churches, the Heidelberg Catechism. And so you have a group around Heidelberg which refused to go along with the Lutheran orthodoxy and they called them the Reformed Church. Now of course they all were reformed; they had come out against the superstitions of the medieval church; they were all reformed, but the Lutheran people called themselves, generally, Evangelical, and later they came to be called Lutheran. And of the others who were not Lutheran, they came largely to be called Reformed. So Reformed came to be a specific term for those who were following the views of Zwingli and of Calvin, rather than those of Luther. But you had a German Reformed Church which became established; and Hesse, the area of Philip of Hesse, in time, went with this church, rather than with the Lutheran Reformed church who did not follow the Formula of Concord, in different parts of Germany. We look at them a little more later on, but not a great deal, unfortunately. But we will stop at this point our discussion of the work of Martin Luther. Now that work of course has gone on and on, and is going on today. It was a hundred years after Luther's time that John Bunyan's life was changed by the reading of Martin Luther's books. It was 200 years after his time that John Wesley's life was completely changed by hearing Luther's Preface to the Epistle to the Romans read. Luther's work will always go on until our Lord comes back because he was one of the greatest forces of history, but as far as that which is distinctively and closely connected with him during that particular century, we will now turn to look at one of three other strands that we must look at before we're ready to leave that century. [Question] The Calvinistic and Reformed are the same. They are the same. Oh, Evangelical, I thought you said Calvinistic. The word evangelical, of course, just means holding to the gospel. But the Lutheran churches used the name evangelical quite a bit. The name Reformed would fit anybody who turned against the abuses of the Roman church, and the corruption. But since the Lutherans were using the term evangelical and then came to be more and more using the term Lutheran, those who did not follow them came to be called Reformed. And then the word Reformed came to mean those who followed the views of Calvin; and it's used today for churches following the views of Calvin, they are called the Reformed churches. [student] The Book of Concord was 1580—not compiled but adopted, compiled over a period of years—but it was adopted, officially, 50 years to the day after that day when the German nobles had stood before the emperor in Augsburg in 1530 and declared that this was their faith and they would not give it up; even though they were loyal to him—in religious matters they would stand by the confession of Augsburg. [student: on resisting the Grace of God?] Well, they would say not; but I do not believe that you would find any evidence in Luther's life that he would hold such a view; and you can find much evidence in Luther's work that would imply that he would not go along with them. It was never presented to Luther, what would you say about this, yes or no? But you can find plenty in Luther's works, you take his Bondage of the Will; he takes the strongest possible stand that it is God's grace alone that determines man's salvation. But the specific way of saying it—that man can resist it—is pretty hard to fit with what Luther says. But you don't have a specific statement by him denying it. [student] Yes, Luther, and Philip Melancthon. Philip Melancthon does not have the standing in the Lutheran church today at all that Luther would have given him. 
Now we want to start

III. John Calvin and his works. 
Now we're going back again, you see. We want to tell about things that happen parallel with the latter part of Luther's life. But I think it clearer to handle them separately, rather than to try to jump from one to the other. And so first under that 

A. The Relation of Calvin to Luther. Under that 

1. Calvin is a Second-generation reformer. And that is vital to the difference between Luther and Calvin. Luther is the pioneer; Luther is the man in a world which unquestionably accepts the authority of the pope; by the world, I mean the world in general. Scholars had great questions about it, but the world in general accepted that the pope was the authority in the church; and these indulgences had been given for centuries; this was the situation, and Luther started the big break and the move out of it. Now when Calvin comes along, a big break has already been made. He is not the pioneer; he is not the founder; he is not the beginner of it; he is a second-generation reformer. You might say there is great honor that goes to a first generation reformer, that can't possibly go to a second-generation reformer. And yet at this point that's not strictly true; because you might say if you're going to count generations strictly, Calvin would be halfway between the first and second generations. Actually he was very active during the latter part of Luther's life, and he had a great deal to do with areas where the reformation had not made much progress. So he carried the Reformation forward in new areas. But when Calvin came along it was already begun and under way; and the place where this shows itself particularly is that Luther would stand there in the situation on which he was raised, and he would see we something which seemed to be an abuse; he could investigate it from the Scripture; he strikes out against it, he deals with this matter, then another matter comes up. Luther considers it in the light of the Bible, determines what he is going to do and why, and strikes out in this direction. And so his life, as far as a scholarly seeking through as a whole matter is concerned, is not systematic. It is based upon issues as they come up; if you take all of Luther's study all his life on all the different subjects and fit it together, you get a mighty fine treatment of the whole of Christian truth. But it's not a systematic treatment because he was a pioneer. Calvin came along a little later; he didn't have to face the problem: is the church as we know it absolutely right, or are there flaws in it? Calvin could face the proposition: here are two views; this one seems to be correct approach; now what are the implications in this? What about the details of it; how does it all fit together? And so Calvin as a second generation reformer was in a position to take the many different ways in which Luther had dealt with different problems and to systematize them, to fit them together, and to show their inter-relations; so that the problem wasn't: is this thing which I find in the world right or wrong? What shall I do about this? What is the answer on this? That wasn't the problem for Calvin. With Calvin the situation is: here is the problem; here is a world in which we live; what should be our attitude toward the world, toward the Bible, toward life in general? It is a systematic approach which makes it possible to build up some things such as the Formula of Concord endeavored to build. Calvin was in a position to make that endeavor in the prime of his life; Luther was never in that position. 

So we have the two men that are not simply two different reformers who are rivals—nothing like that. Luther is the first generation and in some ways Calvin is second. Now he is about halfway actually between first and second. But Calvin can build on much that Luther did; and Calvin can put upon it much that Luther might have too, if he had been in that position. But the work of the two men supplemented each other. They are in no sense antagonistic in their work, but supplementary. 

2. Calvin was a Careful Exegete and Systematizer. This is not to say that Luther was not careful in his exegesis, and that Luther did not attempt to fit things together properly; but Calvin is more distinctively an exegete. In fact, at Concordia Seminary, the most orthodox of the orthodox Lutherans, a man who was there not long ago told me that—referring to Calvin, said "Oh, he was the exegete of the Reformation." In other words, even though there were differences on many doctrinal points, they felt that his supreme ability as an exegete was worthy of great commendation. He was a careful linguistic scholar, examining the words of Scripture to see exactly what they meant; and then fitting them together with the words of the others parts of the Scripture. Calvin has published far more of exegesis than Luther. He had far more of a chance to give a systematic rounded-out consideration of the gospel. Luther's view was: what is there in the Bible that is there in connection with this problem facing me now, with this abuse that has come up here? Calvin was saying, what does the Bible teach about this matter as a whole; what are all the various aspects of it that ought to be considered, in order to build up a well-rounded approach for this matter? Calvin was just as much into theology as Luther, but Luther was more—of course Luther did take up various books and study them as books very carefully—but Luther was more into what does the Bible teach? Calvin's approach was: here are the books of the Bible, what are the teachings we should gather from them? It is entirely probable that, if one man could have combined the excellencies of both, far more could have been done than by having the two men working separately. There would have been great advance there. On the other hand, it is highly questionable whether Calvin could have done Luther's work. If you put Calvin in Luther's place there might never have been a Reformation. On the other hand if you put Luther in Calvin's place, the great work Calvin did would never have been done. Each had his own particular ability for his own place. And if one man can combine all the abilities, that would be grand, but you rarely find that. 
3. Calvin was a scholar who became a practical man. This is a point where there is a contest between the two men. Luther was a practical man who became a scholar. Both of them were able scholars, and both of them were very effective practical men.

Calvin was a man who loved scholarship and would've been happy to have devoted his life simply to quiet scholarship; but he was forced against his will into practical activity; and in this practical activity, he took the results of his scholarship and tried to make them effective in human life. 

And the fourth thing to mention about Calvin is the point in which the two are together rather than different: 

4. Calvin was a leader of men. You would never have dreamed that, perhaps, to look at his activity, so often with his great emphasis on scholarship; but when he came into the practical sphere, he proved to have remarkable ability as a leader of men; just to give you an example of that, there was a Scotsman named John Knox, at least ten years older than John Calvin, who came to Geneva when he was a refugee from the persecutions in England under Queen Mary. He came to Geneva, and though Knox was a great leader of the Reformation in Scotland and was ten years older than Calvin, yet when he was there with Calvin, he was ready to take a position as a humble follower of Calvin; because he recognized his leadership to a great extent. Calvin, as Luther, had remarkable ability as a leader of men. Neither of them could have accomplished anything like the work they did, if they had not had a unique ability to influence people and to lead men to accomplish what they felt was right. Now we'll have to stop there for today. Tomorrow we'll begin to go into details of the life of John Calvin, and of the part of the Reformation that clusters around his name.

Last time, we looked first at The Relation of Calvin to Luther. We looked at 4. A leader of men. Now just a brief glance at 

5. Comparison of the Teachings of Calvin with those of Luther. It seemed to the Lutherans of that day that there was a marked difference between the teaching of Calvin and that of Luther; but the reason it seemed so was because of their difference on the Lord's Supper. There was no other point on which there seemed at that time to be any vital difference between Luther and Calvin. The difference was on the Lord's Supper; and on the Lord's Supper, some would say Calvin was halfway between Zwingli and Luther. In fact, Luther is said to have said when he first saw Calvin's first writing on the subject, "If only they had talked this way in the beginning, a lot of controversy might have been spared." 

Now whether he continued to feel that way we don't know. Luther was very much against Zwingli, and he considered Calvin as belonging to the Zwingli camp. But perhaps Calvin would not have put it in so irritating a way as Zwingli did, and caused this division, if Zwingli hadn't been there first; we don't know. But we notice that between Luther and Zwingli on 15 points they agreed on 14 1/2. The difference was very, very small; not enough to divide Europe in two parts—certainly not enough for that. On the other points they were practically identical. Calvin is thought of as the great teacher of predestination—the great man who stressed election so much, stressed the sovereignty of God so much; but you find just as much stress, if not more so, in those of Luther's writings which dealt with this subject. Luther did not relate it to his other doctrines as fully as Calvin did; he didn't work it out systematically, as Calvin did; but he expressed himself even more strongly than Calvin on this point. Their only difference was on the Lord's Supper. The two were not opposing figures in any sense; they were men who were opposing the Romanist error and standing almost identical; and the work of Calvin is a work that completes the work that Luther began—which systematized the work that Luther did in a more sporadic way; which organizes that which Luther had developed. Luther started the great break with Rome; Calvin systematized it, thinking it through, analyzing it and working it up into a system. 

6. Calvin was not responsible for the division into Lutheran and Reformed. All of Europe was divided, in a few years—that is, all of Protestant Europe—into two great divisions, the Lutheran and the Reformed. Two-thirds of Protestant Germany, or more, was Lutheran, but a vital section, a very dynamic section of Germany was Reformed. Of course, Reformed, properly would cover both of them, because Reformed meant having reformed the errors of the Roman church; but the word Reformed came to be applied to those followers of the Reformation who did not follow Luther on the point of the Lord's Supper; and so Reformed has come to mean those who follow the systematic theology of Calvin. But this division was one for which Calvin was not responsible. He always spoke of Luther in the highest terms. He always considered Luther as belonging to exactly the same movement as that with which he was connected. He signed the Confession of Augsburg, and considered himself as at one with them, except that he did not agree that the body of Christ was universal and that the physical body was in the Lord's supper. On everything else he felt himself at one with them. I mentioned to you before how when Luther was feeling so strongly against the sacramentarianism, as he called it, Calvin wrote a letter to Philip Melancthon, who was also Luther's spokesman. And Calvin expressed in a way, "See what Luther will say about this formulation, see if we can't get together," and Melancthon wrote back and said, "I didn't even show it to him; he was in such a terrible temper today, I just didn't dare risk what he would say if I showed him your letter." When he wrote that, of course, Luther was in terrible health, and suffering from many physical allergies at the time, and it's no wonder that his temper was not particularly calm. But when Calvin heard it, Calvin's friends said "This new pope at Wittenberg is attempting to dictate to the world, and you've got to take what he says on everything. He did a great work once but that's past now we should speak out against him, why don't you speak out and expose him." Calvin turned to them and said, "I don't care if Luther calls me a devil; I will still call him one of the greatest reformers God has ever given the church." And Calvin's attitude toward Luther and the Lutherans was always one of great friendship, one of desire to be at one with them; but the movement which resulted in the Formula of Concord in Germany—that movement which had been going on for a long time before, as a result of the impetus Luther gave—resulted in making a complete hard and fast line between them, so that Melancthon was eventually called a "Crypto-Calvinist"—a secret-Calvinist, Melancthon and his followers. 

It's interesting, this great movement of Lutheranism, which had as its two great leaders, Luther and Melancthon; and Melancthon wrote its great creedal statement, The Augsburg Confession. Yet Melancthon is not particularly highly regarded among Lutherans, because he was considered a crypto-Calvinist. Just as in the great Methodist movement, in which John Wesley and George Whitefield were the two great leaders, and were the closest of friends, and there was no break between them any more than there was between Luther and Melancthon. There, many of the other Methodist leaders considered Whitefield a Calvinist; and in the Methodist church, there has been great praise given to John Wesley but Whitefield has been shunted off to a very inferior position in the annals of the modern Methodists. Well, so much for our general introduction, The Relation of Calvin to Luther. But now we leave Calvin for a bit; we're going to take a spring to get up to Calvin, and so we leave him, we take as 

B. Beginnings of the Reformation in France. The reason we do this is that Calvin came from France. So we want to see what happened about the Reformation in France. You all know by this time, I believe, when Calvin was born, 1509. He was consequently a little boy of 8 when Luther wrote his theses, and so Calvin learned of the Reformation when it was already an established thing. He was not in touch with its beginning, though he was living at the time. But under this I have assigned you various portions of reading in D'Aubigne, and so we will simply mention a few main things. 

1. Jacques LeFevre d'Etaples. LeFevre we've already seen—a great Christian, a wonderful scholar, a man who had a great influence, and started a real movement—but a man who did not have the courage to stand for his convictions and to suffer as some of his followers did; some of them were burned at the stake when oppression began to come against them. We have also mentioned the sister of the king, Margaret of Angoulême. Margaret is of interest to us because of the support she gave the Reformation in France, and because of her grandson, who is later on a very important character in history. But Margaret the sister of the King of France, Margaret wrote The Mirror of the Sinful Soul, in the best style of penitent piety. Very beautiful words. She was strongly suspected of being a Lutheran; but she never called herself a Lutheran, though she corresponded with many Lutheran leaders. And being the sister of the king, people did not dare attack her, but they certainly did attack people who were under his or her protection, and some of them were burned at the stake. It's very interesting that in later life she wrote the Heptameron, a book of sensual stories, which was on sale at Princeton University Bookstore when I was a student at Princeton Theological Seminary. I've never looked into the book; my impression is that it is like the Decameron, which it was modeled after. She was a woman of various traits of character as most human beings are. And also of course the standards of morality were much lower in that day than they are today. But there is so much in her life that was very praiseworthy, that it is hard to realize that she could write a book like that.

2. The Repression. The Repression was the work of a strong party in Paris, which, while not particularly devoted to any idea of papal infallibility—the French were always quite independent of the pope in their attitude—yet they were devoted to this party, to the medieval theology and the medieval superstition. And this group, taking that attitude very strongly, got Luther's books publicly burned and publicly condemned; and when the king of France was a prisoner in Spain and unable to come to his sister's help, then they began seizing some of the men who were under her protection and accusing them; and Francis was in a difficult position as king. He wanted to stand by his sister; he wanted to help his sister in every way he could; and yet he wanted to favor this party there too. So his policy wavered all his life between being rather friendly to the Protestants, and easy-going, and being very severe and strict toward them. But the Repression would doubtless have completely rooted the gospel out of France, if it were not for the later work of John Calvin. 

3. William Farel. And I mention William Farel now, not because he was a man of great importance in the French Reformation, but because he became of great importance later on in connection with the work of Calvin. We'll have quite a bit to say about him later. He was born in 1489. Consequently, as you see, he was younger than Luther but much older than Calvin. As I told you, Calvin was born in 1509. So Farel was quite a bit older than Calvin. Farel was a student; a man who was devoted to the church and loyal to the church and all its views; until he came under the influence of LeFevre; and then he found in LeFevre's teachings that which seemed to him to satisfy the needs of his heart, and that which he was convinced was the true teaching of the Word; and he became an ardent supporter of LeFevre. And LeFevre said to Farel, "God is going to reform His church, and you will live to see it." That was the prophecy that LeFevre made. As you know, LeFevre in the later part of his life refused to take any part in the conflict; but he kept on with his writing and discussion, but was very much afraid of anything that would hurt himself. He cannot be counted as an active force in the Reformation, but he was a vital force in preparing for the Reformation; and his influence on William Farel was very great. 

Farel, when the Repression began, found it necessary to leave France. He had been preaching very vehemently in France; he had been attempting to destroy the Romanist superstition; and he was a man of red hair and hot temper, and very outspoken in what he believed to be right. Thus in 1530, in a town in Switzerland, he went to a mass. In the midst of it he went up to the priest, tore the elements of the communion forcibly from his hands and said to the people, "This is not the God whom you worship; He is above in heaven, even in the majesty of the Father." And he was very outspoken and didn't hesitate to take very drastic measures in order to dramatize the thought he was endeavoring to get across. He was the sort of man of whom they would say, "Everywhere he went there was either a revival or a riot—one or the other—and there might be both." He went down to Basel in Switzerland as early as 1524; and he devoted himself there, knowing that he'd be killed if he entered France at all; he devoted himself to working in the western part of Switzerland, which is French-speaking. Today, between 60 and 70% of Switzerland is German-speaking, maybe 20 to 25% is French-speaking. Switzerland, as you know, is not a nation in the sense of a people united by the language or united by particular racial qualities; but Switzerland is people clustered around the Alps, who managed to gain their freedom from the various kings and emperors during the Middle Ages; and most of them are Germans. But the Western portion—quite a sizeable area—is French-speaking. Farel was no German. When he was in Basel, which is German-speaking, and when he was in the various German cities, he had to use Latin or speak through an interpreter. All scholars, up to a hundred years ago, knew Latin; but he could not speak to the common people to any extent, in those areas; but he made friends with the leaders there, and they backed him up as a sort of evangelist-at-large, to go into the French areas and to try to advance the Reformation there; and so he went to town after town in French-speaking Switzerland, presenting the teachings of the Reformation, denouncing the pope, and particularly denouncing the mass which he declared to be a superstition, and an anti-Christian superstition because it is the crucifying of the Lord afresh, performing anew the sacrifice of Christ on Calvary, as the Roman church still does to this day. And Farel went around in Switzerland; so his influence was no longer great in France; but he had been well educated in France and had learned his Reformation views from LeFevre and others in France. 

4. The Placards. This is just one incident in France, but it is an incident which shows something of the French Reformation as compared with the German. In the French Reformation there were men like LeFevre who were trying—and Crissonet—with preaching and the presentation of the Bible in a quiet way, to reach the souls of people and opposing the superstitions of the church of their day; but not making a great issue of it. But the French temperament is much more excitable and emotional than the German temperament; and the tendency of those people was, once they were convinced of it, to become highly emotional about it, and to proceed to very drastic measures; like Farel did, when he went up to the front of the church and grabbed the bread from the priest and spoke that way. And so the French began putting up placards; they put up placards declaring that the mass was un-Christian, it was wicked, it was a representation of anti-Christ; and at night, these placards would be put up on the churches all around the cities and Paris; and one night, they were put up all over and even one was put on the door of the bedroom of the king of France. And when the king of France found this placard on his bedroom door in the morning, he then was very, very angry; and he immediately proceeded to drastic measures against the Protestants. Previous to this time he tried to save Vercannon, you remember, for a while, until finally he gave in; Vercannon was executed in 1529; but now he became so angry at these placards that he proceeded to move to very vigorous measures against the Protestants, and so France became a very difficult place for Protestant work to be carried on. Many fled to Switzerland. Farel had already done so earlier, because he was one of the first to make himself utterly hated by the Romanists in France. That's as far as we'll go into the Reformation in France, now. We turn to 

C. The Beginning of the Reformation in Geneva. Now Geneva was a town of about 15,000 people at that time. Geneva is in western Switzerland, not far from the great mountains but itself in a region of smaller hills. It is right on the edge of the Lake Geneva, the western edge of it. Today Geneva is the most western part of Switzerland. Today, north of Geneva is France, west of Geneva is France, south of Geneva is France; France extends south of Geneva; it comes along the lake for maybe 50 miles and then extends south a couple of hundred miles, so you see how Geneva today is sort of a little island sticking out into France, but is part of Switzerland. Well, you might say, "Why was not Geneva a part of France, in those days?" And the answer is that in the Middle Ages Europe had grown up into all sorts of little sections, under their local rulers; and these local rulers looked up to higher rulers, and they to higher, and so on; and theoretically it was all under the emperor. But gradually these sections had come together. France was trying to combine them into one nation; but it wasn't complete by any means, at this time; and Geneva at this time, though thoroughly French in its racial makeup and in its language, it had not been united with France. It was ruled by the local bishops and had been ruled by the bishops for centuries. There was also a duke—Soltau, the house of Savoy, the house that later became kings of Italy, starting in 1807—that house possessed Geneva. Possession of Geneva was disputed, but the king of France, up to this time, had never had any claim to this French city of Geneva. Now Geneva was a city which was under the bishop for centuries, but it was a trading city, right near most of the passes across the Alps; consequently there was much commerce going through the city; it was subject to all kinds of influences; the people were a pleasure-loving people who enjoyed the fruits of commerce from many parts of Europe; and the bishop had had a rather stormy time in Geneva, off and on, through the years. The duke of Savoy in the previous century managed to get ahold of the bishopric; that is to say, it became customary that some member of the family of the duke would be chosen as bishop, and that was uniting the two, the bishop and the duke; and the people didn't like that because that was cutting down on the people. As long as they could play the duke and the bishop off against each other, they had much more freedom than when the two would be working together. 

So early in this 16th century, we find the people of Geneva beginning to revolt against the control of the bishop. In the matter of the people trying to get freedom from their bishop, and the bishop being a representative of the Roman Church, naturally this gives a little bit of pressure in the direction of breaking with the Roman Church. But when Farel came into Geneva and began to preach, they soon had a riot and he was driven out of town. He was not successful in accomplishing much there; but he got the feeling that there were quite a few people there who would become interested, if there was a chance to really reach them with the gospel. It was October 1532 when he came into Geneva; he had begun speaking on the streets and attacking the mass; he was seized and taken before the bishop's vicar. There he spoke up very strongly and presented what he believed in; someone took a gun to fire at him, but the gun burst, so that he was not shot. He was kicked and struck in the face by some of the officers of the bishop's household; and he and his companions had to seek safety by flight. But Farel found a young fellow believer, whom he persuaded to go to Geneva to try to carry on the work that Farel had started and had been unable to carry forward. So this man went in and announced himself as a teacher of French; a young man he was, educated; he announced himself as a teacher of French, and began to get pupils; then quietly he would talk to them about the Reformation. And he began to make friends and began gradually to reach out in the city for several months, as a schoolmaster this way, until quite a few people followed him; and then others began a riot against them. We can't go through the events of the next three years; there were ups and downs, and stormy times, when things were swinging for the Romanists and then they were swinging for the Protestants; but during this time the bishop was always looking for a chance to get back his control of the city. Finally when the bishop and the duke united together and were going to come with an army to seize the city, the people of Geneva applied to other cities in Switzerland for help. And one city to which they applied was the city of Bern, a German city in eastern Switzerland. Bern was a strong center of the Reformation; and the people of Bern sent an army on two or three occasions, which protected the people of Geneva against the bishop's attempts to re-conquer them; and finally when it looked as if there was no hope for Geneva but what it would be re-conquered and put under complete control of the bishop, the Bernese people sent a large army which drove back the forces of the Duke of Savoy and the bishop and weakened them to such an extent that Geneva was free from any danger for a time. They were so grateful to Bern, and so disgusted with the attitude of the bishop in trying to destroy their freedom, that the council of the city of Geneva voted that the city would become a Protestant city, and that the Protestant religion was to replace the Romanist religion in Geneva. There were a good many villages around that were under the control of the city; and they ordered that all of these be turned over to Protestant preachers, and that the city would be a Protestant city and that they desired "to live in this holy evangelical law and Word of God as it has been announced to us, desiring to abandon all masses, images and idols, and all that may pertain thereto." 

By this time, Farel was back in Geneva; he had come back as soon as it seemed safe to get there. He had been pushing the Reformation there; and when they took this action, they made Farel the official head of the religious life of the city, under the Council. Farel was thus the official head minister for the city. But Farel found that it was a very, very difficult task. Doubtless there· were many in Geneva who had turned to the Reformation from conviction; but there were others who had turned to it in order to get support from Bern and freedom from the Bishop. Many were disgusted at the bishop's attempts and for that reason had turned to Protestantism. And of course some had been influenced by the fact that when Farel and his friends challenged the Romanists to debate, there were no Romanists there who were able to meet them. They said "Oh, we're not educated; we do the work of the church but we're not trained." The bishop forbade his people to engage in debate with them. A few of them did debate with them publicly, but they were utterly unfitted to make a serious debate with them, and it was obvious; and many people from that decided that the Romanist cause was no good, because its supporters couldn't give any decent arguments for their position. They just said, "This is what the pope said; this is what you should stand for," while the Protestants said, "This is what the Bible says." And many were convinced, but it hadn't affected their hearts at all. Farel was in the position of chief minister, and he realized what a serious situation it was, because if he could make a success of establishing the Reformed religion in Geneva, the town would become a great center for the spreading of the gospel; but if he would become such an annoyance and disturbance to the people that they would throw him out, the city might revert completely to Romanism. He was struggling with problems with which he was temperamentally unfitted to cope, and he knew it; he knew that he was the type that would go in and make a storm, violently attack the Romanist superstition, win people to him; and in many cases, he had turned a town over from Romanism to Protestantism. But to establish and continue a steady presentation of the gospel and the establishment of a Christian community, against the difficulties in Geneva—he was there, he had the opportunity, he must do the best he could. But he didn't feel much hope of being able to succeed. 

And so just when he was in this situation, and was facing very serious difficulties—in 1536, when he had been a few months in this position—he heard that a young Frenchman whose writings he had read was passing through Geneva. He was just spending a night there, passing through, going from one place to another; and Farel had heard of this young man, was familiar with some things he had written which Farel admired very much; he was 20 years younger than Farel, but Farel thought "If I could have John Calvin for my assistant here in Geneva, there would be sane hope of coping with the situation." And so Farel went to see John Calvin, while he was just passing through, and Farel told Calvin about the problems in Geneva and the difficulties; and Calvin, a young scholar, listened to this, and said, "My, it's wonderful that you've been enabled to do so much for the Lord's cause." Farel said, "Yes, but it's very questionable what I can do in the future." Well, Calvin said, "We'll certainly remember you in prayer, and hope that you succeed in carrying on the work you want." Well, Farel said, "You know, if you would stay here and help me, maybe there would be a greater opportunity." Well, Calvin, said, "That's not the kind of work that I'm fitted for at all. I am a scholar, a student, I can write—that's what the Lord called me to. But I'm not fitted for organizing movements and establishing an institution, and this sort of thing like you are. That's not the work the Lord called me to at all." Well, Farel said, "Here is a tremendous opportunity, and I can't handle it myself. If you would help me, I'm sure there would be a big opportunity; we could really make something out of Geneva." Well, Calvin said, "I just wish I could help you, but I'm just not fitted for that sort of work at all. That's not the kind of work, the kind of ability the Lord has given me, and he said there is just no use of my trying to do a thing I'm just not fitted for." 

Finally, after they had discussed this back and forth for a while, Farel's red hair began to stand up; he looked at Calvin, and said, "John Calvin, the curse of God will be on you if you go on and do not give me your help here in Geneva." Somebody later said, "It's the only time in Calvin's life that he ever was overawed by anybody else." But Calvin heard it, and Calvin felt it was the voice of God, and he said, "I will stay." And Calvin spent the most of the rest of his life there, struggling with the turbulent people of Geneva; and eventually he succeeding in establishing a center for the gospel whose influence was felt all through Europe. But it certainly never would have occurred if it was not for Farel and the way in which he had talked and argued and finally declared a curse upon him if he did not stay and assist him with the work. 

Preserved Smith says of Farel, "His red hair and hot temper evidently had their uses." Well, now, that is how Calvin's work came to be what it was. Now that is not to go into the use Calvin made of the opportunity. But that is how it came to be that Calvin was connected with Geneva, and that he accomplished what he did at Geneva. And so now we will go back to look a little at who this young Frenchman was, to whom Farel spoke in that way. The people of Geneva didn't know anything about him; they said in the report to the Council, Farel came to the Council meeting accompanied by a young Frenchman, whom he asked us to permit to be his assistant minister. And then two months later, they say, Farel asked us to give something of a stipend to that young Frenchman. Farel was evidently letting him eat at his house, giving him a little something to buy some clothes when he needed it, but Calvin had no salary at all, he was just helping Farel, but Farel asked the Council which had paid him a salary, to pay Calvin a salary, so they just say, Farel asked us to give a salary to the young Frenchman, and they gave a small sum to him to enable him in his work. But Farel was the minister and the young Frenchman was his assistant, Now that situation changed before very long. We'll see how it changed, but first we'll see who this young Frenchman was to whom Farel spoke that way. And so, we have 

D. Early life and Education of John Calvin. Now the details of early life and education of Calvin have been examined with a fine-tooth comb by dozens of men, as far as the evidence goes; because Calvin, too, became the object of vituperation as great as that which came upon Luther. He was reviled by people of many types; books were written attacking him, during his life and after his life, and for many years afterward. And his defenders and attackers went into his early history—as far as evidence goes—to try to find all the details. Now we will not try to go much into the details of his early life. They are not tremendously interesting or tremendously important. His work in Geneva is. But his early life is not; we just want to get a general idea of it. 

1. Parentage and Youth. We see in his parentage a marked similarity to that of Luther. Luther's father, you remember, was of peasant stock. His folks had been very poor peasants working on the land with no opportunity of any kind for centuries. And Luther's father, by tremendously hard work, had elevated himself to a fair amount of money and standing, and by the end of his life he was very well off. 

Calvin's father is similar. He went into the town of Noyon, in northern France; and there in this town he got a position as treasurer of the ecclesiastical establishment. So he was connected with the church. He was getting ahead in this and he was very anxious that his sons—he had several—he was very anxious to get them an education; to get them an advance in life; and while John Calvin was a fairly young fellow, he was given a benefice. That was one of the peculiarities of the Medieval Church, you remember; positions were endowed, they got their rents from certain lands; they got certain income; the income supported different church positions, and the positions were often given to people, and then part of the money was used to pay somebody to do the work and the rest went to whoever held the benefice. Well, this treasurer was able to get his young son appointed to this position in connection with the cathedral, where he had no work to do but he got a regular salary, a portion of it being withheld to pay somebody to do the work. And this was a help in his education. 

2. Education. Now with this money, and the money his father had saved, he was sent off to Paris to get an education. His father wanted him to be a great man in the church, just as Luther's father wanted him to become a great man (though not in the church). So Calvin went to Paris; and there he was with some sons of noblemen from Noyon, with whom he lived for a while. There is much study of the details of his life here. Opponents—his enemies—like to say, as Preserved Smith (who hates Calvin), says in his book, that on account of his acrimonious disposition, his friends called him, in the school, "the accusative case." Now I don't know whether there is any evidence for that or not; but this is evidenced in all the writings about him—that wherever he went he made close friends, and wherever he went there were a number of people his own age and sometimes much older who were ready to look to him for advice and help and suggestion. So he was a man who had a personal ability to make friends, and that doesn't fit very well with this idea of this acrimonious disposition that made people call him "the accusative case." I incline to think that that might have been some one person who tried to hang a thing like that on him, or something. That can happen to anyone. But it is well authenticated that he made many friends as a young man—many of whom were very loyal to him in later years—including these sons of the noblemen of Noyon, with whom he had lived during the early part of his education. I don't know of any evidence for any real opposition to him as a young man at all, until these oppositions came on account of his doctrines. But I do know of people who were close friends of his who became his bitter enemies when they turned against him years later. But I don't know of any cases who were enemies from the start. 
But Calvin's father wanted him to become a leader in the church—which he thought was a great means of getting advanced—so Calvin got a good education: Latin, Greek, the foundation of classics, a liberal arts education—for going into the church; and then his father got into some difficulty with the leaders of the church in Noyon, and was excommunicated. These difficulties were purely financial difficulties. I don't know as there is any evidence of anything that is reprehensible in what his father did; but there certainly were at least differences of opinion as to the proper procedure; and perhaps the procedure that he favored was one which meant more profit for himself than the other; but at any rate, he got into real difficulty there; and he wrote to his son John, who had just finished his liberal arts education, and said, "here is no future for you in the church; I want you to go into law." So John went to another city in southern France, called Orleans; our New Orleans here in the United States is named after it. He went down there and studied law. And as a student of law, he was sufficiently prominent among the students there, that when the students from northern France in Orleans had a matter that trey wanted to prosecute in the courts in Paris, they appointed him their representative to go to Paris to represent them in the court; to fight against something that had been done to the students from this part of northern France at this large university. So you see he was popular with the students and was considered by them as a man of unusual ability. 

3. His Conversion. Calvin got a good legal training, and then his father died. And as soon as his father died, he stopped going further in the law; it didn't really interest him greatly; he went into it to please his father. He then went back to Paris and began to devote himself further to the liberal arts study which he had done before coming to the law. And then in Paris, probably in the year 1533, he had an experience of which we have no contemporary evidence. All we know is found in some of his writings later, where he refers to how the Lord had struck him just like a flash of lightning and turned him from his previous views; that God had shown him the error of his previous attitudes; and attached his heart to the Word of God and to Christ the Saviour who had died for him. There would seem to have been a very striking conversion, but we have no evidence at the time of the details of it. We don't know a great deal about his conversion; but we know from his later writings that it was a very striking experience which he had; and an experience which colored his whole subsequent life. Most writers on Calvin say he had far more in common with Luther, temperamentally and in his general attitude, than he had with Zwingli. 

All this is 16 years after the beginning of the Reformation. It is three years after the Confession of Augsburg in 1530. That's why we say he is a second generation reformer. But in France the Reformation had only made sporadic headway. So he is a Protestant surrounded by Romanists, but not at the beginning of Protestantism. Yes? [student: When was his conversion?] I believe it is 1533. I don't think anybody is actually certain today; we have no contemporary evidence on it. We have only references to it later in his writings. 

4. First Writing (on Seneca's Discussion on Clemency). Here in Paris as a very young man, he wrote a humanistic work. That is to say he wrote a commentary on one of the classical writings. It was a writing by Seneca, who had been Nero's tutor. Seneca was a philosopher in the early Roman empire, and he held in Rome a discussion on clemency. This writing which Calvin published early in the 1530's has only three quotations from the Bible in it; there is nothing in it to suggest that it is intended as a Christian work; but the very subject, on clemency, suggests to some that he was thinking of the way that the Protestants were being persecuted, and that the ideas were indirectly to appeal to the king to show more clemency. Whether there's any truth to this, we don't know. But it was a classical study of the highest rank. Though he was less than 25 years of age, he quoted from dozens of Latin and Greek writers, and showed a very thorough understanding of classical studies in this writing on Seneca's discussion of clemency. It's even possible that this was written before his conversion. We don't know the exact time of his conversion, probably in the fall of 1533. But then he had—we will call that 

5. Departure from Paris. And Calvin's departure from Paris came because a close friend of his named Nicolas Cop was elected—he was a professor in the university, and he was elected to be its Rector. Now the University of Paris at that time had a system which most of the universities of Germany have still today. From the faculty each year a man is elected to be Rector; and that means he presides at official functions; that's about all; he has no great authority. When I entered the University of Berlin, the Rector gave us each a greeting, and we were thus enrolled at the University of Berlin. He had a big gold chain around his neck; it was a very formal occasion and they have a different Rector each year. One year they take him from the faculty of Arts, the next year from Medicine, the next from Theology, and so on. They go through the different faculty and put a man in that honorable position. Well, Calvin's friend was elected Rector; and he gave a talk which was considered to be a Reformation pronouncement, which made it necessary to flee. Well we'll have to look at that tomorrow 

Young Cop was elected Rector of the University. This young professor of philosophy, Cop, was elected Rector, and it came to him to give his inaugural address as Rector of the university. And in his address he criticized the custom which had become so widespread in the medieval church of putting confidence in forms and ceremonies, and he pointed out true salvation can only be found through faith in Jesus Christ alone. Thus his inaugural address at the University of Paris, while it did not use the words Protestant or Lutheran, or anything like that, was a strong declaration of that which is central to all Protestant teachings. And to Cop's surprise, the officials of the city immediately cited him to appear before them for heresy. And Cop declared that he, as the Rector of the University, had academic freedom to discuss his views on intellectual matters before the university in his addresses and that the city authorities had no right to interfere. But the chief authorities were then determined to wipe out Lutheranism from the city; and the king was not there, but a letter from him had encouraged them in this and it was evident that they were intending to make an example of Cop even though he was the Rector of the university. And so Cop fled from the city. Now some people thought they recognized Calvin's phraseology in the message that Cop had given. And the story became widespread that young Calvin had written the inaugural address that the Rector of the university had given. 

One day someone came to Calvin and said, "The authorities are going to arrest you; the order has been given and they will be at your house within an hour." And Calvin immediately packed up a small suitcase and headed out of the city as fast as he could. And an hour later the officials did arrive at his home; they went through his belongings, seized all the letters there they could find; and if he had been there, he doubtless would have been arrested, but that he would have been burned at the stake, as a number of others were at this time, it's hard to say; the officials in France then, as the French are so often in many things, were sporadic. One day they would burn men at the stake; and the next day they would let men go with hardly any punishment at all. They were very up and down, very irregular; that is a French characteristic generally. Very heated at one time, and then to not bother another time. But at any rate, Calvin fled from Paris. Leaving Paris, he went north to his own city, Noyon, where he had been as a boy. He didn't think it likely that news would get up there of the difficulty in Paris; but when he got there, he found that his own older brother was in difficulty, being accused of heresy. And Calvin—it was at this time that he resigned his benefice from which he had been drawing a steady income—did not explain very fully why he resigned it, but people were suspicious; and he was thrown into prison for nine days. He was then released, and after a couple of days he was put into prison again, we don't know how long that time. But he was again released and left and went down to southern France to Orleans. And there in Orleans he stayed for a time; and there he wrote his first religious writing. 

6. Psychopannychia (Soul-Sleep). This was the name given to the little booklet which Calvin now wrote, but which was not published till 7 or 8 years later. Calvin had run onto a group of very earnest Anabaptists. Now the term "Anabaptists" is a name used in this century for many different groups of people, holding all sorts of views. And it's just sort of catch-all title at this time; we will look into them some later on. But this group with which Calvin came in contact was a group whose great stress was on the idea which one or two cults hold today—that there is no consciousness after death—until the Resurrection. Soul-sleep, some call it: that after death the soul loses all consciousness, and remains in a position of suspension—without consciousness, memory, or thought—until awakened at the Resurrection. And this particular group of Anabaptists, with whom Calvin came in contact, were very devoted to this teaching. So Calvin felt that it was necessary to examine the matter in the light of the Scriptures. And so he wrote this little booklet against the teaching of soul-sleep. Psychopannychia, the booklet was called. And in this he took it up in the light of the Scripture, and examined the Scripture very thoroughly, in order to see just what the passages meant, and to prove that the soul after death, as Paul says, "Is with Christ which is far better." Not with Christ in a state of suspended animation, as if he was fast asleep, how could he call that far better? But he gave evidence to show that the soul was conscious, and in the very presence of the Lord, in the interval between death and the resurrection. 
Now before going on to the next step in Calvin's activity here we'll notice, that soon he decided—that from the people who were arrested, and some of them burned at the stake—he decided that if he were going to carry on his work without interruption, he probably had better get out of France altogether. He did, however, visit various cities, attended meetings, at some of which he spoke, and everywhere he went he made friends. 

In his early life we have no evidence of any enmity toward him on the part of anyone. But we have evidence of a greater number of people attracted to him than of almost any person that we're apt to hear about in those early years. I've known people like that, but there aren't many. Everywhere there were people, some of them much older than he, who became very much devoted to him as a friend and as an adviser. But he went to Basel, in Switzerland. I think I have already mentioned Basel to you. Since we have a fair amount to say about Switzerland, it would be good to get a few of the main cities in Switzerland in mind. 

In Switzerland, Geneva—we noticed yesterday—is in west Switzerland; and western Switzerland is just a small area. I don't think the area is more than a sixth of all of Switzerland; and probably the people there are not more than a fifth, at the very most a fourth, of Switzerland who are French-speaking. And it struck me, 3 or 4 years ago when I was over there, it struck me as very strange, how you could walk there in this foothill country, this low-hill country and you'd walk into a village where everybody seemed to speak French; there didn't seem to be a soul that knew German; and you'd walk 3 miles down the road and come into a German village where there didn't seem to be anybody who knew French. And yet they were in the same country; participate in the same army; take part in the same election. They have a very strong national spirit today; but you have this sharp division in Switzerland between French and German. Now in French Switzerland, the most important city is Geneva, the furthest west of all the cities of Switzerland. As I mentioned yesterday, you go a very short distance north and you're in France, not very far west and you're in France, and not far south and you're in France. Sort of a little peninsula reaching out into the area that is part of the Republic of France today. But then you go quite a distance east of there, and still in the northern part—the very northern edge of Switzerland—and you come to a town just south of the River Rhine. And the River Rhine there forms the border and this town is called, the Germans call it Basel, the French called it Bâle with a little mark over the a, and sometimes Basle. I personally think in this case we ought to keep the German name rather than the French because people in the city —I guess 99% of them are German people and they use the German name but some books use the French name Basle and some the German name Basel. But Basel is right on the border between 3 countries, it's in Switzerland but you cross the Rhine, and to the east is Germany and to the west is France. It is right on the border of three countries. And Basel in the days of the Reformation was a great printing center. It was here that Erasmus went for the latter years of his life. Erasmus was now there as an old man. But Basel was a city which was not far—a few miles away—from the two other great Reformation centers of that part of Switzerland. Bern (the French add an e to it), and Zurich; and it was in Zurich, remember, a little south of Basel, where Henry Bullinger had succeeded Zwingli. But the leaders of the church of Bern, of Zurich, and of Basel were going back and forth frequently. They had a great deal of contact among themselves. And Calvin came into Basel and stayed there for a time. And during this time at Basel he now set to work to carry on the writing of a book on which he had already been thinking and he had written a part of it. This book is called The Institutes of Christian Religion. We'll make that 

7. The Institutes of Christian Religion. By this time, the King of France had become very indignant and determined to put a complete end to Lutheranism in France. He started very serious proceedings against the Protestants; and on February 1, 1535 he wrote a letter about it, a public letter. And the reason why the king of France issued this public letter was the fact that he, while he was anxious to put down Lutheranism in France, he was a mortal enemy of the emperor Charles. One of the things that enabled Protestantism to continue in Germany, was that the French king was constantly attacking the emperor Charles and making war on him. The French were afraid of Charles, because Charles had Spain south of them; he had the Netherlands north of them; he had Germany east of them. And Charles had such tremendous areas—so much power—that the French were afraid of being engulfed. So they were anxious to keep him embroiled in war and difficulties, making it impossible for him to increase in power. 

So all through Charles' reign he constantly had a series of wars with the French king. But the French king, if he was going to make as much trouble for Charles as possible, he wanted to have a friendly attitude toward him on the part of the French Protestants. So he didn't like the idea of the German Protestants thinking that he was against them because of his burning Protestants in France. And so King Francis issued a public letter addressed to the Estates of the Holy Roman Empire, in which he declared that the Protestants of France had anarchistic aims, desiring an overthrow of all things; and the government must resist such a contagious plague, that looked for the foulest sedition. That is, the tone of his argument was that there was a great gulf between the sober, orderly German Protestants, and the rabid revolutionists of France. And when this letter was distributed Calvin felt that he must answer it. And so Calvin wrote an introduction to this book, in the form of a letter to the king of France, and he declared that he was writing this book in order to present the evidence to the king of France to show that he was mistaken in his idea that the French Protestants were nihilists—people who wanted to destroy things, a contagious plague—while the German Protestants were sober, earnest, upright citizens. He wanted to show that the French Protestants, so far from being ones to destroy anything that was right, were holding the ancient faith of the church. They were holding to the true teaching of Christianity. What they believed was based upon the Bible; they wanted an orderly establishment of what was Biblical in the land; and the king, instead of opposing them, should look into it and see that they truly were right. And so Calvin wrote an open letter to the king, as the Introduction to the Institutes. He said his first reason for publishing the Institutes was that he was vindicating some unjust attacks on his brethren whose death was precious in the sight of the Lord. 

So Calvin prepared this book. It took many months to get it through the press, so it did not actually appear in publication until March 1536. But when the book came out in March 1536—right there in Basel—copies were sent to France; but copies were read in Switzerland, and Farel was one of those who got a copy. And the book immediately established Calvin among the Reformed leaders in different parts of Europe as one who had a real understanding such as very few had. You would find nothing in the book that differs from Luther's view except on the matter of the Lord's Supper. There, Calvin said, the very nature of a body is that is in one place. He said that is part of the nature of a physical body, and so Calvin said, the body of Christ is in heaven, it is not in the communion. But he said in the communion we have spiritual communion with Christ; we see the body spiritually; He is spiritually there; and he stressed in his writing the dynamic personal relationship to Christ instead of stressing the negative side; to say "No, it is only a symbol, it is a form represented." But in everything you found in the book, you would find that it was exactly in accordance with what Luther wrote. It is possible that Calvin was more influenced by Martin Bucer than by Luther. Martin Bucer, you may recall, was a Dominican who had been converted to Protestantism at the meeting at Heidelberg, in 1518, where Luther spoke. He was greatly impressed with Luther then; had left the Dominican Order and had become a strong leader in Protestantism, He had now for many years been the leader in the church in the city of Strasbourg. Strasbourg was an old German city, the capital of Alsace—a city which is in the western and somewhat southern part of Germany. And there in Strasbourg, Martin Bucer had been active in the church now for about ten years; he had much sympathy with the Swiss Reformers, though he was at one with the German Reformers also; and Bucer—at one or two points—people feel that his approach may have influenced Calvin more than Luther; although of course a very great part of what Bucer had, he had gotten from Luther. But Calvin wrote this address as a young man of 26. He wrote this Institutes of the Christian Religion, which immediately had a tremendous influence with Protestants all over Europe. Well, then 

8. Calvin's Trip to Italy and France en route to Strasbourg. Calvin now made a very brief trip to Italy. This is 1536, and he went under an assumed name—not anxious that the Roman authorities should happen to hear of him and connect him with the book. He went to Ferrara in Italy, where the duchess Renee was a daughter of a previous French king; she would have been king herself if she had been a man, but in French law a woman could not succeed, so the line had gone to a cousin, Francis was a cousin, but Renee was the daughter, of the previous French king who preceded him. She was duchess here in Farrara; many French refugees were at her court; and while she never declared herself a Protestant, she was much interested in the teaching, and helped many Protestant refugees; Calvin was hoping she might be won to an out-and-out Protestant stand. 

He went there and visited and talked with her; but while he was there the local authorities in Ferrara began arresting the refugees who visited the duchess. It was one of those little pockets of earnest Christian people at this time, of which there were quite a few in different places. This was an important one, because Renee had a great standing as daughter of the king of France; she hadn't much means—wasn't tremendously wealthy; she didn't have anything like the power that Margaret had, who was the sister of the king—the man who was actually the king now—and who herself had married the king of Navarre; but still Ferrara was a center in Italy which would have grown into the great Protestant movement there, if it were not for this coming in of the Counter-Revolution which eventually completely stopped it; but that we take up under another heading. 

But Calvin didn't stay long in Italy. He now went up to France, and made a visit to Paris. Right at this particular moment, war was about ready to break out between the emperor and the king of France; and so the king of France was very anxious to have the German Protestants think that he was favorable to them; and so he announced that Protestants who were in prison were to be released; for a brief time there was toleration, and Calvin made a trip to Paris. 

Then Calvin heard that war had actually broken out between the emperor and the king of France. Calvin wanted to go to Strasbourg—where Martin Bucer was—he was thinking perhaps even of settling down in Strasbourg; but the armies were between Paris and Strasbourg, and it would be impossible to go through that area, right then. So Calvin said, "In order to get there, I will go south to Geneva and then come north on the other side of the armed forces." 

And so you might say—purely accidentally, humanly speaking—it was just because the war came right at that time and he couldn't get through that area, that on his way to Strasbourg, Calvin went through Geneva. 

9. Call to Geneva, July, 1536. It was July, 1536, that Calvin, on his way to Strasbourg, came into Geneva in the evening, intending to stay overnight, in the safety of the city of Geneva, and then in the morning to start out again on his way to Strasbourg. And a French refugee in Geneva who had known Calvin, recognized him; and immediately this fellow went to Farel, and said, "Farel you know, I heard you speaking of his book The Institutes of the Christian Religion, how much you thought of it. Well, the author of it, John Calvin, young man of 26, is here in Geneva. I saw him entering a certain inn." And Farel said, "I'd like to meet him." So Farel immediately went to the inn where Calvin was; you remember, as I've already told you, what Farel said when he saw Calvin: how he told Calvin about the work in Geneva, about this city of all sorts of tumult, but a city with great potentialities. It was a commercial center, where the great commercial lines down to Italy mostly went through this area of Geneva. And there were lines going north into France and Germany. It was a city which could have a great influence. It was a city which a short time before had had hundreds of priests and but which now had publicly declared for the Reformation; and the city could be a great center for the spread of the truth, or it could cast the truth out and go back to Romanism again; it just hung in the balance. 

Farel was in a position where he saw the tremendous opportunities; he knew that he himself would soon get into conflict with some of the local officials, because of his forthright manner of dealing and speaking; he was always getting into conflict. People were either his good friends or his bitter enemies; and he knew that he was not the man to do the work that was needed there; and he thought, "If I could have the help of this man who could write The Institutes of Christian Religion; if this attractive young Frenchman who seems to draw people to him—has so many friends who think so very highly of him—if he would help in the work, there might be some hope of really making a success in this work here in Geneva. So Farel urged upon Calvin that he stay there and become a pastor there and assist Farel in his work; but Calvin refused, insisted he could not do it; it wasn't what he was suited for; he did not have the qualities for that kind of work. Of course, that's a matter the Lord knew about better than he. Other people should judge of that, rather than we ourselves. The fact that Calvin so easily made friends and so many people were so tremendously attracted by him, with even older people ready to follow his leadership, was a pretty good evidence that God had given Calvin remarkable gifts for practical work. He had ability in this line which he did not realize; but he did not have the inclination for it. I knew a young fellow once who had the ability to be a very excellent evangelist. He could go out and speak on the street and get an excellent hearing, and win souls to the Lord; but he saw the need for Semitic scholarship. He went to the University of Berlin, spent six years getting a Ph.D. degree which most people could get in three. He went to England, got a position as an instructor in a university there; he still working there in this position. He is still doing excellent work on the side as an evangelist, a very fine Christian man, but just does not have the ability needed to be a defender of the faith in the philological field. I've known other people who were just the opposite. People who have tremendous ability for scholarly work and who are no good as evangelists, but who feel nothing matters except evangelism and who spend half their life struggling at that. God has given different gifts to different people; and we must all do something in all branches of Christian service; but we should devote ourselves mainly to those fields which fit in with the particular abilities God has given. And often it takes the judgment of others rather than ourselves to know what those abilities are. We can be very badly mistaken. 

Well Calvin was right that God had called him to scholarly work and he did a tremendous amount. Very few men who have sat in their study and worked all their lives have done half the scholarly work that Calvin did in his life. But the Lord also had a vital place for him in practical leadership. And Farel saw what Calvin could do and saw the need and urged him and urged him and when Calvin refused and said he just couldn't do it—it was not the gift he had at all, he was going on to Strasbourg early the next morning—and finally Farel looked at him and said, "John Calvin, God's curse will be on you if you don't enter into the work and do the task here that you could do." Calvin felt as if it was the call of God, using as His instrument Farel. And Calvin spoke of it later, as much less but in the same direction as his conversion, that it was as if a flash of lightning had come from heaven, which changed his whole attitude, changed his soul. He said that here he felt a definite call from God; this was what God wanted him to do. And Calvin said, "All right, but I won't be a pastor. I will lecture on the interpretation of the Word in churches." So they called him "Professor of Theology of the Geneva Church." But, as far as the council which controlled Geneva was concerned, Calvin was just the young Frenchman that Farel would like to have to assist him. Farel was 20 years older than Calvin; Farel was an experienced evangelist; he had introduced the Reformation into many cities; he had had a very varied career and had been driven out of many cities, and been stoned; he had gone through all sorts of miseries; but in other places he had had great successes and won many to the Reformation. And Farel was now an employee of the city as its leading minister; he was the head of the Reformation movement in Geneva; and he had a young Frenchman to assist him, so we call 

E. Geneva, 1536-1538. Well, under this we will call 

1. Organization. By "organization" I mean that Geneva, like all cities of the time, was controlled by its government; but it differed now from the bulk of cities, in that it was a free city. It did not have a bishop who was the authority; it did not have a duke who laid down the law. The people of Geneva laid down the law; but the way they did it was by the carrying on of the organization which had been in existence for a long time as advisory to the bishop. There was a Council, a large council, which had about 600 people; then there was the council of 200, and there was the council of 50; there were these various councils of different sizes, and then there were the men called the Syndics, who were the officials elected by the council; they had the direct government of the city. And between elections these men ruled pretty strongly. They might be thrown out in the next election, but in between they ruled pretty firmly; and they felt that now the bishop was gone, the complete control of the life of the city was in their hands; so whatever they would vote, they would carry through if they could. And they had declared that the city stood for the Reformation; that was their declaration, but how much did that mean? How many of the people would really come to understand what it really meant to stand foursquare for it and understand it? Would the next election simply throw the Reformation out? How would the people be taught—instructed in the teaching of the Bible? How would the whole thing be organized? Well, Farel was anxious to work out plans to utilize this opportunity—now that the city had definitely declared for the Reformation—of making this a great Christian center; and so he asked the young Frenchman to make up plans for suggestion to him; he would then go over them and present them to the council. So Calvin worked out a suggested system of organization for the church of Geneva. The thought of having churches being independent organizations, with no relation to the city, was something which did not occur to any of the officials or the people of Geneva. It had been a city for hundreds of years—controlled by its bishop, everything under the bishop's hand—now the council felt they were in control; they felt they were one city; they were one church; and the council should decide what the church would hold. Now Calvin tried to work out a system of organization, whereby the people would be taught—and especially the children would be taught—the great teachings of the Christian religion. So he tried to work out a catechism in French for the children, to be taught to all the children, to give them the basic teachings of Christianity, in language that they could understand. Calvin wasn't particularly good at this at this time, because his work had always been in advanced scholarly subjects; and to write for the little children he made a great effort; but he did far better later on than now. However, he tried to keep long words out of what he wrote; and then he worked on a confession for the city. Every city at this time tended to write its own confession. He wrote a confession of faith. And this confession of faith, of course, Farel went over—they were in pretty close agreement and Farel had very high regard for Calvin—and these things were presented by Farel, and so it was all done in Farel's name, but Calvin did the greatest part of the detailed planning of it. But they worked out a plan whereby the ministers in the various churches would meet together for discussions every week; and the churches would have a communion each month in a different church, so that each church would have it quarterly. But every month there was one in some church; so if people wanted to go to communion, every month they could go to a different church. There would be a communion available once a month, but not like the Romanists. People were afraid of the Romanists' having the mass every Sunday, so the tendency was to have the communion only once a quarter, and that's what the officials insisted on. Calvin thought they ought to have it oftener, he even thought once a week would be good for the Lord's Supper. But the city officials said once a quarter, so Calvin said, "Let's arrange it so that each church has it a different month, that way people can go to the communion every month, if they want to. But in their own church they'll have it at least once a quarter." So they made that arrangement. And then they wanted to have each section of the city have a couple of laymen who would be well instructed Christians; they would have responsibility for that section, to talk with the people, to survey their spiritual situation, to see what their problems were, and to be aware of particular situations that should be called to the attention of the ministers. The ministers could then go and help people who had spiritual needs and spiritual problems immediately, instead of waiting until the problem became very acute; for then the people might either come and look up the minister, or else perhaps drop out of the church altogether and take no further interest. 

Well, the council of Geneva held that the whole city must have one religion; so when they adopted the confession, they said, "Now this confession must be adopted by all the people," so the council gave orders that a meeting be held in each section of the town, one day after the next. First the council men publicly took oath that they accepted this confession. Then in each section they had all the citizens come together on a certain day—ten or twenty at a time—come forward and take their oath that they accepted this confession. Thus everybody in the city, every citizen, took his oath—that he accepted this confession that Calvin wrote. The officials of Bern, who had saved Geneva from being conquered by its enemies, and who thought now they should have quite a voice in Geneva, objected to this; they said you should not make all the people accept the confession, declare publicly this way; but the Genevans pointed out that Bern had done exactly the same thing, a few years ago, so they weren't in a very good position to object to it. But these matters of organization were worked out and the council was very glad to put in a system of organization that would have a greater control over all the people. 

But there was one place where the council and Calvin came into disagreement. Calvin thought that, in the intimate affairs of the church, the ministers and the selected representative laymen would make the decisions regarding the church. For instance, Calvin said, if a person has fallen into sin or taken an attitude of unbelief, or an attitude of hostility to the things of God, he should not be allowed to partake of communion. Well, in Bern they had issued declarations urging people to examine their hearts before going into communion. For the Roman Catholics, no matter what the situation of your heart is, if you're present at the mass, you're blessed. But the Protestant view is that it is a matter of your spiritual relation with Christ; and that if you take unworthily you take damnation to yourself, instead of blessing to yourself. And so in Bern they had urged people against going to communion if they were not right in their heart. Well, Calvin wanted to have it that the leaders of the church should go and talk with them about it; he took an attitude that it would be wrong for anybody in such a situation to take communion; but that then after talking with them, if the person continued impenitent and obstinate in their attitude, that then the church officials would excommunicate the person. But it's a question whether the officials sensed that that was in the system; because while it was definitely in there, later on they objected violently when Farel and Calvin tried to carry it through. This was one of the great points of disagreement between them and the leaders here. 

2. The Discussion of Lausanne. Lausanne is the other of the important cities of French Switzerland today. Lausanne is a few miles east of Geneva, and when the troops of Bern had come and had rescued Geneva from the attack of the Duke of Savoy and the bishop of Geneva, the troops of Bern had conquered this part of French-speaking Switzerland, including Lausanne. And now the troops of Bern introduced the Reformation into this area. It was an area in which there were great churches and great monasteries and a great many Roman Catholic monks and priests, but the government in that area was taken over by the representatives of Bern; and in taking it over, they announced that Roman Catholic religion would no longer be required of the people there; that the preaching in the churches would be Protestant, and that on a certain day, there would be a meeting there at which the Protestant leaders would defend the Protestant points which had been announced by the Bernese government; any Romanist from Lausanne, or from any other country, who wanted to come and enter this would be free to do so. There would be a public discussion lasting for several days. First the Protestants preachers, whom they would bring in from Geneva and other cities around, would present the evidence for the Protestant viewpoint, as presented in the articles that they had declared. Then they urged the Romanists to send men to answer them. Now the Counter-Reformation was not yet in full swing. Today if you want to have a discussion on any point of theology whatever, there is a Roman Catholic thoroughly trained on that particular point, who could be sent to meet with you and to deal with you; but that is a result of the Counter-Reformation. At that time, the bulk of the Roman Catholic men performed the ceremonies; that was what was necessary for salvation;and they didn't bother them with study about it; if the pope said it, that settles it. Well, today, for the mass, the pope says it; that settles it. But they have men trained so that if there is discussion, they have somebody they can put in to deal with it very adequately. But at that time there did not. And the result was that though there were hundreds of monks in the area who were very fanatical Romans, most of them declared that they were not trained to discuss these matters; that they could not deal properly with them in the disputation. So out of several hundred, there were less than a dozen who were even willing to enter into the discussion, and there were about two who were really fairly well trained. But these two got in and did the best they could m the discussion. In announcing the discussion, Farel declared, "Let nobody fear to come and to say what he wants." He said, "Our instrument for the spread of our view is public discussion." He said, "You may speak as boldly as you please; our arguments are neither faggot, fire, sword, prison, or torture. Public executions are not our doctors of divinity. Truth is strong enough to outweigh falsehood. If you have it, bring it forth." That is what Farel declared. He said that the people were free to speak plainly, but they wanted the common people to have a chance; that is, the people to hear and to make up their own minds. Well, Farel went as one of the speakers and certain other Protestant leaders. Calvin just went along to help Farel; hand him the books he needed and to do simple things that might be helpful. He was just "that Frenchman" who was helping Farel, and nobody thought of asking him to speak. But after the discussion had gone on for a little, one of the Roman Catholics said that the real presence of the body of the Lord in the sacrament is proven by the fact that all the early fathers believe in it. And he said, "All the early teachers of the church took this view. Just look at Cyprian and Justin and Jerome and Marcion and Tertullian, Chrysostom—all of these men, they all believed in it; then why should these Protestants come along and deny it? Why, it's been the faith of the church from the earliest day." Well, Calvin couldn't keep quiet; he said, "Can I say a few words? " So Farel said, "All right." Calvin arose. He said he thought the people who reverenced the fathers should spend a little time going over their papers, before they spoke about them. He said, for instance, Cyprian's discussion of the subject now under review, in the third epistle of his second book of epistles, says, and he quoted word for word half a page of Cyprian. Now he says Tertullian refuting the error of Marcion says, and he quotes a page of Tertullian. He said the author of some imperfect commentaries on St. Matthew, who some have attributed to St. John Chrysostom, in the 11th homily about the middle section, and he quoted a half a page from that. St. Augustine in his 23rd epistle near the end says, and so on. 

There he went on quoting from these early fathers, showing that he had read them all—read them thoroughly—and remembered word for word the important passages. He knew the early church fathers better than anybody at the debate, Protestant or Romanist; he could quote and give evidence that what he was maintaining, what the Protestants were maintaining, was in line with the teaching of the early church, and that the Romanist superstitions were a development of the Middle Ages, not the teachings of the early church. Well, this discussion in Lausanne helped to make this a Protestant area—as it has continued to this day—but as far as our history is concerned, it is particularly important because it brought Calvin a little more to the people's attention; they were amazed at this Frenchman who assisted Farel—this young fellow 20 years younger than Farel—was able to get up and deal in this way with the evidence on these important matters. 

3. Pierre Caroli. Now Caroli is not a man of such importance that I want to urge you to be familiar with him, but I don't know of a good title just to summarize a certain event here which is worth our knowing. This man Pierre Caroli had become the pastor of a church in one of the towns of French Switzerland; and Caroli, a man who came from northern France like Calvin, was a man who had declared himself as a Protestant; he was taking a Protestant stand, but before many years, he went back to the Romanist church. But at this time he was a pastor of this town some distance northeast of Geneva; and the word began to come into Geneva that he was having the people in the church have prayers for the dead. And Farel was anxious to have true doctrine in all of French Switzerland, so he sent an inquiry and said, "What does this mean, you're having prayers for the dead, isn't that a Roman superstition?" And the man said, "Oh, we're not praying to get them out of purgatory; of course not, we don't believe in purgatory." Well, the man later went back to the Romanist church, so what he really did believe is hard to say; but that's what probably he felt, that he didn't believe in purgatory himself, "We don't believe in purgatory; we just pray for the dead so they'll have a quicker resurrection than would otherwise be the case." 

Well, Farel didn't feel that this showed a proper attitude. If this was his attitude on this matter, what errors might he have in other lines? So he asked Calvin to go and investigate and see whether there was something here that something needed to be done about. So Calvin went and talked with him; and the man was a very disputatious man; a man of quite quick intelligence, but he was very sure he was right on everything; and he didn't like their investigating him, interfering at all, and so he brought charges against Calvin and Farel; he brought these charges before the commissioners of Bern; he brought the charges that Calvin and Farel were Arians; they don't believe in the Trinity at all. And the fact of the matter was, that in the catechism they had written for Geneva—for the children—they had not used the word "Trinity" or the word "person" because they tried to make it simpler. Caroli used that to show they didn't believe in the Trinity; and he brought an accusation against them on this ground. Well, whether they were convicted or not we'll have to see tomorrow morning. 

There were two questions that were turned in that I'd like to say just a word about now. One is, "What is the relation between the Augsburg Confession and the Augsburg Interim?" And that's a good question and I'm anxious to have it clear to everybody. I can illustrate it by this question, what is the relation between Washington, D. C., and Seattle, Washington? Immediately you say Washington, D. C., and Seattle, Washington, have no relation except that both are named after George Washington. So if you go back further, the Confession of Augsburg was written by Melancthon in 1530 at a meeting of the Diet which occurred at Augsburg. The Augsburg Interim was made in 1548 at the Diet—a meeting that is, of the representatives of the dukes of Germany—which occurred at the city of Augsburg; so they both came from the same city, but otherwise they have no connection with each other. But we use the name "Augsburg" for both because they are connected with the city of Augsburg. The Interim was the set of regulations that Charles V made for Germany when he had it completely in his control and he tried to make a new religion that would be about two-thirds Romanist and one-third Protestant; but it didn't pass by anybody. The Augsburg Confession is the Protestant confession made nearly 30 years earlier at the city of Augsburg and presented to Charles V but not accepted by him. 

Then the other question I was asked was, "Was anything left of the Waldensians by this time? If so, what do they contribute to the Reformation?" The answer to that is that the followers of Peter Waldo had, in the 13th century, been forced to flee from southern France on account of the attacks of the Romanists leaders. And these followers of Peter Waldo had found a refuge in the mountain area of northern Italy. There, these Waldensis had continued for three centuries. We don't know much about their beliefs at that time. They would seem to have been simple people who were anxious simply to follow the teachings of the Bible; but their great stress was on the teaching of humility and of service to others just like the teachings of St. Francis. The Roman Church took up St. Francis and made a saint out of him, and made his order one of the great bulwarks of the Roman church. The followers of Peter Waldo, the Roman Church drove out; whether there was much difference between the two at the start, we don't know. But they stood and suffered against oppression by the Roman Church for three centuries; and when the Reformation began and they heard of Luther's teachings, they immediately said, "That's right; that's what the Bible teaches." How much of it they'd been teaching before we don't know. We have no evidence they had much real understanding of the true gospel before the Reformation—though they may have—we don't know. But this we know: that as soon as the Reformation began, they joyfully accepted its teaching; and some of the Reformation leaders went among them and preached and were a tremendous influence among them; and they have continued a fine Protestant witness in the mountains of northern Italy, right up to the present day. Today there are two Waldensian churches right in Rome itself. And there are a few Waldensians today in southern Italy, though not many because they were still oppressed by the Roman church right up to the present; and though they have a certain measure of freedom in Rome today, it is nothing like the freedom the church has in America. So much for these two questions that were asked. 

We noticed yesterday how William Farel, faced with difficulties in Geneva, which he realized he could not handle—probably other people didn't realize it—heard that this young Frenchman was coming through, had come through Geneva, you might say, accidentally, just stopped there overnight; and he went to see Calvin and convinced him—against Calvin's will—that it was God's will that he should remain in Geneva and should help Farel. So we noticed that the City Council which controlled the city of Geneva—including its religious life—the city council said in its minutes that Farel brought that young Frenchman with him, to the Council, whom he wanted to have as his assistant. The minutes didn't even mention Calvin's name. But Calvin immediately began assisting Farel in the work of Geneva. First, we noticed yesterday, in the arranging the organization for the city; second, we noticed what he did at the discussion of Lausanne; and third, we noticed Caroli's attack on Calvin, accusing him of not believing in the Trinity. 

Caroli is not particularly important in our history; but this is important, that background to a very important event in the later history of Calvin, and so I'd like you to know just a little about this. This is the first attack on Calvin of which we have any record. Previously, as a young man in school and as a refugee in the various places he'd been, everywhere he went there were individuals who seemed strongly attached to him; and many of them made friendships that lasted through life. But we have no evidence of any enmity against him until this time. And this man Caroli, who was under the Bernese control, had been made principal minister in Lausanne. Caroli accused Calvin and Farel of not believing in the Trinity. And this was a very serious charge, because just 5 years before this, in 1531, a Spaniard named Servetus—we'll hear much more about him later on—a Spaniard named Servetus had written a book, which he was distributing as widely as possible, which was a strong attack on the doctrine of the Trinity, a very strong attack. Servetus was a very able man—some think that he discovered the circulation of the blood 200 years before the Englishman Harvey, who is generally considered to be the discoverer of the circulation of the blood. He was a very able student of the human body, but also tremendously interested in philosophy and theology, and anxious to do everything he could to destroy belief in the Trinity; he wrote this book in 1531 that was being widely distributed and was raising difficulty for Christian work everywhere. Well, Caroli said that Farel and Calvin also did not believe in the Trinity; and Calvin was very indignant at this charge against him, though the whole basis of the charge was in the fact that the catechism that Calvin had written for the children of Geneva did not mention the word "Trinity" or the word "person." But Calvin had tried to avoid long words—words that were unfamiliar to the children—in order to make his teaching as simple as possible for the children to learn, and that's the reason he hadn't used these words. So they had a meeting at Bern, at which the charges of Caroli were presented against Calvin and Farel. Calvin answered them, explaining why that was; Caroli then demanded that Calvin prove his faith by declaring his belief in the three great creeds of the early church. Now of these three great creeds of the early church, the 3rd one of them is one which contains quite a bit of matter that is rather questionable; and Calvin simply refused to affirm these creeds. He said, "I accept the Bible, the whole Bible, everything in the Bible; and the creed is only useful as a presentation of what we find in the Bible, and I will not affirm these three extensive creeds." Well, all the other Protestants did, and that cast a shadow on Calvin. But Caroli then attacked him very vociferously on this ground; and Calvin proceeded in answering to present various things from his previous works, his Institutes of the Christian Religion and other writings, which showed very clearly that he firmly believed in the Trinity. And so Caroli said, "I'm going to withdraw the charge against Calvin, but it still is true of Farel." But Calvin refused to desert Farel; Calvin said, "You made the charge against both of us; we stand together." And Calvin proceeded to defend Farel in this, so that the authorities in Geneva were convinced and dismissed Caroli from the ministry, and exonerated Calvin and Farel. 

But this was only the beginning of the opposition that Calvin began to face. We go on to 

4. Opposition in Geneva. In Geneva, as we noticed, the city had turned from Romanism to Protestantism; some individuals in the city were very anxious to have it be a truly Christian city, but there were many there who simply wanted to get away from the authority of the bishop; and consequently the city—when the bishop lost his political control of the city—the city had voted to become a Protestant city, and that all the preaching in the city should be in accordance with the Word of God. But when Farel and Calvin wished to make the city a really Christian city, and have the legislation of the city be such as would make it easy for the gospel to have a place in people's life—rather than difficult—and when they wanted to have the church life brought under the direction of men who were theologically trained, instead of altogether under the direction of the political offices, opposition began to rise against them and quite a few people there began to attack them rather strongly. Geneva was a very boisterous, tumultuous city anyway. It was a commercial city where there was much traffic going in and out; and in the city there were all sorts of differences of opinion and attitude, and frequent riots, and that sort of thing; it was a very difficult situation. And now opposition was beginning to rise against Farel and Calvin. And as it rose, some people began to consider Calvin—though he was 20 years younger than Farel—as the real leader; and they began to talk about Calvin and Farel, instead of talking—as they had before—about Farel and Calvin, or Farel and that young Frenchman. 

The opposition began to mount against them; and just when the opposition was becoming strongest, Geneva fell into a disagreement with the city of Bern. You remember Bern in Switzerland had been a Protestant city for years now—in fact 15 years longer than Geneva—and it was the troops from Bern which had enabled the city to escape from conquest by the bishop—and being forced under the bishop's control—and the Bernese felt that all the authority of the bishops should come to them; but the Geneva people didn't feel that way; they said you've helped free us from the bishop; we should have control of our city, and not you. And there was quite a disagreement; and they made a treaty which left the matter in ambiguous words—so that Geneva could feel free, but yet that they had a right to expect Bern to come to their defense if they were attacked, as they were very apt to be; while the Bernese felt that they had considerable control over the city of Geneva. 

Now the officials in Bern said, "There is confusion coming into Switzerland from the fact that your ceremonies in the churches are different from ours." Calvin and Farel had made very simple services in the church. In Bern the ceremonies were much more involved, reminiscent of the ceremony of the old Romanist system they had before. The Bernese had gotten rid of everything in it that was Romanist superstition, or Romanist doctrine, but they had kept more of the forms and that sort of thing than in Geneva. And the Bernese said, "In order to have a greater unity among us here in Switzerland, you should have the same ceremonies in your churches that we have." 

Now Calvin' s attitude was that there is nothing wrong with these ceremonies. They are not ceremonies which involve papal superstitions, or anything like that; but neither is there any particular point to them; we're just as well off without them. There's nothing wrong in having them; if people want to have them, he was willing to have them. But he did not wish to have them forced on him. And so when the Bernese spoke that way, those in the City Council who, some of them, had become opposed to Calvin anyway, passed an edict that the ministers of Geneva must follow the Bernese ceremonies. And Calvin and Farel immediately said, "No, we are placed here by the city as ministers, but our responsibility is to God. We are arranging the services in the church which we think is in accordance with the Word of God, and the political body is not going to order us, suddenly, to change our form of services." So they refused to do it. Question? [student: What did the people favor?] Well, it's not easy to say. It's like if somebody were to ask in the United States, "Is the majority of the people strongly in favor of Kennedy or against him?" Well, the vote was so near that in one area it was strongly this way and in the next strongly that way. And that was the way it was in Geneva. I'd say that the mass of the people, they vary; but as far as the Council was concerned, at the previous election, some of those who were quite opposed to Farel and Calvin had been elected to the Council. So that the Council, while claiming to be strongly supporting the Reformation, some of the men were looking for a chance to hurt Calvin and Farel. One thing about it is this: that Calvin at this time was a very young man—he was not yet 30, he was very young, not very experienced—he had stood for the Word of God very, very strongly in vital situations; and when there was a matter which did not concern the Word of God, his real attitude of heart was to say, "On minor matters we're not going to make a fuss," but his habit was to speak out very strongly on just about anything. And later he learned to handle things in a better way than he could at this time. The second thing is that Farel, though 20 years older, was a very impetuous and fiery sort of man; he wasn't apt to compromise on anything whatever; and then I think that Calvin and Farel didn't realize that this was going to be a very important issue. They felt, well the Bernese ceremonies are not tremendously important; we like ours better, but they said, "We're not going to have this political body telling the church that it's got to run the church this way. This is a matter for the church officials to decide, not for the political body." 

At any rate when the command came, and a sharp claim like that, Calvin and Farel just said no, we won't do it. And then a third man who was associated with them—whose name I'm not going to give you because he is not extremely important in history, but right at this time he was the third minister along with them—he preached a sermon strongly criticizing the interference of the Council in the church affairs; and immediately the Council ordered this third minister arrested, and put in prison. And when that was done, Calvin and Farel went and protested strongly about that, and the Council told them they must not preach the next day, Easter Day, nor hold communion. And Calvin and Farel proceeded, in defiance of the Council, to hold their regular preaching service and to hold the communion; so immediately the Council voted banish them from the city and  gave them three days to leave the city. So,

5. Banishment, April 23, 1538. For about 2 years Calvin had been assisting Farel there. Suddenly now the Council gave the order they were banished; in three days they must leave the city. So Calvin and Farel had to leave the city, and they immediately went to the other cities in German Switzerland and presented their case. And these other cities said, "There is no reason to banish these godly Christian ministers over this matter," and they sent delegations with them to go back to Geneva to ask to have the banishment taken up and the ministers put back in their position in the city. 

And the leaders of the city of Bern said, "We'd like to have them follow our ceremonies, to have unity in it; but we never dreamed of having these fine Christian teachers expelled from the city on this grounds. We would never have asked them to have our ceremonies if we thought it would lead to something like this." And so they sent a delegation which went with Calvin and Farel to Geneva, but the Council of Geneva refused to let them enter the city. They said, "They are banished; they've been put out of the city; they must not come back in again at all." And the Council stood adamant; and Farel and Calvin were unable to do anything to change it. The Council proceeded to call numerous persons to Geneva; one of them was from a city a few miles northeast of Geneva called Neuchatel, mostly eastward, another city of French Switzerland, and this city—when their minister was called to Geneva—called Farel to come and be their minister. So Farel went to Neuchatel; he was the one who had first introduced Protestantism there some years before. And Calvin felt that his work at Geneva was finished, so we go on to 

F. Strasbourg 1538-1541. Strasbourg is a city which has been much in the news in the last 4 years, but Strasbourg was an old German city. It was a free city of the German empire, entirely German-speaking; it had been that way for many, many centuries before this time. A few years after this, the French seized Strasbourg and tried to make it a French city. Than later the Germans re-conquered it and made it a German city. Later it was again made a French city; in 1870 the Germans re-conquered it; in 1914 the French re-conquered it; and now at the beginning of this last war [World War II] the Germans took it back and at the end of the war the French took it again. So it is a city that has gone back and forth. It is the leading city of Alsace. Alsace-Lorraine is the region over which Germany and France have fought for the last hundred years. The difficulty is that while Alsace is thoroughly German, Lorraine is thoroughly French, and the two form one economic unit which is very difficult to divide; they belong together economically. But Strasbourg was an old German city, a free imperial city; and in this city Martin Bucer, who was one of Luther's first converts, had now been working for 15 years; and he had the city organized as a strongly Protestant city; and Bucer—while he had great loyalty to Luther—Bucer yet on the points of difference between Luther's view and Calvin's view leaned two-thirds of the way toward Calvin rather than toward Luther. So we lave F, Strasbourg, 1538-41, under that 

1. The Call from Bucer. When Bucer heard that John Calvin, author of the Institutes of the Christian Religion, was no longer in Geneva, that he had left the city—Calvin thought he would settle down to writing and study, doing the sort of work that he loved particularly—Bucer wrote him and he urged him to come to Strasbourg. You remember that Calvin had been on his way to Strasbourg when Farel persuaded him to stay in Geneva. And Calvin felt that when Farel had persuaded him to stop in Geneva and used such strong words to him that it had been the call of God to him to devote himself to the work at Geneva. Now that door was closed, and so Calvin was hoping to go on with the writing and study that he felt was his real objective in life; but Bucer wrote him, urging him very strongly to come to Strasbourg. Bucer said, "There are a few hundred people who have fled from the persecution in France, who are here in Strasbourg." So though it was a thoroughly German city, yet there were these few hundred people who were Protestants who had fled from France. And Bucer said, "We try to have a service for them whenever we can, but we don't have many people who are trained in theology who can speak French." And Bucer said, "If you would come to Strasbourg and take over the direction of the life of these French refugees it would be a real service to God." Calvin was not anxious to take up this sort of work again, but he felt that it was the Lord's call to him; and he accepted and went to Strasbourg, and the next three years were the happiest years of Calvin's life. There in Strasbourg he had close fellowship with Martin Bucer and other leaders of the Reformation. 

Melancthon came to Strasbourg while he was there—Melancthon who was Luther's best friend. And Calvin and Melancthon became so attached to each other that Melancthon, who was Luther's closest friend became one of Calvin's very closest friends. And this continued so the rest of their lives. Calvin made very fine friendships there in Strasbourg. He did not have responsibility for the whole city as he had in Geneva; and the city, instead of being a boisterous, tumultuous French city, was an orderly calm German city; it made a much more pleasant situation for him anyway. In addition to that, the church that he had was a comparatively small church, only a few hundred people; they were mostly earnest people; they looked to Calvin for leadership; he didn't have the constant opposition of the Council to push through what he thought was wrong. Of course, he couldn't just say anything and the people would take it; he learned a good bit there about tact in dealing with people beyond what he had known before, but he did succeed in most regards in organizing the life of the church the way he thought it ought to be. And Bucer also had him teaching in the school established there, where much of the teaching was in Latin, which of course Calvin knew very thoroughly; so he was teaching in the school and giving lectures in theology, and all in all he had the happiest time of his life during these three years in Strasbourg. 

2. The Little Church. That's what his church was called in Strasbourg—the Little Church; and this group of French refugees Calvin proceeded to organize as he thought a church ought to be organized. He proceeded to hold the communion once a month as he thought it should be. In Geneva the officials had never allowed him to hold it more than once a quarter; and they never did, the rest the time when he went back there. Calvin felt it desirable to have both communion and counseling in the church. [student: What is the difference between counseling and confession?] The difference between that and confession is that, in the confession the priest claims the right to pass a judgment on whether you're forgiven for your sins or not; that he has a right to delve into private matters in your life; matters which are then between you and him and never mentioned to anyone else. Now we Protestants have gone to the opposite extreme; we have taken the right attitude that we should confess to God—and that's the most important thing—but we have lost a great deal of counseling that ought to be done, and could be done, with more of personal help than is found in most of our churches. While the confession is certainly wrong, that doesn't mean it is so wrong you should go to the opposite extreme. I would say that what Calvin tried to do was to get a place about halfway between the general approach of our Protestant churches, and what the Roman church does in relation to these things. He would then call the elders of the church; and the elders would meet with the person and they would talk with the person; they would try to help the person; and then if the person was obdurate and had a definite spiritual attitude which seemed to be out of place for taking communion, the elders would make the decision as to whether communion may be taken. 

Calvin insisted that in the first three centuries of the Christian church, that the churches had used counseling as a very important thing in maintaining the purity of the church; that people who fell into sin or into heresy—after careful examination and discussion with leaders of the church—if they continued obdurate, had been refused the right to take communion. And Calvin felt that this was the most extreme thing the church should have any right to do; but it should do this, Calvin felt, and the people of the church in Strasbourg did not raise any particular objection to it. But of course this was an unusual church, because these were practically all people who had fled from France because of their Protestant beliefs, and they were anxious to have spiritual leadership and spiritual help. Mr. King? [question] I'm sure that Calvin would give a very extensive scriptural basis for anything he did, because Calvin's great insistence was that the only source of truth is Scripture, and that we must follow it at every point. Well, I so much for the Little Church. 

3. His Marriage. While there at Strasbourg, Calvin married in 1540, the widow of a man whom Calvin had led to the Lord. And this man had died in the plague there; and a year or so after his death, Calvin married this woman. He was about 30 then—a little over 30—the marriage was like Luther's marriage: a marriage of a man who felt that marriage was what he needed, what was right in his life; and that this was a woman who would make him a good wife; it was not a romantic marriage in the sense of any strong personal attachment before the decision to marry. But it was a very happy marriage; he was devoted to her, and she was devoted to him; it was the tenderness of his letters afterward—reference to her, and everything—that shows that it was a very happy marriage, that meant a great deal to him. Unfortunately, the one child they had in 1542 died a few days after birth. And his wife died in 1549. So he only had 9 years of married life, but in his marriage happiness came to him while he was here at Strasbourg, the happiest part of his life, and it continued for these nine years. 

4. His Meeting with Melancthon. This is probably the most important thing about the various colloquies that were held at this time, so I've given it the heading "the meeting with Melancthon"; and we've already mentioned the friendship he made with Melancthon at this time. You remember that about 1540 the emperor Charles still hoped he could get the Protestants and the Romanists of Germany together, and get them to agree so as to continue to have one church; so in 1539, 40, and 41, the emperor Charles has colloquies, or discussions, with a couple of Protestant leaders and a couple of Romanist leaders. The numbers varied with each of these particular towns. We're not going into details of these colloquies now; we referred to them in connection with the life of Luther. Luther, of course, could not come to them; he was under the ban of the Empire; he could not go near the emperor Charles; he was under an edict that he should be killed if Charles could get hold of him. But Melancthon, who was Luther's right-hand man, was the leader on the Protestant side in each of these colloquies; and Calvin went to them as one of the representatives of Strasbourg. And so at these colloquies Calvin met Melancthon and the two became very, very fast friends. So close, in fact, that after Luther's death people in Germany began to call Melancthon a Secret-Calvinist, and many roused great opposition to Melancthon on that ground. But it's interesting that Melancthon was the closest friend of Luther and was a very, very intimate friend of Calvin. These Councils also brought Calvin into meeting with many of the Protestant leaders; they enabled him also to see some of the Romanist leaders in action. One of the Romanist leaders at this time was John Eck, the man who had opposed Luther 20 years before at the Leipzig Debate. He was still very, very active against the Protestants. He was the one who secured the Bull of Ex-communication from the pope against Luther, and here he stood and argued against Melancthon in these colloquies. 

5. The Letter of Cardinal Sadolet and Calvin's Reply. Now this letter was not sent to Calvin; this letter was from a cardinal in the Roman Church, who was one of the most enlightened of the Roman cardinals. He was active in southern France, not far from Geneva; and Calvin and Farel having been expelled from Geneva, the Romanists thought this would be a good chance to bring the Genevans back to the Roman church. And so Cardinal Sadolet sent a letter to the city of Geneva, urging them to come back to the Roman Church; and in this letter the cardinal took the attitude that the people of Geneva had been misled by self-seeking and unworthy men who had led them into opposition to the Roman church; it was a very, carefully written letter, which went into some of the Protestant doctrines, and attempted to refute them, but which consisted mainly of an attack on the Protestant leaders. And in Geneva they had now ministers whom the city had secured who were much inferior to Calvin and Farel; and these ministers were having their difficulties not only because they were inferior in ability to Calvin and Farel but also inferior in consecration; but they sincerely wished to carry on a real Protestant witness there. And the group that had thrown out Calvin and Farel—while they insisted they were for the Reformation—they seem to have wanted the Reformation as a banner to wave, rather than as something that would affect their hearts and their entire lives. So these ministers were having great difficulty, and the city was not particularly pleased with these ministers; and the letter from Cardinal Sadolet began to arouse some dissatisfaction on the part of some of the people in Geneva. They sent the letter to other cities in Switzerland asking their advice about what answer to give. And these other cities said, "Why don't you get Calvin to answer the letter? He would be capable, the author of the Institutes of Christian Religion; he would be able to write a good answer to it." So they sent the letter up to Strasbourg, and asked Calvin to prepare an answer. And Calvin prepared an answer which was characterized by great tact—a very courteous letter—a letter altogether different from the tone which Luther would have assumed in a similar situation. In this letter Calvin expressed gratitude for the sentiments that the cardinal had expressed and for the general attitude of the letter; but he proceeded to take up the theological points mentioned; and in just a few clear Scriptural references—such as would convince anyone who considered the Bible to be the rule of life and practice—he showed how the cardinal was not in line with the Bible on his points. And then he took up the cardinal's accusation that the Protestant leaders were self-seeking and looking for their own advancement, and he proceeds to give evidences that the Protestant leaders—on the contrary—would have advanced much further—every me of them—in the Roman church, as far as material things were concerned. As a matter of fact, Calvin himself—while these years in Strasbourg were the happiest years of his life—they were years when he was living in almost abject poverty; he had to take in boarders in order to eke out a living, because the salary he was given was extremely small. And the Protestant leaders were living very self-denying lives, mostly; there were a few hypocrites among them, but not many. Most of the leaders were very earnest self-sacrificing men; and Calvin gave specific evidence in this letter. He told the Genevans his letter to the cardinal was one that was very difficult to answer. It was not a pugnacious letter at all—but a very courteous, a considerate letter—simply going into the facts of the matter, and examining evidence and pointing out what the real truth is. And the people of Geneva were very grateful for this help because they did want to stay Protestant. They remembered the oppression they had been under when the bishop was the ruler of the city; they remembered the difficulty they'd been under in those days and had no desire to return to them. And at this time there was a new election in Geneva, and more of the people who favored Farel and Calvin were returned to office. Also at this time a strange thing happened; three men were sent to Bern to make a new treaty—the old one having expired—and these men made a treaty with Bern which gave into Bern on every point of difference; these were political points, not religious points, but they gave in on every point of difference; they signed the treaty with the Bernese and came back and didn't even present it to the Council of Geneva for a month after they were back. And then they presented it, told them what they'd done; and the Council was up in arms about it; they said you have no authority to give in on all these things like this. And the result was there was such clamor against them that they were afraid for their lives; in fact some of the followers of the two factions got in a fight on the street, and several men were killed; so two of these three leaders feared for their lives and fled. And the third man, who defended them in it, made the Council so angry they ordered him beheaded—which he was; So of the poor syndics who had been active in banishing Calvin and Farel from the city, two of them fled for their lives, one of them was beheaded, and a fourth one was in prison at this time. The people—the new government now—began to think it would be a good thing to get Calvin back in Geneva, so 

6. Geneva Requests Calvin to Return, December 1640. The Council took an action to order the syndics to do everything they could to persuade Master Calvin to return to Geneva. Now they said nothing about Farel in there; Farel had been the original man who had led the city into Protestantism; and he had been the leader who had cone to Calvin to get that young Frenchman as his assistant. But the Council said nothing about trying to get Farel back at all; they simply asked, in fact, urged Farel—the tempestuous, Irish sort of fellow who sometimes said very untactful things, who spoke out in a strong way against anything he thought was wrong, but there was not a selfish thought in the man. Farel was 20 years older than Calvin; he had got Calvin when Calvin was about 30, had brought Calvin in as his assistant; he had been a leader in the Reformation when Calvin was a little boy; but they passed him over and said nothing about him and asked Calvin to return; and Farel's only response to it was immediately to write Calvin and urge Calvin to go to Geneva; in fact, Farel went up to Strasbourg to see Calvin to persuade him to go back. Farel's interest was not in whatever honor he might get for himself, but was for the good of the Reformation in Geneva. And Farel was anxious that Calvin go; but Calvin said, "I'm happier here than I've ever been in my life; I'd rather die a thousand deaths than go back to Geneva." Calvin said there was nothing in the world he wanted less to do than go back to Geneva. He just did not want to get mixed up with the turbulence and the tumult of that riotous city. He wanted to stay out of it; he was doing a real service for the Lord here; he had gotten out a new edition of the Institutes of the Christian Religion, greatly enlarged,  revised carefully through and through; he was teaching in the university at Strasbourg; there were several hundred people in this French church, which had been growing all the time he was there by new refugees from France; he was having a great influence for the Lord there—though he was in dire poverty in his living—in every other way, he was very, very happy and felt he was serving the Lord about as effectively as he could. Why on earth should he go back to that city of Geneva and have all that opposition to face? Even though at present, it was entirely out of sight, he knew it was apt to return; and in fact, it did; he had some terrible times later on. Why on earth should he go back? Farel, who had originally convinced him that it was the Lord's will that he go to Geneva, urged him to go back; and the other cities of Switzerland wrote to him and urged him to go to Geneva; and finally Calvin decided it was the Lord's call, it was the Lord's will that he should go back to Geneva. He took nearly a year making this decision. It was September 1541 when he went back. 

G. Geneva, 1541-57. 

1. Return to Geneva, Sept. l541. The people at Geneva were so anxious to get Calvin back that they arranged to convey all his goods to Geneva; they arranged a house at his disposal; they gave him a salary which would amount to about a thousand a year in our money, which we would consider—compared to what any minister gets today—he was poorly paid, but compared to the what he had been living on, it was luxury itself; or compared to what little they had given him when he was there before. They arranged to take care of him and make him the leading minister in the city. Calvin knew that the other ministers they had there were unworthy; but Calvin had learned by his previous experience; he went back and did his best to cooperate with these other ministers, to work with them; but gradually he got them new places; and inside of 5 or 6 years, he had a group of associates in whom he had confidence. But he went back to Geneva in September 1541; he came into the city, went right to the Council, met with them; and then the next day held his first preaching service; and the people gathered there in crowds—expecting to hear a great blast from Calvin—against those who had thrown him out of Geneva; and a great declaration of what he was going to do now that he was back. Instead of that, he gave just a few words, stating that he felt the Lord had called him back to the city and therefore he was glad to be with them again. He continued the exposition of the Word of God, taking the next verse in Romans after the one he had discussed in his last sermon before he left; he had been going through Romans verse by verse; he took the next verse and went right on with his exposition just as if nothing had happened in the three years that he had been away. So I made this period 1541-57, because that's the period in which his difficulties became worse and worse and his troubles greater and greater; until finally in 1557 things changed and for the last 7 years of his life everybody in Geneva was behind him, he was able to really accomplish what he wanted. But he had 17 years of terrible struggle, and difficulty and yet of great accomplishment. We continue to look at that next week.

We were speaking yesterday about Calvin's return to Geneva, we took up G, Geneva, 1541-57, and under that 1, Return to Geneva, September l541. And we noticed how, upon his return, he began to teach just exactly as he had been before, going on from the very point at which he had stopped two years before.

2. New Ordinances of Religion. The first thing that Calvin did upon his return was to seek to get the religious life of Geneva organized. He had originally come to Geneva at Farel's urgent request to help Farel in his work; but then at Farel's request Calvin had made plans for the organization of the city. The people had revolted against these plans and had banished both of them from the City. He had been gone two years, but now the Council had asked him back; the representatives of the people had unanimously requested that he should come back and take the place as the leading minister of the city. 

Now the situation in Geneva was that for centuries the prince-bishop of Geneva had ruled the city; he had controlled the political life and had controlled the religious life. Now the prince-bishop was driven out; and the city had its own council, whom the people elected. They elected their council of 600; they elected their council of 200; the council of 200 elected the little council of 25; and the little council of 25 selected the 4 syndics, who were the executive officers of the city. These people then were elected by the citizenry; but they held office for a certain length of time in which they were supreme; and they felt that all the powers of the prince-bishop were now in their hands. 

The councils had voted to make the city a Protestant city, 5 years before; and that decision was definitely held to; but the council felt that they had the authority over the religious life of the city and so Calvin now worked out revised suggestions. The suggestions he had originally made represented his idea of how the religious life of a city ought to be run for the glory of God. He had met many difficulties in doing it, because he felt that in religious matters it was the people who were trained in those matters, or the people who were set aside for such, who should determine, while the council was insistent they were the rulers of Geneva, and anyone else acted in any extent only as their representative. Now Calvin modifies his earlier suggestions very considerably, and yet he sticks to his fundamental basic principles. I want to look at a few of these matters which were involved in the ordinances when they were adopted. Now Calvin had presented these ordinances; he modified them considerably from what he had previously presented; and the council still modified them considerably. Calvin never was able to make Geneva like he wanted it to be. It was always the Counci1 who controlled; but Calvin was able to influence the council very, very greatly. And they were so glad to get him back that they proceeded to give in to him on a lot of things, including the established ordinances of religion which had the authority over the religious life of the town. Well, under these I'll simply mention those as being the important factors in it, not those over which there was difference of opinion though, 

a. The Venerable Company. This was also sometimes called the Congregation. Now this consisted of the ministers. They were the venerable company; they were the congregation. They were the ministers of the city of Geneva, plus the ministers of the villages round about that were dependent on Geneva. They were required by the ordinances to meet every Friday night; every Friday night they had a meeting for the consideration of some passage of Scripture; and they took turns on these Friday nights—each of them had these turns—in taking a passage of Scripture, presenting an exposition to the group; and then the others would discuss it, back and forth, and try to reach a better understanding of the meaning of this passage of Scripture. And thus these Friday night meetings were a means of training all the ministers in the understanding of Scripture; a means of stimulating them to further study and better understanding of the Scripture; and also a means of unifying them in their views, because they had a chance to discuss face to face whatever differences might emerge. And to get their ideas clarified in this spiritual meeting which the venerable company, or the congregation (as they usually called it on Friday night), held, all ministers in Geneva were required to attend; ministers from villages round about, to whom it might be quite a task to get in and out, were required to come as often as they could. But they were severely reprimanded if they ever went as long as a month without attending one of these meetings. Those in the city were always to be there. The Venerable Company also—according to the ordinances—was to make recommendation for any new minister, when there was a vacancy. The council was not simply to pick up somebody they thought would make a good minister and put him in; but the Venerable Company was to make the recommendation from which the council could select. And the Venerable Company was to examine candidates for the ministry and to decide whether they were worthy candidates; whether they were properly trained; whether they understood the Scripture, as they should, to be proper ministers; and also whether they were men who had worthy motives and really had a call from the Lord. And all this was tremendously important; because in the Reformation, the great leaders of it originally were men who were devoted to the service of the Lord and anxious to follow him and willing to give up everything for the doing of His will; but when they began to succeed in getting congregations which were supporting them, there were other people who saw a chance for an easy living in it, or who for one reason or another wanted to get into the ministry for unworthy motives; and so there were many congregations in different parts of Europe who had ministers who had very little training—of course, some with very little training had very worthy motives, and some with very much training had very unworthy motives—and it was necessary, if the city should develop a religious life in line with the Scripture, that the men in the ministry should be sincerely, really seeking the spiritual Word, and praying so that they could know what His will was, what the religious life and the organization of the religious life should be. 
b. The consistory. Calvin felt that in the N. T. it showed men who were teaching elders—set apart to give their whole time to the direction of the church, to the development of the Christian life of the people, and to the exposition and interpretation of the Word of God—and this he felt was represented by the Venerable Company, by the ministers. But he felt that the N. T. also shows men set apart by laying on of the apostles' hands to take a position as elders or overseers—called bishops sometimes in the Scriptures, which is the Greek word overseer, sometimes called elders, which refers to their being more experienced in the Christian life—but these were laymen—men who were not in the fulltime service of the Lord—but men who, though earning their living in other ways, were giving a substantial part of their time to the oversight of the church and to the advance of the welfare of the work of God. So Calvin desired that the churches should select men who would work with the ministers in this important work. The council acceded to Calvin's desire that there be men to perform this work, but absolutely refused to go along with his suggestion that the churches—that the individual churches—select the men for it. The Council said, "No, we are in control, we will select the elders." So the Council made a rule that they select the elders for the whole city; and these elders whom they selected had to include two men from the smaller council, two from the next larger council, and six from the largest council, before they would select any who weren't members of one of these councils. 

So in a way—in Geneva—it was like a committee of the City Council; that was not Calvin's desire. Calvin's desire was that the elders should be men who were strictly men of the church; but Calvin never succeeded in getting the leaders of the city to carry out his wishes all along the line. He had to get done what he could, and go along with what developed and was not wicked or harmful, but yet was not what he felt was the best. So the ordinances of religion, as adopted by the councils, agreed to have a consistory, which consisted of the ministers and the elders together. And that this consistory should consist of a group of elders, two or three times as many elders as there were ministers, and that these elders should be men who were directed by the Council and most of whom were actually from the membership of the Council. But Calvin's suggestions as to what the consistory should do were carried out. The Consistory met once a week, including the ministers and the elders of the church. They met every Thursday night; and at that time they discussed what was for the welfare of the religious life of the city. And the elders had a duty—the city was divided up between them, so that each of them had a certain number of people over whom they had a certain oversight. And it was their duty to call on these people, and to know their spiritual situation: to make a judgment as to whether they were serious Christian people, anxious to grow in the knowledge of the Lord, or whether they were backslidden people who were not carrying out their Christian profession. Or as to whether they were, in fact, people who gave no evidence of any true Christian profession at all. They were to keep track of whether these people entered into worldly practices that were quite inconsistent in the view of the elders with a real Christian testimony; and as to what problems or difficulties might come in their lives which needed special consideration. So the elders' first duty was thus a duty of oversight—of general knowledge of what the situation was of the people in their part of the city. Then when they found people who had special spiritual needs; people who they did not think were really converted and needed to be brought to the knowledge of the Lord; or people whom they thought were converted but were backslidden; or people who were real Christians but were indulging in worldly practices which they felt would stifle and injure their spiritual life; then they were to get one of the ministers and with him—two elders and one minister—to go to these people and to talk to them. And they would try to help them in their spiritual problem or difficulty. And so the people of the city were to be under constant observation this way in order to make the personal influence and help of the minister go much further than would be the case if they did not have this constant help from the elders. Yes? [student] No, there was no freedom of religion in probably any city in Europe at this time, with the exception of certain cities in the empire which were known as free cities. In certain of these free cities, according to the—well, later on, the Peace of Augsburg—in the free cities, it was ruled that the free cities which had a substantial number of Romanists and of Lutherans in it, should permit freedom to both; there was no freedom to anyone else, except Lutherans or Romanists, according to the law, and if a city had only a very few of one or the other, they would tell them to sell their property and move elsewhere. If the city was entirely one, there was no freedom for the other. Now of course these laws, the importance of them varied from place to place. But according to the theory which was held all through the Middle Ages and still at this time, the government of every city and country felt that it had the right to determine the religion of its citizens. 
Yes? [student] Well, the point I wanted to bring out first is that the elders were appointed by the Council, and that a good many of them were members of the Council itself. I didn't try to give precise detail. Further detail probably varies a bit from time to time. Theoretically, everybody in the city was a member of the church; but Calvin wished to make it that nobody could be considered a member of the church unless he gave evidence of really being a Christian; and that was one thing that the people didn't like. Because, they said, "They're all Christians in Geneva; they have their rights to all of the privileges of the church; and no minister here has a right to interfere with it. All the people in the area were all considered to be under their jurisdiction. Now that was nothing new; that was not introduced by Calvin. Every city in the Middle Ages considered that all the people in the city were under the jurisdiction of its government. But the laws were enforced variously in different cities; for instance, at this time, and for centuries before that in England, there were laws telling what kind of clothing was permitted to people of various ranks. If you were in a certain profession or a certain class in England you had to wear this particular type of clothing; you could not wear that which was appropriate to one of a different class. And as to what amusements you might partake of—there was no phase of life which was not dealt with in the law of practically every place in Europe at this time, and for centuries before. But these laws were sometimes enforced very rigidly; and frequently were very carelessly enforced, or in fact often overlooked altogether—unless you got a new official in and he starts enforcing vigorously. It might be that for ten years nobody had ever thought of it. It was a Christian empire; and a person who would deny that the emperor had authority, and who would ignore or fight against his authority was considered a rebel and a traitor; and he would be killed. Well, theoretically, a person who would deny the authority of the government and oppose it, speak ill of it, would be under the same condemnation. That was the theoretical law of Europe for many centuries. Of course—as I say—the importance varies tremendously. Some of the papal secretaries, in the previous century, wrote books in which they practically taught there was no God at all. Some of them, but they would end by saying these are just theoretical arguments we've been looking through, and actually whatever the pope says is to be believed. But they would put that at the end of a book that practically denied everything; and there were all sorts of variations of belief, but it was illegal not to be a loyal citizen of the empire—to be loyal to the emperor and loyal to the God of the emperor. 
If there was a disciplinary concern, the elders would then report it to the consistory. And the consistory would say, "Well, pick one of the ministers." They'd say to him, "You go over with two of the elders and talk with them." The minister would go and talk to the man; if he found that the man said, "This Christianity is a lot of superstition, and the idea that there is any value in going to Communion is all foolishness," well, he would come and would say to the consistory, "Well now, certainly a man like that shouldn't be permitted to come to communion," so the consistory would vote that he should not be permitted to come to communion. But then if he found that his attitude was very much against the whole religious arrangement for the city and he felt he was a destructive in the city, the elders would report it to the Council—of which they were members—and then the Council would take such action as it might think wise. But that was strictly a civil matter. The control of the city and countries in all of Europe had been regulated—the activities of people for centuries, and had been often using various harsh measures—but this was not the church; this would be the civil government. The civil government had been doing that. Calvin did not introduce that at all; but he did moderate very considerably from what had been the civil practice. The whole medieval setup was entirely different from the present situation which we have, or which we believe to be right; and we believe that the medieval ideas are actually unworkable. We believe that people have an individuality that you can't coerce into an exact rule—that you can't do that. Many people say, "Look at this man interfering with the personal life of people and telling them what they may and may not do. Calvin did not seek to do anything like that; it was done all over Europe, everywhere. Calvin did not come into the city and say, "This is all wrong; you shouldn't interfere with people's personal lives; he didn't do that; he came in and tried to develop a church where the Word of God would be preached; and where people would be dealt with as to their personal problems; in the civil community attitude, he tried to moderate, and tried to make it more reasonable and more orderly; but he did not attempt to change the whole basis of society. So the basis of it is not something that Calvin introduced; it is something that was already there everywhere in Europe at this time. And for every such law you find in Geneva, you can find plenty of examples in dozens of other places. The only thing is, that Calvin was anxious that instead of having all kinds of laws regulating everything about people's lives and then enforcing very little of it—whatever the magistrates happen to take a notion to—that they should cut that down to what was really vital; and that what they did, that they should enforce. But the consistory then is a very important thing in the setup in Geneva, b; and we have really been discussing c, lately, which is: 

c. Relation to the Civil Government. The questions we've been asked have been in relation to this—the relation to the civil government. And of course we must realize this: that the government of Geneva at this time was not a government of a community, a city, or a country which is in a peaceful situation where they can rock along no matter what happens. Geneva had to the south of them the power of the duke of Savoy, who felt that Geneva should belong to him; he wanted to conquer it, and put the bishop back in control. They had to the north of them the king of France, with a nation whose area was perhaps a thousand times as big as the area of Geneva; and the king of France was looking for an excuse to conquer Geneva and incorporate it into France. He often made them offers to protect them against the other attackers; and they never accepted them, because they knew that once they came under his protectorate they'd soon be under his complete control. Then they had the emperor, and following him, his son who was the king of Spain, who were anxious to destroy Protestantism; they were looking for an excuse to attack Geneva and put an end to Protestantism in the land. And the rulers of Geneva were very anxious that there should not be a group in the city which was out of sympathy with their general purposes and objectives—which might be a fifth column for an enemy attack—an attack which they constantly thought was going to come. And it really was a wonder it didn't come, because many another city was completely destroyed at this time with less reason to fear than Geneva had. So the Council felt that anything that they considered treason must be put down. And like just about every other part of Europe at the time, there were a good many acts on the part of the Council against individuals for matters which people today would think are strictly their own business, and shouldn't be interfered with by the government. But this is very important—not just for this reason but for the reason of the whole situation—that Calvin's ideal of government, the books all say, if you want to know Calvin's ideal of a church organization, don't look to Geneva, look to later France or later Scotland, because there churches were developing following Calvin's teaching. In Geneva Calvin was taking a situation and trying to be an influence for making it as far as possible what he thought it ought to be; and right to the very end of Calvin's life, there were many points at which Calvin could not get what he wanted done. The Council of Geneva always was very insistent they were in control, of the religious life as well as the political life. 

d. Oversight of Individual Conduct. We also had discussed this somewhat in connection with the Consistory, which was the means of overseeing the life of the individual as far as the religious activity is concerned. And of course the Council—which would otherwise have been interested in searching out any breaking of the law, or searching out the rise of any treasonable group which might lead to the destruction of Geneva—the Council naturally took the Consistory as relieving them of this part of their work; so most of the action of the Councils were based from this time on—at least the beginning of them—on information they got from the Consistory. So of course if the Council took any action against the person, they would call them before the Council as a civil matter; they would accuse them of whatever it was that they felt was a civil matter and take what action they thought wise in relation to it; and they did take a great many actions as most cities of Europe did. 

From 1542 to 1546, for instance, the Council passed 58 judgments of death and 76 decrees of banishment; that's in a city of 13,000; but the thing we want to remember, as I said, was that it was exactly the same everywhere else. In England at this time, every year there were thousands of people hanged—by the government—often for all sorts of minor infractions of the law. Enforcement of the law was very uneven all over Europe at this time, but it was frightfully severe. But this oversight of individual conduct, which Calvin sought to make effective there, was not simply what you found everywhere else in Europe, where the Councils or the leaders, whatever they were, were trying to make people do whatever they desired; but it was an effort to develop there a city in which the general attitude of the people would be an attitude of seeking to carry out the Lord's will, and to build a city which would be a center for the knowledge and extension of Christianity. Calvin didn't want to come to Geneva in the first place; and he didn't want to return to it again. He said he would rather die a thousand deaths, than go back to Geneva; but he felt it was the Lord's call; and he did not feel that it was the Lord's call simply for him to come into Geneva, and to teach a few people there the knowledge of the Lord. He felt it was his call to make Geneva a center from which the knowledge of the Lord would go out all over Europe; and he succeeded in doing this. Schaff in his church history tells about various visitors from elsewhere who came to Geneva after some years. William Farel made a visit there in 1557, 16 years after Calvin's return; he wrote a friend that he gladly listened there with the humblest of the people; he said he'd rather be the last in Geneva than first anywhere else. In 1556, 15 years after Calvin's return, John Knox studied several years in Geneva; as pastor of the English congregation there, and as a pupil of Calvin. He wrote to his friends, he said, "In my heart I could have wished—yea I cannot cease to wish—that it might please God to guide and conduct you to this place where I fear but am ashamed to say, is the most perfect school of Christ that was on the earth since the days of the apostles. In other places I confess Christ to be truly preached, but matters in religion to be so seriously reformed I have not yet seen in any other place besides." 

It is very interesting that in 1610—nearly 50 years after the death of Calvin—a German, grandson of the chief author of the Lutheran Formula of Concord, Dr. Valentine Andreae, who was full of glowing love for Christ, but who was also a man who was very devoted to the strict Lutheran teaching, and was horrified at the Calvinist idea that Christ's body and blood were not actually present in the Lord's Supper, visited Geneva, and said he found there to his astonishment a state of religion that came nearer to his ideal of a Christophany than any community he had seen in his extensive travels. He said, "When I was in Geneva I observed something great which I shall remember and desire as long as I live. There is in that place not only the perfect institute of a perfect republic, but as a special ornament, a moral discipline which makes weekly investigations into the conduct and even the smallest transgressions of the citizens. First for the district inspectors, then to the seniors, and finally to the magistrates, as the nature of the offenses and the heart of the state of the offender may reply. All cursing and swearing, gambling, and strife, hatred, fraud, are forbidden while greater sins are hardly heard of. What a glorious ornament of the Christian religion is such a surety of morals! We must lament with tears that it is here almost wholly neglected. If it were not for the difference of religion, I would have forever been chained to that place by the agreement in morals, and I have ever since tried to introduce something like it into our churches. No less distinguished is the practice of my landlord, Furon, with his daily devotions, reading of the Scripture, fear of God in word and deed, temperance in meat and drink and dress. I have not found greater purity and morals even in my Father's house." 

This was the testimony of this man who was prejudiced against Calvin, but his judgment on the life which he found in Geneva 50 years after the death of Calvin. You see, Calvin's influence was not a great sermon that stirred people—and some have continued and some have disappeared—but it was the establishment of a situation which continued for 200 years after his death. He built very solidly, he built against great obstacles and great difficulties, but he built something which was of tremendous force in the life of the whole world for two centuries after his death. 

This witness was Dr. Valentine Andreae. He visited Geneva in 1610. Well, this oversight of individual conduct then in Geneva is something which many writers use to criticize Calvin as a busybody—a man who was interfering in other people's lives, and constantly trying to put his nose into things that were private business, and so on—that feature of it is not fair to blame on him, because it was found everywhere at this time. But he took what was already everywhere and he got a large part of the supervision of it transferred to the spiritual officers instead of simply to secular officers, and he got it regularized; put on a fair basis so that everyone was free and equal, instead of its being enforced rigidly on the people the magistrates didn't think much of and utterly ignored for their friends; he got it enforced rigidly and he got it changed little by little to be in line with what he felt were the teachings of Scripture. It was a supervision of the spiritual lives of the church people such that, when they began to backslide, the minister would immediately know and come and give some help; instead of its going on for a couple of years and then you find out about the situation and it's almost impossible to deal with. And that when a disseminator of teaching that was destructive began they would know immediately, rather than having things grow and grow while the minister is just spending all his time working on his sermons, and preaching, and dealing with the little prayer meeting group and doesn't even know about the movements in the larger group. After all, they had 13,000 people, with about six ministers to deal with them; without this help of the elders they would have been just a voice in the wilderness. 

I'm not trying to defend or to justify; I'm trying to tell you what happened. And what happened was that there was a situation all through Europe which was there when Calvin got there. And that Calvin tried to get oversight in the church; and this, of necessity—under the situation there—was tied up with the state; and the state's activities were greatly affected by Calvin and I would say—I don't think anybody would deny—that the effect was mainly for the good. Now that's not to say that the total result was what we would like; but the total result was far, far better than it ever would have been if he had not been minister. I think there is no question of that and I think that this is true: that going into a situation which was in existence, Calvin in that situation managed to develop what became a great center for refugees from all over Europe and for training people to go out as missionaries all over Europe; and for setting an example of Christian life in the life of the city, such as no other place in the world was able to do. He succeeded in producing that. They had preaching services every second day, and they had a meeting of all the ministers on Friday night and the meeting of the Consistory on Thursday night; that would leave Wednesday night free, so whether they had a preaching service or a prayer meeting, I just don't know. I'm sure he developed all sorts of smaller meetings but he had his hands full with big meetings—often preaching three times on Sunday and then every other day through the week, and then lecturing at the university in addition to that. Well, that was d.

e. Calvin's Personal Activities. Calvin's position was simply that of being the leading minister. He had no authority in the civil government whatever, except what his personal influence might produce. As far as any actual rights to any authority in the civil government, he had none. When Calvin went to Strasbourg—within a year after he went there—he applied for and received citizenship in Strasbourg; but when Calvin returned to Geneva, he was there 18 years before he even applied for citizenship. He never wanted to be there; he always thought the people are going to get disgusted and throw me out next month; and what's the use of getting tied up and being a citizen of the town; and he never was a citizen until after 18 years, when he applied for and received his citizenship. His influence was in the church activity, but his interest in that was very great; he was writing books on theological problems; he was preaching many times a week; he was lecturing two or three times a week at the university; he was at all the meetings of the Venerable Company and of the Consistory; his activity was personally tremendous. And in any sort of an organization like this, there is that question, "Who is going to run it?" And it was probably much too detailed to work out at all, if there had not been a man of tremendous energy who was interested in really making it work; and Calvin was tremendously interested in every phase of it. He ate very, very little; they said in his latter years, when his health was very bad, he never ate more than one meal a day; he got very little sleep; he was just constantly on the go every second. The work that he had in the city would be enough to keep most men busy double that time; in addition to that he wrote all these scholarly works that he produced, and he published all these different things; and he wrote tremendous numbers of letters which we look at a little later. 

3. Re-codification of laws and negotiations with Bern. You say right away, "What has this to do with religion?" And I'm sure Calvin said it too. Calvin was not a citizen of Geneva; he had no position in the civil government; he was interested in preaching the Word of God, that was his great interest in life; his only interest was in making the will of God supreme; but the Council had invited him back, the Council assigned his quarters, gave him his stipend, and the Council said, "Here we have this highly trained, great Frenchman here; we're going to make use of him." So he hadn't been back a month before they asked him to take the laws of the city and to codify them; to check them all through and see what there was that was out of date; what there was of a law made one year and a law made another year that contradicted each other or simply weren't workable—because either one you could use the other as an excuse for not obeying it; to go through all the laws and see what—not of any important changes, but of slight changes—which would bring them into conformity with one another where necessary. It was a big job and Calvin undertook it for them; and then they said to him, "We have had the involved matters in relation to Bern"—the city of Bern had won their independence, its armies had come and helped them. Bern had conquered French Switzerland next to them and was controlling it; Bern wanted to control Geneva too. The Geneva people did not want to be controlled by Bern, but they did want Bern's help; so negotiations were a very involved matter. You remember how the enemies of Calvin—while he was away—had given everything to Bern; in fact they had fired Calvin out of the city because he refused to follow the ceremonies the people of Bern wanted. Not that Calvin held anything against those ceremonies, but he did not feel that the church should be dictated to in these matters of ceremonies by the civil government—particularly the government of another city. Well, now they requested Calvin to take two of them and go as the leader—the negotiator—to visit Bern and negotiate on working out better treaties. This took a fair amount of his time for the next two years. So he was busy, in addition to all his other activities, with re-codifying the laws of Geneva and making negotiations with Bern. This took a great deal of his time and was a great contribution to the welfare of the city; and this was done purely as a matter of the Council asking him to do it, outside of his regular duties. 

4. The Psalter. I was in mission work out in New Mexico after my first year in Seminary; and we were in a little town where there was no regular catholic service, though there were a great many Roman Catholics in the town. The priest used to come up there once in a while to hold services. And the result was that at one or two of my meetings, quite a number of the Roman Catholics came to the service; they quit when the priest heard of it, as he told them they mustn't. But this interested me—that the thing that impressed them greatly when they first came was congregational singing. They were not accustomed to it; in the Roman Churches there is a choir that does the singing; the people listen. And the congregational singing in our church impressed them and pleased them and interested them greatly. Well, Luther, you remember, introduced congregational singing. And Calvin also had taken an interest in it; and Calvin, when he was at Strasbourg, set to work to translate some of the songs from the Hebrew into French for the people to sing. And he translated quite a number. However, before Calvin had first gone to Geneva—when he was at Ferrara in Italy—he had net a man who had fled from France under suspicion of being a Protestant. And this man was the best poet in all France at that time. His name was Marot; he had been the court poet; he was later on the court poet in Paris. And Marot was interested in writing poems; and Calvin stimulated him to translate songs into French. Calvin translated a number of songs; but later when Calvin was in Geneva, Marot visited him there and Calvin persuaded Marot to translate quite a number of them, including some that Calvin had already translated. Marot was a very great poet and Calvin preferred Marot's translations to his own. These translations Calvin used in the church in Geneva and had them published; and they were published in France shortly after that. Marot was such a fine poet that people all over France were reading his translations of the Psalms; and the people in the court began to talk about which was their favorite one of the psalms, Marot's translation. The king had a great celebration of the publication of these, and praised Marot for the excellent translation; and the nobles of the court were very much taken with these songs. But the Inquisition began to bring charges against Marot, because they said, there was Protestant teaching in the songs. And there was a good bit of it. And Marot, perhaps fortunately for himself, died soon after this time, before the opposition could become very severe. But the Psalter became a distinctive mark of Calvin's work. The distinctive thing was not restricting singing to psalms; it was putting psalms into first-class French, excellent French poetry; and having congregational singing; and one time when the pressure had come strongly against these songs—a few years later—one time in Paris, somebody in one of the parks began singing one of these psalms; somebody else joined in, and somebody else joined in, and pretty soon they had 3000 people singing together, one of these psalms; this shows how the love of these psalms had spread all over France. The psalms that Calvin had stimulated Marot to write, and Calvin had had published in Geneva, and then they were published in France and were widely distributed. 

5. Calvin's Commentaries. Calvin was especially interested in the Word of God; he did not want to come to Geneva, he wanted to devote himself to study; and if he had, I am sure the preparation of commentaries would have been one of his great activities. The wonder is that despite his tremendously heavy activities in Geneva, he succeeded in preparing commentaries on practically every book of the Bible. Some parts of the Bible he didn't get into the commentaries; and the commentaries vary tremendously: some of them are simply stenographic notes, rough notes of his lectures; others of them are works that he worked over several times, went through very, very carefully. So Calvin's commentaries: you can't just speak in a general way of them, because they vary tremendously in their quality. But all of them are recognized by people today regardless of their denominational viewpoint; they are recognized today as the best commentaries that were written in that century. They are the only commentaries from that century which are much in use today. But Calvin did not do as many did, to use them simply as a jumping off place for a sermon. He went through a book to see what it teaches, and to find out just what does this particular passage mean; and even among Lutherans today he is spoken of as the exegete of the Reformation. He was a careful student of language—of usage—to see exactly what the passage means; and Calvin's commentaries cover practically the whole Bible, though they vary tremendously.
6. Calvin's Correspondence. We were speaking yesterday about Calvin's correspondence at the end of the hour, and we noticed what a tremendous lot of letters he wrote, and not only was there a great quantity of letters but the letters dealt with a tremendous variety of subjects. In these letters he would discuss all sorts of theological matters; he would take up particular sins that people had fallen into and would point out the Scripture teaching on it, try to clearly show the error of them; and he would urge people who were tending toward the Reformation, to come all the way; he would urge men to stay true, whom he heard were in the way of falling away from it. He would deal with every sort of matter, and he voluntarily took the initiative in writing to all sorts of people; but not only that he got letters from all sorts of people, they wrote him on every type of subject. 

For instance, after the academy in Geneva got well under way, and they had students coming from many parts of the world, then he began to get letters from people, "I hear that my son is becoming very much interested in a certain girl and I'm wondering if she is the proper sort of girl for him to be going around with. Dr. Calvin, would you please look into it, and give me a judgment on it, because I don't want anything wrong to happen to my son, while he is so far from home." So Calvin would make an investigation; and he would write back and say, "This daughter of one of the syndics of Geneva is one of the loveliest girls in the city and your son is certainly showing very good sense in paying attention to her; I only hope that he doesn't come in for a bad disappointment, because she is the most popular girl in the city and he may find himself one of these days not the favored suitor." He'd go into all the different matters like that, and it was really almost impossible to believe that a man could have the energy to do the things he did. The way he did it was: he ate very little; he slept very little; he was just constantly at work; and of course he had a tremendous memory, so he didn't have to look things up; he could quote from the fathers, from parts of the Bible, from almost anything; he knew verbatim, without having to look up or hunt for it, and he could see through things so much more quickly than the average person, that he was just able to cover a tremendous amount of work. The wonder is that he was able to do all this correspondence along with all the busy tasks he had in Geneva, There are thousands of letters to Calvin, many of which have never been translated out of the Latin, yet there are a number of books that have been published of the letters in English. A full-time work for most people, simply to carry on the correspondence that Calvin carried on with people all over Europe. 

7. The Academy. As soon as Calvin arrived in Geneva after he was called back from Strasbourg, he began to make plans for an academy—today we'd call it a university—for an institution which would have a high standard of training; it would cover most of the subjects which were basic to theological progress; and eventually he wanted to have medicine, law, also included; and they were added after his death. But during his lifetime he got as far as giving thorough preparatory work: general letters, study of classics and so on, and then various other work in Hebrew, Greek and the study of Scripture. He found great difficulties in this because the people of Geneva didn't see a great need of it. They had certain intelligent people in the town who wanted good preaching; they wanted a good director for the religious life; but it was only a few of the well-to-do who sent their children to the university; and it was a lot cheaper for them to send them off somewhere than to build a whole university there in Geneva. He started planning for this when he first got there, and he taught before it existed; but it was 18 years before he was able to get the academy actually set up and established. However, during that time he was giving theological lectures; and he was giving as much training as he could along these lines, though the actual establishment of the academy did not occur until 1559. It was one of the great efforts of his life, and it was one of the most fruitful; even before they had the actual academy, they had many people there studying; and as time went on, instead of Genevans going anywhere else to study, people were coming from nearly every country in Europe to study in Geneva; and the people who were trained there went out and became leaders of the Reformation all over the world. So the development of the Academy was one of the great parts of Calvin's work; though it was one which—like so many other things—he had a long time to persuade the people to take an interest in, and to get them willing to give money and do the work that really would build a first-class academy. Of course, during that time he was watching out for good teachers. When they first began teaching there, Calvin's own teaching was outstanding; but some of the men who were available were not particularly good; but he gradually got it changed, got the standards improved, until eventually they had the finest teachers in Europe in the particular fields that they were dealing with; which were classics, Biblical and theological study. 

8. The Refugees. It is impossible to understand Calvin's work in Geneva without realizing the tremendous factor of the refugees that came to the city. The city was a place of refuge; after Calvin had been back for a good many years, it became a place of refuge for the people who fled Queen Mary of England; she was determined to reestablish Roman Catholicism in England by fire and sword, and burned believing bishops at the stake; but most of the Protestant leaders escaped, and Geneva was the place to which most of them went. Now this is just typical of the refugees that came there from many different lands. All this was not till after he had been there quite a while, but Calvin himself might be considered as a refugee when he first went there, though he had no thought of going there. As time went on there were more and more who came from France. And a refugee from France who fled on account of his stand for the gospel of course, one might get protection in Strasbourg, where Calvin had lived, where he was so happy for those two years; but Strasbourg was a German city and even with their small church of French refugees there, there were comparatively few Frenchmen. It would be much more attractive to a French refugee to be where the people would speak French—an opportunity which in many ways would be much better. And when, of course, Calvin's Institutes was being read all over Europe and particularly in France, then to come where Calvin's teaching was available, where his sermons could be heard, and to be in a French-speaking city, as refugees from the persecution of the king of France, was naturally something that would appeal to a great many people. So the city of Geneva—which had 13,000 people when Calvin went there—by the time of his death had 7,000 refugees in addition; and when you get that large a number of people from outside coming into any place, you have all kinds of tension and all kinds of problems. Of course, many of these refugees were educated people; many of them were people who had been well-to-do in their own land; they were—many of them were—people who would be on a level with the small leading groups of the Genevans; and naturally many of the Genevan people would be rather incensed at having opportunities in their city taken over by those than they considered foreigners. And they were—because France was a different country than Geneva—even though they were the same in language, the same in background, the same in temperament, there were very great similarities between the two. 

Well, this matter of the refugees—before we speak of the tensions that came on account of it—I am going to give you an example of one outstanding refugee who came to Geneva. There were many who came from various countries, including quite a few from Italy, and this man I want to tell you about from Italy is a man who was called Bernardino Ochino. Now he was in Italy a Capuchin monk. Now the word "Capuchin" we have mentioned before but some of you may not recall, and I'll spell it again for you. If you are in almost any Roman Catholic country today you are quite apt to see the Capuchins. They are very prominent in South America and in Italy, and you will see them very widely in the Roman Catholic countries in the world. They wear long brown habits, always brown; they have a rope tied around their waist, and they all wear beards. They are an offshoot of the Franciscan Order, which wears the same costume today but which shaves. So you can tell the Capuchins from the Franciscans by the Capuchins always having beards. Now the Franciscan Order, as you know, was started in the twelfth century A.D. It had been going for 400 years at this time; as St. Francis began the Franciscan Order they were supposed to be very poor humble people. Today when you see a book written by a Roman Catholic scholar who is a Franciscan, he puts after his name, O.F.M., which means Ordo Fratrere Minorum which is Latin for the Order of Lesser Brothers. Francis stressed humility—humility, poverty, doing kindness to people. Francis wanted his people to have absolute poverty, to own nothing, to only exist by alms. But the pope took over Francis' order—even in Francis' lifetime—and changed it so that though the individual could nothing, the Order could own a great deal. And the Franciscan Order came to have a great deal of property, very fine buildings. Instead of wandering around as Francis had wanted, they lived in monasteries; and while there were many very consecrated people among them, there were many who were quite a different type; and then there was a branch of them which called themselves the Observants, which declared they wanted to observe Francis' original intention. So the Franciscan Order broke into two parts. Now at the beginning of the 16th century the Observants—most of them—had become about like the other group, the Conventualists, as they called them, and a new group was established, a third group, which they called the Capuchins. They were originally a part of the Franciscan Order, but stressed Francis' idea of poverty, of humility, doing good to people, of going about helping; they did preach, but preaching was not their main purpose, as it was in the Dominicans. This group—the Capuchins, founded about 1500—the pope separated from the Franciscans and made into a separate order. They have today a very fine church in Rome, not a long distance from the Vatican. Underneath that, in the Capuchin church today, in the crypt you find an arrangement of skeletons which is quite unique in the world, and I always like to go and see it whenever I am in Rome; but it isn't nearly as popular now as it was when I first visited Rome. But this much about the Capuchins. 

a. Bernadino Ochino. Now among the Capuchins there was a man named Bernardino Ochino, who was a very excellent speaker; he seems to have been not only devoted to the purpose of the Capuchins—being humble, going around and being kind to people, and turning away from all enjoyments of the flesh—he seems not only to have been that in very great sincerity, but also he had an unusual gift as a speaker. He was elected the third general of the order—so that is to say they were elected for only about three years—so two others had served and he was elected and was re-elected, so he served two terms, as general of the order. Now Bernardino, as he studied the Scriptures, came more and more to put his stress on Christ and what Christ had done and what Christ means to us. And as he preached, he presented his message so strongly and so beautifully that everywhere he went thousands of people came to hear him, He preached all over Italy—preached frequently in the open air—and thousands of people would gather to hear his message. So he was very popular, and the leader of the Capuchin Order; but toward the end of his second term as general of the order, he began to put so much stress on salvation through Christ and on the relation of the individual to Christ, that the Inquisition—the Roman Inquisition which had been founded shortly before that—began to be suspicious of him; and an order was sent to him to come to Rome to be examined by the Inquisition. Ochino always, everywhere he went, traveled afoot—he was entertained in the homes of the wealthiest nobles, but would eat very little; and when he would retire, if a soft bed had been prepared for him, he would beg permission to rest on more comfortable pallet and then spread his cloak on the floor or on the ground and lie down there to rest. He was very ascetic in his manner of life and that—with his wonderful preaching—gained him great renown throughout Italy. But now the Inquisition called him to come to Rome to answer charges on Protestant preaching; and he knew of others who had been called to Rome and who had been burned at the stake for preaching which stressed justification by faith. And so he talked to some of his friends; they told him that it would be a shame to silence that very able voice of his and to put an end to the great work that his preaching was doing, and that instead of heading for Rome he should put on a disguise and head in the opposite direction. And so Bernardino Ochino left Florence in August 1542, and went up into Switzerland; and in October 1542 he wrote a letter to a friend, he said, "In Geneva, where I am now residing, excellent Christians are daily preaching the pure Word of God. The Holy Scriptures are constantly read and openly discussed; and every one is at liberty to propound what the Holy Spirit suggests to him; just as, according to the testimony of Paul, was the case with the primitive church. Every day there is a public service of devotion, every Sunday there is catechetical instruction of the young, the simple and the ignorant. Cursing, swearing, unchastity, sacrilege, adultery, impure living—such as prevailed in many places where I have lived—are unknown here. There are no tents of harlotry; the people do not know what rouge is; and they are all clad in a seemly fashion. Games of chance are not customary; benevolence is so great that the poor need not beg. The people admonish each other in brotherly fashion, as Christ prescribed. Lawsuits are banished from the city, nor is there any simony, murder or party spirit, but only peace and charity. On the other hand, there are no organs here, no noise of bells, no showy songs, no burning candles and lamps, no relics, pictures, statues, canopies or robes, nor full ceremonies. The churches are quite free of all idolatry." Now that was the impression that Ochino had when he first came to Geneva. That was about a year after Calvin's return, and of course the impression he got of the city was the ideal that Calvin was trying to make there; and more and more the ideal was realized. But Calvin wasn't there long before those who didn't like this ideal began making violent difficulty for him. Ochino stayed at Geneva a time and then he traveled to other places in Europe; he worked in England; he worked in Poland; he worked in different countries. He was always a great influence for good; but nothing like the influence he could have been in Italy, if it had not been for the Inquisition. Because his greatest ability was his marvelous oratory, which thousands of people in Italy would gather to hear and be so thrilled—just hang on his words; and when a man has to use another language that is foreign to him, it is pretty hard to carry over this marvelous gift of oratory to the other language. And so the Inquisition, while it did not kill Ochino, it succeeded in cutting down his effectiveness very greatly. But Geneva, as the first place where he went as a refugee, doubtless helped much in stabilizing him; in giving him a further understanding of the doctrines he was now espousing, and in helping him for his later work; and he is only one of many from Italy and other countries who escaped to Geneva. 

b. John Knox. One who came—at the time I've mentioned, when the English refugees came—was John Knox of Scotland; and John Knox stayed there for a number of years; he was a man much older than Calvin, but he was so impressed with Calvin's teaching that he just about idolized Calvin and took just about anything Calvin said as the final answer. And Knox went back and won Scotland for the gospel. We'll look into that later in our history of the Reformation. But now it was a great service which Calvin rendered to the Reformation, in making Geneva a place which would attract the French refugees, which would give the French refugees a place of safety and a place where they could be built up in the faith; and a place where they could be trained; where they could come to understand the truth better; and know better how to present it and to prepare them for going on to serve the Lord, either back in France or in other countries. It was a great service that Calvin thus rendered the Reformation, but one which many of the people of Geneva were not very happy about; and the people were saying, "These people are coming in; they're taking the food that we should be eating; they're taking the good things that our children should be getting; some of them are getting important positions in the town, which makes it harder for native Genevans to get these positions; and we'd be much better off if we were just Geneva. We like this man Calvin's preaching; he is good as a preacher; but why can't he stick to his teaching and not be trying to effect all of Europe with his activities?" So there was a growing irritation—probably more on account of the coming of the refugees than for any other cause. So during the first 15 years after Calvin returned, he was facing increasing opposition. And this was the real—the main reason for it—the dissatisfaction with the coming of so many refugees. The other reason, of course, was the attempt to organize the discipline of the cities and to see that everybody was reached with the message of the gospel; that it wasn't merely something that they gave lip service to, but that they had a chance to face the problem squarely and either decide for it or against it. 

9. Civic Help. Now it is interesting that Calvin, when he came to Geneva, was immediately asked by the council to proceed to the codifying of the laws, and to undertake to negotiate with Bern. He wasn't even a citizen of Geneva; he did not ask for citizenship until 18 years after he had come back. He never thought they'd keep him very long; he thought they'd banish him again pretty soon; and he wanted to do all the good he could while he was there; but it was 18 years before he decided to ask for citizenship. But that didn't deter the Council from making the greatest possible use of his ability in a civic way. I'm sure he was very much irritated at having to take the time away from the work of the Lord that he was interested in, to work over the laws of the city and to do these negotiations with Bern; but he took it up as a duty that would help in carrying on his work for the Lord. But Calvin did not merely do civic duty which the Council asked him to do, though he was not a citizen and had no authority in the Civil Government whatever; he took a tremendous interest in it, because of his ideals. As I said, he did not think of himself as simply a man to come and preach to a few people, but as one who had been sent by the Lord to make Geneva a center: for the gospel to go out through Europe; for people to come and be trained, and go back to their country. And that seemed a pity; Calvin saw that it was necessary that there be means of livelihood in Geneva for the people there, and for the new ones who would come; and so he made a great deal of study of this problem. First, he insisted that they should clean up the city; that they should remove all the filth from the houses and from the narrow and crooked streets. He suggested to the magistracy that they superintend the markets, and watch out for unhealthy food; and seize any food that was apt to be harmful because it had not been properly cared for. They closed up the old tavern; they prohibited begging on the streets; they provided a hospital and a poorhouse; other things like this were done for the welfare of the city, at Calvin's suggestion. But three years after he came back in December 29, 1544, he made a long speech to the Council; he said to the Council that they are to find some new means of economic security and upbuilding for city. And he said, "I have a suggestion that the cloth and silk industry be introduced into the city." So he asked them to lend to one of the syndics of the city a sufficient sum from the treasury to start the enterprise. He gave them a detailed plan, under which he recommended factories would be established for making cloth and for stitching up silk in Geneva. As a result, they got ahead of just about every other city of Europe. Soon the cloth and silk of Geneva were highly prized in Switzerland and in France. It became the leading city in this new industry that Calvin introduced, and it continued that way for many years. That made it possible—even though the people still didn't like to have the refugees be better off than they were—soon the people themselves, the poorest of the people of Geneva, were better off by far than they had been before Calvin came. The standard of living was raised by bringing this new vital industry into the city; and it made it possible to take care of these refugees when they came in, and to find jobs for them, and to enable them to carry on their training before they returned to their country in order to spread the Word of God. 

It is interesting that when Calvin died in 1564, after a long period of illness, and they looked over the things in his room after his death, that in his spare time in the last few days, he had been trying to work out a improved system for the guards of the city gates and around the wall; so that the guards would be able to elect guards, do a better job than the others had done before. He took an interest in everything like this for the welfare of the city; and his introduction of the silk industry changed the whole economic situation in this city of Geneva.

10. Calvin Seeks Independence for the Church. Well, these were some of the conflicts and difficulties, and it looked as if the party against Calvin was gaining in strength. It looked as if they would soon get to the point where they would be able to take over complete control of the city. The people were rather wavering, and Calvin was getting to be in quite a precarious situation; but the tide swung in Calvin's favor by something which is perhaps the most discussed incident in the whole history of the Reformation; at least, that's what some authors think of it. It is something which is greatly discussed and which, to many people, constitutes a great blot on Calvin's reputation. It was however the thing that swung the tide in his favor. And it is so important that I'm going to make it a major heading.
H. Servetus. Michael Servetus was a Spaniard; he was a brilliant man; he was a physician, an anatomist. He wrote an article in which he described the pulmonary circulation of the blood, the same discovery which the Englishman Harvey made a century later. People will tell you that Harvey of England was the discoverer of the circulation of the blood. Well, Servetus wrote it up a century before Harvey. It did not become widely known. Harvey introduced it; it came to be a factor used in medicine all over Europe; but the fact that the blood goes into the lungs and is purified there and comes out again, which to us of course is common, is something that was rather difficult to figure out. It was not known until Harvey—except for Servetus. So you see he was a brilliant man. But he was a man with a mission; and his mission was to destroy the teaching of the Trinity; which he considered to be a very, very wicked and harmful thing. Servetus considered that there were three foundations upon which the evil of his age mostly rested; these three foundations were: first the teaching of the Trinity; second the Calcedonian teaching about the person of Christ as being wholly God and wholly man; and third, infant baptism. Of these three, his greatest stress was on the first, the Trinity. But he wrote against the Trinity in the most sarcastic way; ridiculing and deriding anybody as a poor idiot who would believe in the Trinity. When Calvin was still in France, before he went to Geneva in the first place, Servetus lived in Paris and there in Paris in little meetings he began to expound his doctrine, attacking the Trinity. Calvin challenged him to a public debate on the matter of the Trinity; and Servetus, I suppose, realizing the danger he might put himself in, by getting publicly known for his views on this matter, refused to have the debate with Calvin. But Calvin thus knew Servetus nearly 20 years before the time we are now speaking of, 1555. The discussion was on the first point. This was his statement, and these were the three points which he considered the foundation of the evil of religion in his day, and the cause of the harm; but he did his writing and his arguments on the first point, the Trinity. 

He certainly would not be in line with any organized Protestant group, or with any position the Roman Catholic Church would take. Well, Calvin always felt that the matter of the Trinity was basic to Christianity. He felt very keenly on this matter; he felt that it was foundational in Christian understanding, Christian knowledge, and therefore Calvin had been particularly incensed when, shortly after he first came to Geneva—you remember—Caroli there had accused him and Farel of not believing in the Trinity. He had done this because in Calvin's catechism he gave to children, he hadn't used the word "Trinity" or the word "person." Calvin of course pointed out that in his writing, and in his sermons—and Farel's too—the Trinity was brought out very, very clearly. But this man Caroli had made quite a fuss about it; it was carried on in various Swiss cities and threatened for a time a time to hurt the reputation of Calvin and of Farel. Eventually it was completely shown that they were absolutely orthodox on this major point of Christian doctrine. But Calvin felt very keenly on the importance of the Trinity, and felt very badly that he himself should ever have been accused of having not been true to the Scripture on this point. Now, Servetus wrote to Calvin and sent him a copy of his book on the wickedness of the doctrine of the Trinity; he sent him a copy of this book; and Calvin sent Servetus a copy of Institutes of the Christian Religion, and Servetus went through it, made marginal notes all through it and sent it back to Calvin, in which he would take some statement Calvin made about the deity of Christ and say "What utter blasphemy" And then something that Calvin said about the Trinity and he'd say, "What junk and nonsense." He wrote all sorts of comments like that all over the pages and returned it to Calvin; and then in 1553, he got out a new book on the Restitution of Christianity, a book in which he tried—it would be like the "demythologizing" they talk about today—to get rid of really all that is essential in Christianity.

Well, Servetus was anxious to criticize Calvin in these regards and to try to show that Calvin was wrong in these matters; which were none of them matters that were matters of disagreement between Protestants and Catholics. They were matters that Romanists and Protestants considered to be basic to Christianity and to be clearly taught in the Scriptures. Now there was a man in Vienne, in southern France, where Servetus was living in disguise as a physician; and this man had a cousin in Geneva, and the two cousins—the one in Geneva was very ardent follower of Protestantism, and the one in Vienne was a very ardent Romanist—carried on correspondence with each other. And the one in Vienne would pass on to the one in Geneva all the attacks and criticisms the people were making about Geneva; they said it's a city of libertinism; it's a city they said where vice is rampant, where wickedness is on every hand; and this man would write back to his cousin, and say, "Not at all, you will hear not a fifth of the swearing in Geneva that you'll hear in any Romanist city I've ever been in," and he went on to say that the moral standards in Geneva were far higher than those in Vienne in every way. And then the cousin would write back and say, "Not only in moral matters but in doctrinal matters the Protestants have departed from the very basis of the Christian religion, given up the authority of the pope; they have given up the foundational principles," and the friend would write back, "Not at all, we're standing for true Christianity; we are just as positive and as certain on the great historic doctrines of Christianity as any Romanist ever was. But we get the heart of the gospel in addition which is how we can be saved, not merely the facts about Christ." And the conversation went back and forth; this man in Geneva was a good friend of Calvin, and one day he came in and saw Calvin very much disgusted, and he said "What's this, what's the matter?" "Oh," Calvin said, "I just got a book in the mail from Vienne—a book called the Restitution of Christianity— which just denies all the foundations of Christianity; and he told him about it. So the man wrote to his cousin, and said, "Why in Vienne you talk about standing for true Christianity as if we were lacking; why you tolerate a man in Vienne, a man who denies the very Trinity, the very foundation of Christianity." Of course his cousin wrote and said, "Who is this? Who is this man? I don't believe you, it's a lie!" So he sent his cousin the information about Servetus; and the result was that Servetus was seized there and brought before the court and asked whether he was denying the foundations of Christianity and attempting to destroy it. And of course the evidence was very, very clear. Well, we'll have to continue there next time.

We began to look at H. Servetus. We gave it separate heading because it is so important in discussion about Calvin. Also it was an incident which was very important in the development in Geneva. 

I mentioned that Servetus had written violent books against the teaching of the Trinity, the very foundation of Christianity: its belief in God the Father, in the Lord Jesus Christ as being actually God, and the Holy Spirit as God. Servetus called this a three-headed Cerberus. He called it nonsense, and blasphemy, attacking it in every possible way; but he did this through books which were largely published anonymously, because he would be in great danger if this were known and connected with him. He had lived in Vienne, a town in southern France for a considerable length of time. Then this correspondence between a citizen there and his cousin in Geneva resulted in his exposure to the authorities there as the one who was circulating this strong literature against the foundation and teachings of the Christian religion. 

The result of this was that he was seized by the authorities of the Roman Catholic town; he was there accused of extreme harassment—not of being a Protestant and holding Protestant views—but of attacking the very foundations of all Christianity. He had lived there as a physician for some time under an assumed name and had many friends; it is probably these friends who arranged in some way for him to escape from the jail. At any rate he escaped from Vienne; and two months after his escape he was condemned by the court and burned in effigy. 

He was on his way to Italy, and for some reason went through Geneva. Why he did this nobody knows. He certainly knew that the evidence on which he had been arrested and convicted in Vienne had come from Geneva—he certainly knew that. He had sent his material to Calvin in manuscript form at various times; and he had taken Calvin's writings and written on the margin his violent comments and criticisms of them; and Calvin had in answer told him in no uncertain terms what he thought of this sort of teaching. Whether Servetus simply went through Geneva on his way to Italy, someone said he was there a month before he was detected. Others say he was just passing through, we don't know. At any rate he was in the service listening to a sermon by Calvin when he was recognized. He was recognized in Geneva and charges were made against him for his attacks on the foundations of Christianity, and he was arrested. And then being arrested there he was brought before the Little Council of Geneva, the Council which was in charge of the direct government of Geneva, though it might refer to the Larger Council when it chose. And this Little Council proceeded to examine him; and Calvin presented charges against him. Calvin said that his teaching against the Trinity was not only attacking the foundation of the Christian religion, but doing it in the most violent form with a great effort to spread these ideas, Calvin said it was a contagion. It was like the distribution of dope, which would destroy men's minds and souls and ruin their character; he said that Servetus was devoted to this wicked activity and that he should not be permitted to continue it. So Calvin brought 38 points of charges against Servetus. Servetus' reply was to attack Calvin. He said that Calvin was worse than a murderer because of this doctrine of the Trinity; he said that Calvin was as bad as Simon the magician in the book of Acts whose name became a symbol all through the early church for the great enemy to the faith. He reviled Calvin in the strongest language in answer. And it would seem that this was misunderstood by the leaders of the Little Council, because at this time Calvin's enemies had gained a small predominance in the controlling body of the city. While the sentiment in the city was, on the whole, favorable to Calvin as a preacher, yet there were other aspects of his activities, particularly his bringing in of the refugees, and his giving to train the refugees there which had aroused many enemies against him. And some of his bitterest enemies were in positions of importance in the Little Council, and when they saw heard Servetus attacking Calvin this way, they saw a chance to injure Calvin; and so they began taking Servetus' side in it; they began without having investigated carefully to find out just what Servetus really stood for; they took the position that Servetus was an enemy of Calvin, that Calvin had brought charges against Servetus; that if they could prove that Calvin's charges were false, and that Servetus was actually right in these matters, it would be a big step toward the destruction of Calvin's influence and possibly toward his eventual expulsion from the city again. So they began in various ways giving their support to Servetus and opposing Calvin in these points. This was a very ill-considered move on the part of these opponents of Calvin. Because they were claiming to be just as Protestant and just as Christian as Calvin, only that they objected to certain features of his actions, that was their claim; and they did not investigate what Servetus really stood for—perhaps they were not capable—these individuals, of really investigating. One of these men was found to be treasonable; he was seized by the Council and ordered by the Council to be beheaded; and afterwards there were found among his writings, those which were violent in their denunciation of the N.T. and of the gospels, and various things that the people of Geneva as a whole would certainly have been horrified about; but he never, in his public utterances, gave any impression that he was taking this attitude. 

The opponents of Calvin called themselves the Libertines, and Calvin felt that libertine meant people who were given up to licentiousness, who in their lives were antinomian, who were unwilling to submit to the attempt to develop the type of life that the N.T. requires of Christians. They tried to make it appear that libertinism simply meant that they were standing for personal liberty in the direction of their lives and that actually they were as good Christians as Calvin; this of course was true, but somewhat in-between actually. Probably they were at least people who did not have any great interest in religion; their interest was rather in their own personal lives; their political advancement, and their personal pleasure; and they did not understand the significance of the position they were taking. But here they staked a good deal upon Servetus, with the feeling that this would gain them victory over Calvin. Now Calvin certainly did not go into this matter with any thought of its being a political measure in the attempt to meet the Little Council. Calvin's attitude in this was that the Roman Catholics claim that we are throwing off restraints; we are not standing for Christianity; we are giving up that which has been vital in the Christian church also. Our answer is they are wrong; we are standing for original Christianity; now, he said, "If those who attack the very basis of Christianity are allowed to spread their wicked doctrines and undermine people's character, without our doing anything to stop them, we will prove that their charges against us are correct." Now this was not the whole reason, by any means, of Calvin's bringing the charges against Servetus; he felt that it was a source of such temptation as was very injurious to the whole church everywhere; to have such material as Servetus was writing and getting published—distributed, brought to people's attention—and he felt that it was a duty to the church to put an end to this contagion. The Little Council had beheaded many people in Geneva; and many of them, Calvin thought, for far less reason than the wickedness, as he considered it, of Servetus. 

However the trial took over two months and a good bit of it was carried on in writing. Calvin would write his charges and his quotations from Servetus' book and Servetus' annotations on the copy of Calvin's writings, and that Servetus had sent to Calvin; and then this would be given to Servetus, and Servetus would write out an answer to it. This was carried on for some time, and finally the opponents of Calvin decided—and recommended to Servetus—a move which they thought would certainly settle the matter and completely destroy Calvin. This was to ask the other churches of Switzerland for their opinion about it, and see what they would say. Calvin didn't see any point in this. Geneva was a sovereign state; its officers had condemned men to death for far less reason than there was in the case of Servetus on many occasions. He felt that Geneva was capable of deciding for itself this matter. But Servetus requested—and the members of the Council concurred—that the other churches of Switzerland be asked for their opinion about the matter. Calvin felt that the only way to stop the dissemination of Servetus' views was by his death. He was favoring the death penalty. He was not favoring death by burning. But he was favoring the death penalty. Well, the request was sent then to the other churches of Switzerland; and answers were received after a couple of weeks, from all of these Protestant churches—the leading cities of northern Switzerland; and every one of them, without exception, took the position that one who was guilty of holding the views and disseminating them in the way that Servetus was using, should be severely punished and stopped from any possibility of continuing activity of this sort. 

Bullinger—the successor of Zwingli—wrote that God had given the Council of Geneva a most favorable opportunity to vindicate the truth against the pollution of heresy, and the honor of God against blasphemy. Even Bern, which at this time was having political difficulties with Geneva, and in the case of a disagreement of much less importance a couple of years earlier, where Calvin had been involved, had taken a mediating attitude, wrote that Servetus had rendered himself a heretic on all the essential points of our religion, and expressed the wish that the council of Geneva might have prudence and strength to deliver the churches from this pestilence of what is actually stated in the books that Servetus had written. And in addition to that, the word got around of the language used in his defenses there; and in his defenses, he seemed to think the best defense was an attack and he called Calvin just about every name you can think of. He said to Calvin, "Do you deny you are a manslayer? I'll prove it by your acts. You dare not deny you are Simon Magus. As for me, I am firmly in the truth and do not fear death. You deal with mystical arguments, without Scripture; you do not understand what you say. You howl like a blind man in a desert, you lie, you lie, you ignorant calumniator. I wish that all your maggots were still in the belly of your mother, I wish I were free to make a catalog of your errors. Whoever is not a Simon Magus is considered a heretic by Calvin. All therefore who have been in Christendom are damned by Calvin, even the apostles, their disciples, the ancient doctors of the church, and all the rest. For no one ever entirely abolished free will except that Simon Magus. Thou harlot, thou miserable wretch!" He used this sort of language during the trial, perhaps thinking the best defense was attack; but it certainly didn't make a good impression on the people of Geneva as a whole; and the Little Council found itself in the position where, unless they were to convince the other churches of northern Switzerland that they were not ready to stand for the foundation of Christianity—not the matter of a difference with the Roman Catholic Church, but the very foundation principles of Christianity—and unless they were before the people of Geneva to take a position which would seem to them to prove that Calvin's charges were right, that the libertines were really people who were against the foundations of Christianity, and not merely seeking a little more personal liberty in unimportant matters, there was no course open for them except to condemn Servetus. So they proceeded unanimously to condemn Servetus. And when they did that, Calvin recommended that the death penalty be given by beheading as the Council had done in many other cases—that is, the cases before the Council for any sort of charge which they considered serious—they had beheaded many people. And he recommended death in this fashion. But the Council, having had to give into Calvin in the condemnation of Servetus, now thought they would at least show their independence by ignoring his advice as to the method of death, and so the Council voted that Servetus would be burned at the stake. So that was carried out. And people have accused Calvin ever since of having had Servetus burned. Calvin was strongly in favor of the death penalty, but Calvin opposed and urged against the burning. Calvin saw no point in any pain to Servetus that could be avoided, but he did feel it necessary to put a complete end to the temptation of Servetus' views and of Servetus' efforts to extend them. 

So the Council voted that Servetus should be burned, and this was done. Now in the history of the Reformation times, the Roman Catholics burned hundreds for holding Protestant views. I do not know of any other case except this—there may be some, but I don't know of any—where the Protestants burned any individual. But this case they did not burn him for taking Roman Catholic views; there is no case known to me where Protestants ever burned a man for taking Roman Catholic views; but the Roman Catholics at that century burned hundreds for taking Protestant views. But in this one case, this man was burned at the stake, for taking and strongly spreading views which they felt were attacking all Christianity at its very basis. So Servetus was burned there. Three hundred years later, some people put up a monument to Servetus in Geneva; and on this monument they said that they were putting up this monument as an expression of sorrow for what had happened, as an attempt to show they felt it was entirely wrong that Servetus had been burned; but, they put on the monument, that they did not do this, with any thought of any criticism of Calvin for his part in the event. That was what was put on this monument and put up three hundred years later. But among attackers of Christianity, he is frequently quoted as a martyr of science against Christian attack. Well, that certainly is not the truth at all; Servetus was certainly an unusually able scientist. But his science had nothing to do with this whatever; it was a matter not simply of views which he held, but of his ardent effort to spread these views and to calumniate and attack in every way he could those who held these as basic to Christianity. Yes? [student] I haven't investigated details on that. It does seem strange that he would have lived for nearly 20 years in Vienne, in southern France, in a Roman Catholic area, without people ever having questioned his being an orthodox Roman Catholic, while he was distributing these books. He would mail them to Calvin and so on; but evidently in other sections of Europe, probably in Protestant sections where the Inquisition was not active, or could not be active, probably there is where they were mostly circulated. At any rate, he sent copies to Calvin. They condemned him to be burned in Vienne, but he escaped; and they burned him in effigy. This was done before the trial in Geneva. In Germany, at this time, in the sections which the Roman Catholics held, there were occasional burnings of Protestants. In the sections which the Protestants held, there were beheadings of men for disloyalty to the state, and in some cases disloyalty to the state meant opposition to the views which the ruler declared should be in control in the particular state. But that was done by the ruler, and it was never done by burning as far as I know. I know there was not so much of this done in Germany at this time as there was in other countries, but as early as 1521 two monks in Belgium, who had adopted Luther's views, were publicly burned by order of the emperor, And in Belgium, in Holland, many in Italy, many in Spain, and many in France, were burned. And some in England. No, those who were burned, the burning was only done for religious matters. The beheadings were a matter of the civil authority; and for instance, in Saxony, the Prime Minister of Saxony for many years supported the view of Calvin rather than Luther on the matter of the Lord's Supper. And after the Formula of Concord was adopted by the people of Saxony, the Duke of Saxony, the man who'd been Prime Minister was beheaded, because of his refusal to adopt the Formula of Concord; but it was done as a matter of treason against the duke, rather than a matter of a religious view. And it was by beheading. 

Yes? [question] Well now, there is one thing I think we should get clearly in mind. I do not think that we should take the position that non-Christians are all wicked and Christians are all righteous. Or that any individual Christian is all right or is all wrong, or is always correct. And the same thing applies between Roman Catholic and Protestant. We cannot take this that all Roman Catholics have been wicked and all Protestants righteous, or that any Protestant leader has ever been without fault. There is no one who ever lived except the Lord Jesus Christ who was without fault. There are certain matters which in our day are universally accepted which nobody ever dreamed of 300 years ago; and there are certain things which were universally held 300 years ago which are completely given up today. Now these are not essential matters of faith; but there are many matters like them. If we were to attempt to prove that all Christian leaders through the ages have been perfect men, we would have an utterly impossible task. Or if we were to attempt to prove that any Protestant leader at any time has been a perfect man we would have an impossible task, because the Lord says there is none righteous, no, not one. But what we are trying in this class to do, is to show how imperfect and fallible man—and men who made grave mistakes, as we all do—have been used of the Spirit of God, nevertheless, to raise a light in the world—a world which is in the hands of Satan, not merely in Satan's control, those who are opposed to Christianity. But Satan has a tremendous influence in the mind of every one of us, no matter how consecrated we are, and we are trying to show how in this situation the Lord has raised a witness and how he has blessed the efforts of those who've stood true to Him. And if you take the whole history of the world, you would find very few people, of whom there would be less that you could rightfully criticize, than Calvin's group. But in them, as in all human beings you will find certain matters which you can strongly criticize. But I do not feel that it would be right to pick this one thing out of Calvin's life and say this is the worst thing Calvin ever did; this is a tremendous blot on his character. Because in this particular thing, while it is utterly contrary to the attitude of today—an attitude in which there was indignation spread all over the world, when the state of California after 11 years put into the death chamber a man who had committed the most cruel and wicked crime you can imagine—and yet for their giving him the death penalty there was terrible indignation spread all over the world. Well, that is going to a terrible extreme in this direction. Now the right place is certainly somewhere between that and the attitude which was universal 500 years ago, or 400 years ago, that the death penalty was enforced by the nations for matters, many of which we today would think were not worthy of the penalty being enforced. But the Roman Catholic Church had burned people for heresy for centuries before this; that was commonly done. I know of no case, where, among Protestants, a man has been burned for heresy except this case; and in this case, it was the Council rather than Calvin that did it, and to quite an extent they did it to spite him. But the condemnation to death was a matter which Calvin urged strongly, and in the light of conditions of that century, I think a strong argument can be made that any earnest Christian at that time would have taken the attitude that Calvin took. But he certainly cannot be blamed for the burning because that was not what he advocated. There was one fellow in the class six years ago, when I went through this material, who in the final exam said, that the Council had insisted on beheading Servetus against Calvin who had stood out for simple burning. Now I hope all of you are more awake than that. 
I am not trying in this class to determine what should be our attitude on these matters; but I am saying that the attitude in the 16th century of everybody was that there was no question that a person who was guilty of such conduct as Servetus was convicted of should be killed. There was no question of that in that century. Now today the attitude of many is that the death penalty should not be given for anything at all. But 11 years ago there was a woman, and I think her husband, who were condemned to death by the US government [the Rosenbergs] because they had conducted espionage in this country; and they had gotten the secrets of the hydrogen bomb and had turned them over to Russia, and they were condemned to death by this country. The Communists got petitions against this all over the world; in Palestine they made a big point that these people were Jews and being martyred for their being Jews, being killed in the United States. They got many people in Palestine to sign a petition they would never have dreamed of signing if they had known what the charges were. Justice Douglas of the Supreme Court held the thing up for a week; but the others of the Supreme Court unanimously overruled him and they were executed. Now I personally do not see how anyone in this country, realizing that what these two traitors did may mean that millions of people will die terrible deaths in this country some time, I don't see how anybody can question that our government was right in executing those two spies; but if a person believes as Calvin did—that eternal suffering is far worse than any death that may come upon them in this life—I should think that he would be very logical in such a case. And it is the view which was held in the laws that God gave for the Israelites—where the person who blasphemed, and who tried to destroy the faith of God among the Israelites—were stoned. It is that view. It is not the attitude taken today. I am not even suggesting for a minute that anybody should try to change the attitude taken today on this point, but I am saying that we should not judge people of 300 years ago by the view which is largely taken today on this particular point. And of course further than that, it is a matter for a class of ethics rather than church history. We are anxious to see what has happened, but we must proceed further to see what happened after that. I believe that it is a good liking that the judgment of men is in the Lord's hands and not in the hands of men themselves. I don't see how we can be expected to condemn or to acquit individuals as a whole. But the Inquisition—this must be said about the Inquisition—if you leave out of account all the things in which there might be a strong argument made that sources of terrible contagion would be removed by it, if you leave those out of it, you will have less, probably three-fourths of the cases where the Inquisition punished by burning, in which there was in the very nature of the thing; there was personal malice which entered in; there were false charges; there were petty matters involved; there is so much possibility in that sort of a thing for human frailty and human wickedness, that it would seem to be very dangerous to be held—even if it might be held—that there in certain individual cases it was justified. But that's a matter we should keep out of here. We have much of importance in the field of church history to cover, and in an ethics class we could discuss it at length, but here we must see what happened. 
And this is considered by many as the greatest blot on Calvin's character. I don't personally think it is at all; I think we are judging Calvin by standards of a different century on matters in which customs change when we take that attitude, as far as Calvin is concerned; but I do think that it is important for us to realize that as far as I know this is the only case of any burning for religious reasons by Protestants. And that there were hundreds of cases where the Roman Catholics burned people at the stake and to realize that the Roman Catholics burned for being Protestants; and there are no cases, where Protestants ever burned a person for being a Roman Catholic. But in this one case it was something that struck at the foundation of all Christianity. Well, we must proceed. I wanted to bring out the fact that this incident of Servetus was the incident which sounded the knell of the power of Calvin's opponents in Geneva, because they made such an error of judgment in ranging themselves as defenders of Servetus. And then finding that all the Protestant churches everywhere, all the Protestant leaders everywhere felt that Servetus was utterly wrong and worthy of death. 

Now Luther had died 11 years before this time. Luther had always insisted that persuasion and discussion were the only means that should be used for the spreading of religious doctrine. But Melancthon, who was Luther's closest associate, wrote Calvin in two letters in which he said that he did not see how anything else could have been done in the case of Servetus, except the death penalty; and he felt that Protestants had cleared themselves to some extent of the Roman Catholic charge that they were lax on the matters of the foundations of Christianity and that they were open for all sorts of wild Christian doctrine to come in, by taking firm action in the case of Servetus. All the Protestant leaders of the time took the stand that the condemnation was correct, though the matter of the burning is something which must be blamed on the Council and was not urged by Calvin. But this meant that the leaders in the Council were to quite an extent discredited among the people of Geneva, and for another two years the opposition to Calvin on the part of these leaders was quite strong. But the main force of their power had been broken; within two years after this time all the opponents of Calvin were discredited, and no longer had any chance of being elected to important offices in the city. And so we have the final portion of the life of Calvin which we will call J. 

J. Geneva 1557-64. I say 1557 because two years after Servetus' death, 1557, is the year in which the opposition to Calvin ceased to be a factor in Geneva, and from 1557 to 1564, there was no opposition of any importance to Calvin in Geneva. So under this we'll put 

1. Calvin's Condition. We call it Calvin's Condition because we have noticed the great amount of work which Calvin did, the tremendous effort that he put forth constantly; and also we've seen something of the situation that he went through, something of the opposition to him and all the things that were there to harass him; and of his feeling for a number of years there, that he never knew just when a complete end was going to be brought to Calvin's work in Geneva. And the result was that between these two facts: his excessive overwork for so many years, and the terrible strain that he had been subject to, Calvin was now suffering—as Luther was in the latter years of his life, I think worse—from a number of ailments. Calvin had terrible nervous headaches, which came quite frequently to him, He had a great deal of digestive trouble, he had kidney stones, and I've heard people say—I don't know whether there is any truth to it, but I've heard people say—that that was one of the worst pains that he must have had, kidney stones. But the records tell us that when Calvin would be preaching and one of these kidney stones would start moving within him—that you would notice that his jaws tightened a bit, and then you would see his fingers clench but he would keep right on, his voice would be a little more determined perhaps—but he would keep right on, with his lecture or with his sermon, and till it passed off or till he completed his sermon. His will power was determined to accomplish the work that the Lord had called him to and to let nothing interfere with it. And in spite of the pain and the misery that Calvin endured during these 7 years he turned out a tremendous amount of work during that time. 

2. Calvin's Activities. The activities that we have mentioned already might better perhaps have been put in this period, because although much was done in them before, even more was accomplished now. He had been working for 18 years to get the school established. He'd been doing much, had been having classes and so on, but in 1559 he got the academy started; and by that time Calvin was able to get the some of the best teachers in Europe to take part in the academy, which was already drawing people from all over Europe. 

Then Calvin continued work on his commentaries. Some of them—as we've noticed—were just theological lectures, written down; but many of them—he worked over some of them, made three or four different revisions on them—and some of them are recognized among all the Reformers as having been more objective in his commentaries than any other. His commentaries are not theological books, using many theological discussions. Calvin in his commentaries was interested in seeing, what do these passages mean? One thing that has impressed many is that many passages that have been used as proof texts, Calvin specifically said he did not consider this passage a proof text for this particular doctrine. And so his commentaries, many of them, are still of great value to this day, which cannot be said for many other commentaries that were written in that particular century. 

He was active of course also with preaching, normally preaching three times on Sunday and every other day during the week; he was at the meetings every Friday night where all the ministers of the area came and discussed exegesis together, taking turns in presenting material and then discussing it. He was at the meetings of the consistory every Thursday night; he was carrying on his voluminous correspondence, writing letters to dozens of people all over Europe, and having a tremendous influence through these letters. And more and more Protestant leaders, everywhere—except in the area of north Germany and Scandinavians where the Formula of Concord was coming to be the basic dividing line, separating them off from other Protestants, except for those areas—he was getting letters asking his advice on particular local questions; and every problem that was presented to him he tried to answer in the light of the Word of God. So his activities were during this period very extensive and contributed greatly to the accomplishments of his life.

3. Calvin's Death. His health was becoming worse in the early 1560s. I want you all to remember the date of his death, as I've asked you to remember the date of Luther's death. And it is easy to remember one if you know the other, because Luther died in 1546 and Calvin in 1564. But the time came when it was quite evident that Calvin was not going to live much longer, and the Council gathered at his home, and there he had a final session with the Council. They expressed their gratitude toward him, for all that he had done for Geneva, for all that he had meant to them and the city, and the work of Christ there, and throughout the world. And he took farewell of the Council. 

For these last 7 years he had been looked up to as the leader by the people of Geneva, with practically no opposition any more. He had accepted citizenship in the city in 1559. He still held no position in the government, but his influence was very great in every question that came up. And when he died, his last request which he made was rigidly, very carefully carried out; and that was this. Calvin saw that people all over Europe, wherever there were Protestants, people were looking to him for help, and they were taking his words and often giving to his words an importance beyond what he thought the words of any human being should be given. And he knew how, for so many a great Christian in the Middle Ages, the place where they were buried had become a shrine; and they had been considered as saints, and there had been features of idolatry at the place where they were buried; and Calvin was determined that no such thing would happen with him. So he exacted a promise that, when he died, his body would be taken out to the cemetery in the middle of the night and a grave would be dug and he would be buried with no one knowing where it was, except the three or four people who took him out and buried him, and that they would promise never to tell anybody, so no one would know where he was buried. 

So this was done at his death. 200 years later in that cemetery, a certain place was picked out as being perhaps a possible place where Calvin might have been buried; and a monument was put up there; and in this last century hundreds of people from all over the world have gone to Calvin's grave and have paid their respects to him there at the cemetery. We know which cemetery in which he is buried, but nobody knows in what part of it. He certainly deserves a monument if anybody ever did.

K. Calvin's Theology. 

1. In relation to the Bible. A central point of theology, to Calvin's mind, is that God has given us a revelation, and that this revelation is our only safe guide to knowledge in spiritual things. That was Calvin's great stress; it is quite common today to talk about the Reformers as men who revolted against the concept of an infallible church, but who failed to go far enough, to reject the belief in an infallible Bible. And then it is common to try to pick a phrase here and there from Luther or Calvin to try to make out that they have some doubts on this point too. That is a complete misunderstanding of Luther and Calvin. Luther and Calvin were standing upon the infallible word. To them this was the only dependable source of knowledge. It was not so much a matter with either of them of arguing to prove that every little detail in the Scripture is free from error; they both believed that. But the vital thing about them isn't so much the belief that every little detail is free from error, as the insistence that this is the only safe source of knowledge in spiritual matters; and that whatever is clearly taught here is free from error, and one must stand upon it, one must follow it. Calvin insisted not merely that we get our great doctrines from the Bible, but that if we take a Biblical teaching and we draw an inference from it, and go on to build another doctrine from the one we get from the Bible, we must not say that this other doctrine is necessarily true and dependable, unless we find specific evidence of it also from the Word. That is, he recognized the tendency of the human mind to err; the weakness of human logic; and whatever we depend upon, we must have clear Biblical proof for it. That was Calvin's vital emphasis; and it is very different from the emphasis of quite a number of people today who are very proud of their own loyalty to Calvin, and like to consider themselves as really Calvinists. Because there are many today who—taking that attitude toward Calvin—take the position that we're getting two or three main doctrines, you can build everything on them, and that everything is so largely interrelated that by a process of logic you can build up your whole Christian system just from two or three doctrines based upon the Bible. That was never Calvin's attitude. Calvin's attitude was that on the main points and on the details the Bible is our only safe guide. And that human logic and human reasoning—while by no means to be cast aside, or not used—is not an infallible guide. It must be tested, and tested at every single point, by the teaching of the Word of God. 

So it cannot be stressed too much in connection with Calvin and with Luther, that when it came to knowledge of spiritual things, the place of the Bible was absolutely central; that there was nothing else to take its place. Some people call this "Bibliolatry," the worship of the Bible; that of course is utterly false. No Christian worships the Bible—I shouldn't say that, there are some ignorant people perhaps who put the Bible up on a shelf; isn't it wonderful we've got the Bible here; they give a sort of a worshipful reverence toward it—but any intelligent Christian, considers the Bible as the source of his knowledge, but his worship is to the God of the Bible, not to the Bible itself. It's as though one were to call the commander of a section of a nation, or of an army, a worshipper of pieces of paper because the papers that carry the telegrams and instructions from the commanding chief, he took and followed absolutely without deviation—not toward the message but toward the man from whom the message comes—and Calvin and Luther's attitude was worship of God and of absolute adherence to the commands of God in His Word. And so in any discussion of Calvin's theology, its relation to the Bible should be put first; it was the outstanding thing as far as source of authority of any part of his theology was concerned. 

2. The Sovereignty of God. It is usual when thinking of Calvin to think of the sovereignty of God; this is partly due to certain attitudes of successors of Calvin, rather than of Calvin himself. The sovereignty of God was a very important doctrine to Calvin. But to Calvin it was a practical matter, not a matter of a theory or a doctrine to put on a shelf and defend it, but a matter of a practical point to be vital in all of ones attitudes in life. That is to say, Calvin insisted that the Christian is saved through Christ and there is a personal relation with Christ; there is a personal acceptance of Christ; but that after the man has been converted, the man does not go on saying, "Well, I wonder if it will last; I wonder if it'll last; I'm safe today but maybe tomorrow I'll fall. Is it a dependable thing?" 

Calvin's attitude was that those who are saved can look back and say, "It was no goodness in me that led to my salvation; God brought influences into my life; God brought the message of salvation to me; God caused that people should speak to me; God caused that various things should happen, that resulted in my accepting Christ as Savior. And now, this having happened and I having accepted Him from the heart, I know that I am one who has been predestined from all eternity, to be a child of Christ, of God, to be one saved in Christ; and I need have no further worry or fear about my salvation; but I shall devote myself calmly and courageously to making him known and being His instrument for the bringing of others to the knowledge of God." 

So the sovereignty of God and the doctrine of predestination was to Calvin a vital practical doctrine which underlaid all of his Christian activities. This being the case, he was very indignant if anybody attacked this doctrine, as Luther was. Remember Luther's work on The Bondage of the Will? Luther himself felt it was the best thing he ever wrote, and Luther said, "Destroy all my works, keep only the Bible." Then he said, "Well, I wish you would keep this one, too." He felt this was the one which he was particularly interested in. Now the Lutheran church has departed from that emphasis of Luther, but the emphasis was every bit as much with Luther as it was with Calvin. It was common to them both but to Calvin it was made more of a practical central doctrine in his Christian attitude and in his religious activity. Some of Calvin's followers in the next century—the century after Calvin—got into the attitude of taking the doctrine as something which was an end in itself. They argued about minor details of the doctrine and vented their animosity on those who did not put the emphasis on the doctrine they did, or who denied the doctrine; but that was not Calvin's attitude. With Calvin it was a practical matter—a vital, practical matter, rather than a theoretical matter—and when you want to get statements, extreme statements, on this point, you don't find them in Calvin, you find them in some of his followers of, say, a century after the time of Calvin. 

But the Sovereignty of God was a very vital point of Calvin's theology but the heart of it was the Saviorhood of Christ, so that is the third point: 

3. The Saviorhood of Christ. That, with Calvin, was the practical point, the center of his life, of his doctrine, the center of his service to the Lord. 

So much now for this brief examination of Calvin's theology. Now let us briefly look at 

L. Calvin's Influence. Under this will be: 

1. Great Extension and Solidification of the Reformation. Now this fits with what we said at the beginning of our discussion of Calvin and his works—the relation to Luther. Luther was the founder of the Reformation, and humanly speaking if Luther had not lived, there never would have been a Reformation. There might have been a movement, a similar movement which would have been effective on a very small scale, or perhaps been effective for a time and then died out. Wyclif stood for the same doctrines as Luther and Calvin; Wyclif did a great work, but within 60 years after Wyclif's death there were left only a few hundred people who were his followers; and they mostly had to be in hiding. There were others who did work like Luther did—but none who did before his time—who did a work which had anything like the outreach and the effectiveness that Luther's did. And humanly speaking, we can say there would have been no Reformation in the sense of a big, continent-shaking movement, without Luther, humanly speaking. Now of course, God might have raised up somebody else with the qualities of Luther; but we know of no man whom God did raise up who could have taken Luther's place, and humanly-speaking, without Luther the Reformation would not have occurred. Now we can say similarly, that humanly-speaking, without Calvin the Reformation would not have been half as effective as it was. Humanly-speaking, the Reformation without Calvin would not have extended over more than 60 or 70 percent as wide an area as it did; and it would have been pushed back by the Counter-Reformation; so that humanly-speaking it might have died out altogether, if it were not for Calvin. 

Calvin, we said, was the second generation Reformer, and that is very vital. That is to say, Luther and Calvin's work were complementary. Luther did a certain work that Calvin never could have done. Calvin did a work that Luther could not have done. The two together did a work that no one of them could possibly have accomplished. Luther opened the breach; he made the great impression on men's minds; he made the great change; he made the great break which Calvin never could have made. Calvin organized, systematized, solidified the results of Luther's work. And without Calvin's work, Luther's work would probably have died out. Calvin saw in the last seven years of his life, a Geneva in which the whole tone of the place was one of loyalty for the Word of God; loyalty to God; a joyous welcome for the refugees when they came to the place; a desire to help them, to train them; to build a great work for God. Luther, in the last few years of his life, saw a Wittenberg in which he was utterly disheartened: by the worldliness of the life of the people; by the general indifference to Christianity; by the attitude which did not seem to have affected people's lives much to the point where; two years before his life ended. he left the town and said he was never going to come back to it again. And he was so disgusted that it was only with great effort that they persuaded him to come back to Wittenberg and stay. And Luther's influence was an influence which touched individuals here and there throughout Europe—throughout the world—an influence which has lasted to the present day, upon individuals, a tremendous influence. But in order to be lasting and to be strong enough to meet the great force of the Counter Reformation, it needed to be solidified; the organizing, the establishing of the work that Calvin did, at Geneva. And so the two together, humanly-speaking, produced the Reformation, A host of other people joined in and helped and assisted, but all of these were greatly influenced by one or both of these two great leaders. And the Lutheran Reformation held about half of Germany, perhaps a little less than half of Germany; and most of the Scandinavian Peninsula remained with the Lutheran viewpoint which, as it developed after his death, drew a sharp line against Calvinism. Particularly on the matter of the Lord's Supper, but also excluding certain Calvinist teachings which Luther also had taught. 

But the rest of Europe, aside from those areas, was more affected by Calvin's teaching than by that which had been simply and directly derived from Luther. And the Calvinist teaching was the vital force in most of the other countries of Europe where the Reformation was established. And the area which the Reformation won through the efforts of Calvin and Luther together was more than twice as large as the area won as a result of Luther's efforts. And the Counter-Reformation—which set to work to destroy the Reformation—was so effective that, humanly speaking, it took the resistance of the places which were Lutheran and those which were following Calvin, together, to hold it back; and, humanly-speaking, the Counter-Reformation would have completely triumphed if the work of Calvin had not been added to the work of Luther. 

So in the history of the Reformation, Calvin's influence was a tremendous force; and it was a carrying on of the work of Luther. It was foolish to try to contrast the two in any way. There were differences in their character, but to think of them as competing is certainly not the case at all. They were two workers in one room and it was in one way extremely unfortunate that Luther's attitude on the Lord's Supper should result in drawing the line between those who called themselves Lutheran, and those who called themselves Reformed, who were the followers of the Calvinist teaching, and making a sharp division along those lines throughout Europe. It was never Calvin's desire to make any break with the Lutherans whatever. 

When, in 1544, Luther made his last furious attack upon Zwingli—and the people of Switzerland—for their attitude toward the Lord's Supper, writing that parody on the first Psalm, where Luther said, "Blessed is the man that walketh not in the way of the Zwinglists, nor standeth in the way of the Zurichers, nor sitteth in the seat of the Sacramentarians." And Bullinger was quite upset by this furious attack, but Calvin said, "We must never forget how great a man Luther is, and by what extraordinary gifts he excels." Calvin always felt very close to Luther, and his works were very close to the works of Luther. So his influence was in two directions, in the extension and solidification. 

2. Organization and Systematization. His Institutes of the Christian Religion, first written when he was 26 but revised and worked over again and enlarged, in several editions during his lifetime, became a great logical summary of Christianity. It was the organizing point of the discussions of Protestantism against the Roman Catholic attacks, the relationship of the different doctrines in a way that was tremendously helpful to the development of the Reformation. 

Some take that great truth that he gave, and go on further in that direction, to where they make all Christianity something that can be inferred from a few points. That was very contrary to Calvin's own attitude; and I believe it is a dangerous direction in which to go. Calvin's influence in various countries we have referred to slightly in mentioning particularly his correspondence and the coming of the refugees and their going back in better times. But we're going to go on and look at the progress of the Reformation in certain of these countries, particu1arly where Calvin's influence was dominant. And so we will state, say, as 

M. Progress of the Reformation in France. It was France where in particular you could expect Calvin's influence to be great. Because Calvin came from France; he was a Frenchman; he wrote superb French—any history of French literature will mention Calvin's Institutes and Calvin's other writings as having been models of French prose, He had tremendous influence on the development of the French language. Calvin's writings were read all over France in a way that Luther's could not be, because Luther's were in an unintelligible language and had to be translated. Luther's writings in Latin were understandable by scholars, of course; but the common person couldn't read them. Calvin translated them, and Calvin published most of his works in two editions—one in Latin, and one in French. This was done with many of Luther's works also. The influence of Calvin was very great in France: because of his understanding of French character; because of his use, excellent use, of the French language; and because of his great influence in his own native language. And the influence of Calvin in France was perfectly tremendous. 

We're going to look at the progress of the Reformation in France just for the sake of completeness, I will put as 

1. Beginnings of the Reformation in France. Under this head we have already discussed the work of LeFevre, the work of Brissonet, the others there; the Reformation, before the time of Calvin in France. We have already discussed how the Reformation was well under way before Calvin came upon the scene. But this Reformation in France was facing tremendous difficulty from the persecution of the King. Now in this persecution which it met, the Reformation in France was fortunate in the character of the king. We have referred to him a number of times—Francis I. 

Francis I was the king of France at the beginning of the Reformation, and until it was well under way. He reigned from 1515 to 1547; and I believe you are all familiar with the fact that Francis I was a man who had no positive attitude toward the Reformation. His sister Margaret was devoted to the work of the Reformation. She never came out and declared herself a follower of it, but she was generally suspected of being a Lutheran. And she protected the Reformers time and again. Time and again her influence kept people from being killed. She married the king of Navarre; and there in this region on the borders of France, she had a small area in which she was supreme; she was able to protect a certain number there. She carried on a correspondence with Calvin and with the other leaders of the Reformation. Margaret was devoted to her brother Francis and she had great influence over him. In addition to that, Francis was determined to check the followers of Charles V the emperor. He was always working underhandedly against Charles—making treaties with the Turks, with the pope, or with the Protestants of Germany, against the emperor Charles—and so at various times, Francis would be very mild with the Protestants; he would release all those in prison; he would give a general amnesty to them; there would be brief periods in which he showed a certain amount of favor; but in between these, there would be periods in which Francis would be very cruel in his relations to the Protestants, in which he would carry through very severe measures against them. So there were great numbers of Protestants during these years who were burned in France. There were dozens of them—it probably ran into the hundreds—the individuals he had burned at the stake; thus toward the end of his reign in 1545, they found that there was an organized Protestant Church at the city of Meaux—organized on the model of the church of the French Refugees in Strasbourg. The authorities learned about the existence of this organized church; and in 1546, in September, they suddenly entered the house where the meetings were held, and arrested 61 persons and brought them before the Parliament of Paris; the so-called Parliament of Paris is not a legislative body, but a judicial body. It was the body which carried on the greater part of the persecution of Protestants in the Paris area. Their special crime they were accused of was that they had engaged in the celebration of the Lord's Supper. The Court decided the Bishop of Meaux had shown culpable negligence in permitting such meetings; that the evidence indicated there were a number of Lutherans and heretics in Meaux besides those brought before them; that all such were to be sought out; all books in the town which concerned the Christian religion must be deposited in the record office within eight days; special sermons must be delivered; sessions organized; the house where the church had been meeting was to be razed to the ground; and a chapel in honor of the holy sacrament was to be built on the site. Fourteen of the accused were burned alive, after suffering severe torture; five were hung up by the armpits to witness the execution and then scourged and imprisoned. Others were to witness the execution with cords around their necks—their heads bared; to ask pardon for their crime; to take part in expiatory procession' and to listen to a sermon on the adoration due the body of Christ. 

Now this is just one of the many incidents of persecution in the reign of Francis I. Ten years before there had been attack on a group of Waldensians; these Waldensians had had 30 villages which were entirely made up of Waldensians; the king had an army stealthily organized, and during seven weeks, they had utterly destroyed 22 of the 30 Waldensian villages; they killed between three and four thousand men and women, sending 700 men as galley slaves. Those who escaped fled to Switzerland. 

We mentioned how still earlier in the reign of Francis I how placards were put up in France; and of course one thing that made it difficult for the Reformation was the character of the French, the rather passionate, intense Latin character, which often goes from one extreme to the other; and it was this character which had resulted in 1534 of the putting up of the placards all over Paris. Remember these placards which they put up all over—one of them even on the door of the king's bedchamber. These placards said that trans-substantiation was a gross error; the mass had been perverted from its true meaning which was to be a memorial of the sacrifice and death of our Lord; it said that the solemn ceremony had become just a kind of bell-ringing, shouting, singing, waving of lances, swinging of incense after the fashion of pagans; said the pope and all his retinue of cardinals, bishops, priests, monks and other hypocrites—sayers of the masses—that all those who had been sent there to them were liars, and blasphemers. The language was extremely severe on these placards; and when the king found one right on his bedchamber door, he was so incensed that he ordered the most extreme measures taken to crush the heretics; and everywhere expiatory processions formed. More than 35 Lutherans were arrested, tried, and burned. And several well-known Frenchmen—at least 73 of them—fled the country at that time. 

So the beginning of the Reformation in France was one which was met by terrible tortures and persecutions; but these persecutions up till 1547 were sporadic. It was not like a Communist effort of destruction would be—which would constantly and steadily seek out those who held views and do away with them. The king would become angry; there would be a violent persecution; there would be many individuals killed; and then the king would decide he wanted to hurt Charles V; so he made friendship with the Protestants in Germany—it would help him to hurt Charles V; and in order to do that, he'd have to be a little easier on the Protestants in France; so he'd invite Melancthon and the theologians from Germany to come to Paris; they didn't come, but he would invite them to come and make speeches in his court; and he would let out all the Protestants who were in prison for a little while; they rejoiced; there was this alternation, in France; and this alternation resulted in the opportunity for the progress of Protestantism in France; and the opportunity was fully taken advantage of. Men trained by Calvin in Geneva went into France; they went about secretly; speaking to people about the laws, and about the Bible; telling about the blasphemy of the mass; urging them to put their trust in Christ. They went into every part of France. 

Some of these people were captured, burned at the stake; others escaped and went on; and by the death of Francis I there was only one section—Brittany, out of all France—where there were not groups of secret believers. And in some of the sections the number of Protestants was very great indeed. One thing that helped in the spread of the Reformation there was the spreading of the songs. Calvin had started translating songs into French, and had encouraged Marot the court poet who had fled for his Protestant beliefs from France; Calvin encouraged him to make translations and he made beautiful translations. He translated about 50 of the psalms; later on Dijon who also was very gifted, translated the other hundred. So the complete hundred and fifty psalms were in good translations. But Marot eventually went back, was reconciled to the king and died as court poet. But in the meantime he had made this translation, which was published in Geneva; but another edition of it was published in France. And the leaders of the court, all of them, had their favorite psalm; every one of the most dissolute and wicked of the leaders in the court were proud to declare which of the psalms of the Marot translation was their favorite. And one time in Paris when somebody in the park began singing one of these psalms, others joined in and pretty soon they had several thousand people in the park there singing this psalm in the French. In the great cathedral, they would have a mass, on several occasions, and out in the park there would be a Protestant service with a man preaching, and five thousand people gathered listening to his sermon. 

Protestantism began to spread all over France, in the most splendid way, during the latter part of the reign of Francis I; and most of the preachers were men who were trained in Geneva and stimulated by Calvin's teaching and Calvin's Institutes. And these men were sending a steady stream of letters to Calvin telling him of their successes; telling him of their difficulties; telling him of their problems; telling of the doctrinal problems that were raised in their new churches and so on; and Calvin was writing back to them, discussing the problems; and when one of them would hear of a certain nobleman who was said to be favoring, or inclining toward favoring the Reformation, he would write to Calvin about it; and Calvin would write the noble about it, in which he would press upon the noble the truth of the Protestant teaching, and would urge the man to take a clear out-and-out stand for the Lord. 

Someone has said of Calvin's letter in the front of his first edition of the Christian Institutes—the letter was addressed to King Francis I—this writer says of the letter, instead of pleading with the king on behalf of the Reformation, it places the movement right before him and makes him see it. Its tone throughout is firm and dignified, calm and sedate, and Calvin addresses Francis I directly. The very simplicity of the address gives the impression of one who is speaking on equal terms with his peer—all suggest the Christian democrat without a trace of the Revolutionist. Lindsay says the force of his power, largely impregnated by the passion of conviction, is so peculiarly French that perhaps only his countrymen can fully understand and appreciate it; and they have not been slow to do so. So that Calvin's work, as director of missionary work in France, would be an achievement for a man's life even if he had done nothing else. It was a tremendous achievement and a tremendous accomplishment. Now I mentioned that Francis I died in 1547. Calvin, as you know, lived for nearly 20 years after that.

2. Henry II. Francis' second son was named Henry II; and he was king from 1547 to 1559. Henry was a peculiar sort of man. He seems to have been anxious to be just as mean as he could to the people whom his father liked. But he differed from his father in this—that he was steady, not shifting constantly in his attitude. When his older brother had still been living, Henry had married Catherine de Medici, a girl of 14, who was the niece of the pope, Clement VII. I mentioned to you already, how Clement VII had tried to get—after Catherine's parents had died, she was just about the only one of the Medici family left, a family from which two popes had come and various leaders, and so on—Clement had tried to get her married into a royal family; tried the imperial family; tried different royal families, and couldn't succeed. After all, she came from a small family of lower nobility, even though there were two popes in the family. Clement had succeeded in getting Francis I to agree to her marriage to his son, so Catherine married Henry's second son; and to the chagrin of everybody in France, the first son died, so the second son came in line to be king of France; and it's very unlikely that they ever would have let him marry Catherine de Medici, if they had known he would be king of France. But when he was king of France—during these 12 years—Catherine de Medici had no influence and no power whatever; because her husband at the age of 17 had fallen violently in love with a woman of 36, and his devotion to this woman never wavered till his death when she was 60; so as soon as he became king he put Diane de Poitiers, his mistress, into the most prominent place of the court; and she was in the midst of everything in the court, and his wife Catherine de Medici was very much in the background. Catherine had been married ten years before she had any children; but then in rapid succession she had ten children, seven of whom survived childhood, and three of them became kings of France; and they are very important in our later account of the Reformation in France. But now during the reign of Henry II, Catherine de Medici had nothing but insult to endure, was very much in the background; but her husband was determined not to be sporadic like his father had been, but to completely wipe Protestantism out of the country of France. 

And therefore Henry II redoubled the persecution, tremendously increased the persecution and attack against Protestantism and carried them through consistently throughout his reign. If Francis I had been like Henry II one might question whether Protestantism would ever have gotten a start in France. But Henry II had to meet a situation in which Protestantism already had a very good foothold in practically every section of the country. There were many people who were devoted to the teachings of the Scripture, to the teachings which Calvin was publicizing; there were many people, and people who were ready to have their meetings in secret, and ready to spread these doctrines wherever they could; so the authorities were constantly finding individuals whom they were burning at the stake, but still the church was growing. And in 1555 the Protestant Church of France was organized. The Protestant Church of France began to organize definite church groups; the churches established pastors and elders; and they tried to carry out Calvin's system of organization, without the difficulties Calvin had to face, because he could do nothing in Geneva except what the Council would approve. Here the government was hostile; so the government would destroy the church if it could; and naturally it had no say whatever in what the church could do. 

The church was absolutely independent of the government, but it was a church which was organized along the lines that Calvin had been teaching. It had its pastor, and it had its ruling elders; the pastor was never a dictator in the church; he was the teacher, he was the preacher of God's Word. But in the control and administration he was one of the group of elders, with the laymen who were elected as elders to have the control with the pastor of the church. And these men were not just men who met with the pastor and that's all they did; they had a duty in the oversight of the people of the church: to keep an eye on them, to visit them, to talk with them about their spiritual lives; to see who was going nowhere spiritually, and who was aggressive; to see what the particular need was, to bring this to the attention of the minister, and to help to make the church an influence in every aspect of the lives of all the members of the church.

And so during the reign of Henry II, despite the very vigorous persecution, Protestantism was moving forward in every part of France. And the churches were getting solidly established and were reaching out and building new churches—that is organizing new churches—they weren't building the buildings at this time; they had to meet in houses entirely, because any building at this time would be subject to immediate seizure and destruction, and the people caught in it to be publicly burned. But by the end of Henry II's reign, some of the leading nobility of France were beginning to turn toward the Reformation. Margaret had never taken a public stand that would bring her into danger; but Margaret had brought up her own daughter as very ardent Christian, and Margaret's daughter carried on publicly to be a Protestant; and she as Queen of Navarre was safe from attack. She was influenced by, and a great help in, the development of the Reformation. 

The Protestants in France began to be called by a peculiar name—Huguenot. The word first comes into sight about 1560; nobody knows what the origin of the word was. Some people think that it may be a French corruption of a Swiss word Eigenot, which means ally or associate, but nobody knows. But the word Huguenot is a word which is very important in French life for a period of a century after this. And it continues in other countries to have an important place to some extent up to this very day—Huguenot. 

It's interesting that I have here a history of the Reformation by Preserved Smith of Cornell University, formerly professor of Union Seminary, Preserve Smith is very much opposed to any supernatural in history, and he likes to say anything critical of Luther and Calvin that he possibly can; and yet here is what he says about the Huguenots, he says, 

"Whatever the origin of the name, the picture of the Huguenot is familiar to us. Of all the fine types of French manhood, that of the Huguenot is one of the finest. Gallic gaiety is tempered with earnestness; intrepidity is strengthened with a new moral fiber like that of steel. Except in the case of a few great lords, who joined the party without serious conviction, the high standard of the Huguenot morals was recognized even by their enemies. In an age of profligacy the 'men of the religion,' as they called themselves, walked the paths of rectitude and sobriety."

That is Preserved Smith's evaluation of the Huguenots. The name applied to the French Protestants who were organized in churches with their elders and their ministers; these churches in each area had meetings to which they sent representatives, who discussed various doctrinal problems, and means of advancing the work; and they had a larger group which met in Paris every so often, with representatives from each section of France. The organization that Calvin had worked out he could not carry out in Geneva; but in France these men who had studied under him carried it out, and made an organization so strong that no direct attack was able to destroy it. We will look at the direct attacks which attempted to destroy it tomorrow morning.

We were looking yesterday at M. Progress of the Reformation in France. We noticed the great part that Calvin had in the Reformation in France; Calvin's training of men who were ready to count their lives as nothing if only they could spread the cause of Christ; his training of men in how to do things, and how to understand the Word, and how to present it; that prepared the men who made as great a spread of the gospel as the world has ever seen in a brief time in any country; there in France—in the face of persecution and difficulty and obstacle—they went on building more and more churches; that is, churches in the sense of people gathering together; they couldn't do much in the way of constructing buildings yet of course, but gathering more people; reaching more for the Lord; organizing their churches with ministers and elders; and having a relation between the different churches, so that when problems came up, they helped one another in solving them. Calvin did this with training, and also with his constant correspondence and his help in solving every sort of a problem that would arise. 

We noticed the up and down situation, as far as persecution is concerned, in the reign of Francis I from 1515-47. There was terrible persecution, frightful suffering; and then the king would take a notion to be very tolerant and very easy-going for a little in order to conciliate the German Protestants and hurt the Emperor. And the result was that they'd have a breathing spell and the churches would go forward; and then suddenly, he turned against them and a few more would be burned at the stake; but there was always a breathing spell in between, in which they could rebuild and re-gather and go forward. But when he died in 1547, we noticed he was succeeded by a man of a different type. His son Henry II in many regards was anxious to do just the opposite of what his father had done; and most of his father's favorites soon found themselves in difficulty. But Henry II set to work to extirpate Protestantism from the land; and fortunate it was for Protestantism in France that he only reigned for 12 years, from 1547-59. Protestantism went forward during his reign; but whether it would have continued during a reign much longer than that, with the steady constant persecution and difficulty that he introduced, is a question which it would be difficult to give an affirmative answer to, in view of the experience of other countries where similar persecution had lasted for longer periods of time. 

But Henry II was constantly planning new methods of increasing the persecution of the Protestants and harrying them out of the land; and his right-hand in doing this was a Cardinal, the Cardinal of Lorraine. You all are familiar with the designation Alsace-Lorraine, because in 1870 Alsace-Lorraine was added to German empire. In 1914 it was taken from Germany and given to France. In this present war [World War II], at the beginning of the war, one of Hitler's great events was to get Alsace-Lorraine back; and then at the end of the war it was again taken from Germany and given to France. We have already noticed that Alsace is a thoroughly German section; that it was a section in which was the city of Strasbourg, where Martin Bucer was the head of the Protestant work; that it was one of the great centers of the Reformation; and that Calvin had lived two of the happiest years of his life in Strasbourg. 

Well, north of Alsace is Lorraine; and Lorraine is an area which is just as French as Alsace is German. The two, unfortunately, form one economic unit, so you can't take the natural solution and give Alsace to Germany and Lorraine to France; they form one economic unit. But at this time Lorraine was between France and Germany, with a certain amount of allegiance owed to the empire. And there was a prominent family in Lorraine whose family name was Guise; and this family included the duke of Guise and his brother, who was a cardinal, and in each generation it was customary that the older son be the duke and that his younger brother become the cardinal.

Well the Cardinal of Lorraine was one of the most active men in urging Henry II on to persecution of the Protestants. The Guise were a very fanatical Roman family, and they were very happy in this undertaking. They did not have much actual authority in France during the reign of Henry II, but they had a great deal of influence and carried much influence with the king; in fact, they were so prominent that, when the good friends of the French, the Scots—who were for centuries very hostile to England, and friendly to France—when their king desired a wife of royal or of noble blood, he came over and got the sister of the duke and cardinal Guise—Mary of Lorraine, who became the wife of the Scotch king. We refer to that again later.

But in 1559, one day Henry II went to a tournament and there he said "I'm going to enter the tournament, and I'm going to prove that I'm as good a knight as anybody here." And so he turned to the captain of his guard, named Montgomery, and said "Montgomery, you get your armor on; get on your horse, and you meet me in the tournament." And Montgomery said "Oh no, that would be far above my state, to joust with the king." He said, "I'm here to guard your life, not to fight you in the tournament." Well, the king said, "I want to show what a good knight I am, and you're the best fighter here, my guard, so I want you to do it." So in front of all the assembled court Montgomery had to obey the king's command. He got on his horse, with his spear and everything, and the king got on his. The two knights rushed toward each other, and when they met, Montgomery's spear went into the eye-hole in the king's armor and pierced his brain; the king fell off the horse onto the ground and his last words were, "Don't kill Montgomery for this, it wasn't his fault, I insisted that he fight me." 

But of course the mob wanted to kill Montgomery; they were pretty upset, that he should have killed their king; he barely escaped with his life But thousands of Protestants escaped with their lives, because Henry was killed in the Tournament. And in the providence of God it was a great deliverance for Protestantism; and the result of this was that thousands of people got a chance to hear the gospel, who never would have heard it otherwise, during the next hundred years. But Henry II then died in 1559; and that very year, a General Assembly of the French Church was held in Paris, to which representatives came from dozens of churches all over France; and there was a great Protestant meeting at which a confession of faith was adopted, following along the lines of the teaching that Calvin emphasized. 

3. Catherine de Medici. Henry II was succeeded by his son Francis II; and you might have thought that this would mean that Catherine de Medici now would have a chance to amount to something. The poor girl had been robbed as an ugly child at the age of 14 by her uncle, the pope, and married to Henry II when nobody ever thought he'd be king. She had gone through misery as the unwanted foreigner at the king's court. Her father-in-law, Francis I, had been rather kind to her, but most everybody else had been rather mean to her; her husband paid little attention to her, and when her husband became king he paid still less attention to her; and the people talked about her and called her that Italian woman—or that shopkeeper's daughter—and she was pretty much out of favor; but she managed in her difficulty to get along with people, to watch out for chances to get ahead, and to keep herself from getting into the difficulties which she was apt to experiencer from people's hatred. 

So, though she always was considered as a foreigner by the French and disliked by most of them, she became eventually the greatest power in France. But now when Henry died you might think that Catherine would have her chance, but it was not to be the case. Because when her son, who was a 15-year-old boy, became king as Francis II, he was already married to a Scottish girl; and this Scottish girl was the daughter—not only of the king of Scotland—but of his wife, who was the sister of the duke of Guise and the Cardinal of Lorraine. And Francis II was king, though he was a boy of 15, and he was absolutely devoted to his Scottish Wife, Mary; and though she has been called historically Mary, Queen of Scots, actually she was half French, or half Lorraine. 

Because her mother was the sister of the Cardinal of Lorraine, and the little boy, the young boy who was king of France, idolized his wife—and she didn't know anything about policy—but she had complete confidence in her uncle the Cardinal, and the Duke; and so Francis was the power in the hands of the duke and the cardinal of Lorraine, and they were determined to carry on the persecution just as much as before. So for a period of time France was under the control of the Guise family—of the duke and his brother the cardinal—who were very much against Protestantism, and who tended not merely to hate the Protestants and desire to destroy them, but to consider them as automatically enemies of the throne; and so the young girl and her young husband would be taken out to see 50 Protestants hanging from the gallows, or 50 Protestants who had been killed with the sword, and their bodies lying there, to see what was the fate of those who would oppose the power of the monarchy of France; but it was all too much for the young boy's nerves particularly, as he was a very frail youngster; and after about a year he died; and poor Mary had to be packed up and shipped back to the rugged rainy coast of Scotland from the country of France which she loved, where her relatives were and where she wanted to stay. She went back there, determined to introduce complete Roman control into Scotland, as she had seen her uncles trying to do in France. We will return to her later. 

But now, Francis is gone, and his successor is his younger brother, so 

4. Charles IX. Charles IX is only 9 years old and not yet married. Not being married, he does not have a wife who can cause him to turn to her relatives to rule France; he is under his mother's control. And now at last Catherine de Medici—after being for many years looked down upon as that foreigner, that shopkeeper's daughter, that woman that in some way a previous pope had cajoled the king of France into marrying to his second son—now she is the regent of France and in complete control of France, as far as governmental authority is concerned. 

And Catherine is altogether different from the family of Guise; she is altogether different from Henry II; she was the niece of the pope. But she didn't care whether the Romanists were in power or not; all she cared about was that she was in power. She had had years of fighting to keep herself from being just cast out and looked down upon; she has a tremendous yen to control things; she doesn't care why they're controlled, how they're controlled, so long as she is controlling them; and she can give herself and her children any kind of pleasure she desires; and she can ask everybody to do what she wants. And so Catherine immediately said, "What is the sense of having a third of the people hating me because of my attitude of religious indifference? They're all Frenchmen. Why aren't they loyal to us? We'll stand together in one government. I and my children will have everything we want and they'll do what we say; and we'll all be happy." It was a very beautiful idea. The Protestants were growing and they wanted to bring the gospel to everybody in France; they did not want political power. And the Guise leaders, the duke and the cardinal were determined that they be put to naught; and the Counter-Reformation by this time had become a real force. 

We're not going to take time to look at the details of the Counter-Reformation now; we'll take it up as a separate question; but by this time it had become a real force; and the representatives of the Counter-Reformation were busy stirring up people against Protestantism. [student] You see, the family name was Guise. He was the duke of Guide and his younger brother was cardinal of Lorraine. They're often spoken of as the Guises, but the brother is the cardinal of Lorraine; and you have two or three generations in which that is the case; you have an older brother duke and younger brother cardinal of Lorraine. I'm not going to try to distinguish them for you and have you know the difference between them, because you've got plenty to get straight without it, and it was about the same situation.

This is their attitude: they were able and determined to make Romanism supreme, while Catherine didn't care a snap whether Romanism was supreme or not; all she cared was that she and her boys be supreme; and as Preserved Smith says in his book, "You can hardly call Catherine immoral; it would be more correct to say she had no moral sense whatever." In other words, she did anything she felt like and there is no evidence she ever had any scruples about anything she did. For instance, when things got pretty serious in the struggle between the two [Romanists and Protestants] and there was a question of her maintaining her power, Preserved Smith tells us she took a group of young women of the best families—very attractive young women—and she trained them to be her instruments for political purposes. She called them "the flying squadron." They were trained so that any leader of either party who she thought was a menace to her, she would set these girls on him to seduce him; and in the case of one great Protestant leader, they succeeded in so completely gaining control of him that he left his family, his possessions, left everything to go after this woman who had been put on to him by Catherine, and trained in order to seduce him in this way. This is simply one of the various means that Catherine used in order to try to make her power supreme. 

But she was in a time which was too difficult for her to handle. Two things happened, just at the same time practically; I think first I should mention the 

Colloquy of Poissy. This is not of any great importance of itself, but it is important as showing the attitude which she now took. It is in August 1560, just soon after Charles IX becomes king, that she invites the Protestant leaders and the Romanists leaders to have a discussion to see if they can't solve their problems and find they are really at one. And so in 1560 in August, she invites the German divines to come, but most of them find it impossible to come; but Theodore Beza, Calvin's right-hand man, comes up from Geneva, and participates in the debate. In this Colloquy, Theodore Beza, and a noted Italian Protestant, named Peter Martyr—the two of them represent the Protestant cause; and they have Romanists to represent the Romanist cause. They have a discussion, as Charles V had earlier; they get them together, to find out they really weren't so far apart. But actually, what it did was simply to let people see how far apart they really were, what the differences were; so that it did not do anything toward the purpose she had in mind. The Romanists felt sure they had won the debate, so these Protestants should keep quiet and get out of the country; the Protestants were convinced, as far as logic was concerned, the Romanists were completely defeated, and they were stimulated to go on and try to win more to their view. So there is no great importance in this colloquy except as an indication of what Catherine really wanted to do. Now if Catherine had tried to do this at a time a few years earlier, or a few years later; and if she had been a woman whose character would gain respect and people would trust her; she might perhaps—who knows—have been able to carry through her policy. But as it was, her policy of giving toleration and trying to get them together would seem to be a failure. 

Massacre of Bassy. Catherine's minister had addressed a meeting of representatives of all of France, with the statement, "Let us abandon these diabolic words, names of parties, factions, and positions, Lutherans, Huguenots, Papists; let us not change the name of Christian." He was trying to get them to stop these controversies and the opposition; but the Guise family did not want it stopped; and in 1562 the duke of Guise with a group of his retainers, heard that there was a Huguenot congregation holding a meeting, some distance from Paris; it was near a castle which he had, where he was staying for a brief time; and he heard that the Huguenots were having a Protestant church service, and he was very irritated; and sent a messenger to them, and he said "The duke does not want heretical meetings in the area near the castle; please get out of here." And they said, "The queen has said that we are to have freedom to carry on our religion; we are peacefully holding a church service, you should not interfere with it." The messenger returned and told the duke; and the duke flew into a rage and said, "Kill them." And so his armed retainers attacked the group that was holding the church service and killed 300 people; and the word of it spread all over France. The Protestants decided that if they were going to be able to carry on any services in peace, it was necessary that they have arms and be ready so that if the Guise family or some of their friends should attack them, they could at least defend themselves, and not be massacred in cold blood. So this—which is called the Massacre of Bassy—happened in 1562; it was important, not simply for the 300 Protestants who were murdered in cold blood, but for the impression which it spread all through the country; that some of the Romanists noticed, "There's a man that really does something, that duke of Guise. He doesn't just talk against these meetings, or seize a few leaders and bring them up to be tried before the ecclesiastical court; he attacks them and does something about it." While the Protestants everywhere were saying, "If we are going to have the right of holding our services as the Queen Mother says we are entitled to, we're going to have to be ready to defend ourselves against attack by these Romanist nobles." And so it began to move things toward the time when there would be an armed break between them. 

Now up till about this time, Protestantism had made its greatest advance among the middle class. Until comparatively recently before this time, they had made very little inroad among the nobility, except for Margaret; and Margaret, as you remember, had never openly called herself a Protestant. She corresponded with the Protestant leaders with great interest in theology and protected as many as she could. Well, Margaret's daughter had succeeded her as queen of Navarre; Margaret's daughter was called Jeanne d'Albret, and she openly declared herself a Protestant; she took a strong stand with the Protestants; her husband the king of Navarre, was of the Bourbon family, an old noble family; and her husband was a rather weak sort of a fellow and he went along with his wife, adopted Protestant views, but he was pretty weak in many ways. Calvin kept writing him letters urging him to take a firm strong stand for the Lord, turn away from his licentiousness, and from the sins that so beset him; but he would seem to be going along and then he would relax, but his wife was an outstanding example of an earnest Christian—an earnest French Christian woman, Jeanne d'Albret. Well, this was a start among the nobility; then there was a family called the Coligny family; it was a noble family with three brothers who were very strong in French governmental affairs. One of the most prominent was an admiral, Gaspard Coligny; and Admiral Coligny set to work to see if some of the Protestants couldn't find a safe place where they could live across the sea; where they wouldn't be subject to these constant attacks; and Admiral Coligny was a very attractive man, a fine gentleman, high up in the government; and the young king became greatly attached to Coligny; he was now getting along in his middle teens. Coligny used to be very nice to him and the king was greatly attached to Admiral Coligny. 

Coligny got a colony of people—Protestants—who came over to St. Augustine in Florida, in what is now the United States; and there they established a colony of French Huguenots. Soon afterward the Spaniards attacked them—killed every one of them—put up a sign on a tree, "We kill these people, not because they are French, but because they are heretics." And St. Augustine, the oldest settlement in the United States, was continued as a Spanish town; but it was settled by the Huguenots. He also made plans to send colonies to South America, and they did establish a couple of colonies down in Brazil; and Calvin was consulted about ministers to go with the colony to Brazil. But the way things went along, back and forth, Catherine decided that her plan for conciliation was not working; so she decided that the only way that she could get certainty of control was to give her support to what seemed to be the strongest force; that which the Guise took—the Romanist side—so she talked with them; and they said "If you just get rid of a few of these Protestant nobles who are heading up this leadership, then we could unify the country under Romanist auspices." And she didn't care what auspices she was under, so long as it was unified and she was in control. And they said, "The greatest force against union—the greatest force for Protestantism here is Admiral Coligny. So they said we must kill him. 

Now Catherine's daughter Margaret, sister of Charles IX, was to marry the son of Jeanne d'Albret, that's the grandson of Margaret, of the Bourbon family; his name is Henry; and young Henry of Navarre was to marry Catherine's daughter, and it was all set to have the marriage in Paris, and here was an occasion when the leader of the Protestants—he was a young fellow yet—but his family was the leading Protestant family in France, was to marry the daughter of the king. Most of the Protestant nobles would be in Paris. Here was an opportunity at one blow to get rid of the leadership of the Protestants. So Catherine decided that the only thing to do was to kill Coligny and these Protestant leaders, and then the Romanists would have complete control, and we'll have a unified nation which she could control. 

Well, Charles the young king was very devoted to Coligny, so his mother talked to him about how Coligny was plotting his overthrow; planning to take over the country; destroy the power of the king, and so on. They talked to the young boy, and finally got the boy to the point where he said, "Yes, I guess the only thing to do is to kill him; all right, go ahead." Of course, this is all done quietly. So the time came when the Protestant leaders were all prepared—that is the bulk of them were—for this great festival of the marriage of Henry of Navarre to the daughter of Catherine; and the evening came—which in the Roman calendar is called St. Bartholomew's Eve, August 24, 1572. As Roosevelt would have said, "A night that will live in infamy. The evening before that was August 23, 1572. 

Early in that evening, the duke of Guise—of course they had no electric lights or anything, so unless there was a big affair, with candles, why people would retire early—the duke of Guise with a group of his armed retainers, went to the place where Admiral Coligny was staying. They broke into the house, went up to the second floor, plunged a dagger into Admiral Coligny, threw him out the window; the duke of Guise was standing down below, he kicked him, put his foot on him, said this is the end of our enemy. And then they went through the whole square, the Protestant leaders' quarters, and took them one after another, and then they told how they were getting rid of the Protestant leaders and the mob joined in to get rid of the Protestants. There were about 20,000 killed in that night, and word of it spread to other cities, and all over France in the course of the next six weeks, there were mobs attacking the Protestants, killing all the Huguenots they could get ahold of, so there was a great massacre all over France, which was called the Massacre of St. Bartholomew's Eve. And when word of this reached Spain, where Philip the son of the Emperor Charles V was now the king—Philip II—when Philip of Spain heard this news, got a letter from Catherine in which she said that God had given her son the king of France a means of wiping out those of his subjects who were rebellious; he sent hearty congratulations and had a special service of praise. When the pope heard of it he sent a medal with the picture of an avenging angel and the words "The Slaying of the Huguenots," and ordered an annual festival of praise which was celebrated at that time each year for quite a number of years. You read any Catholic history or encyclopedia today, and they will tell you how when the pope heard of this he did not realize how bloody it had been, or how cruelly these people had been treated; and as soon as he did, he was very sorry, and very much against it. Well, we have no evidence of that; that is the present theory, and maybe he was; but as far as the evidence goes, we have copies of this special medal that he struck in honor of the occasion and we do have the evidence that for a number of years this was celebrated as an annual festival, in memory of the massacre of St. Bartholomew's Eve, which was to make a complete end of Protestantism in France. 

In Germany and in England, the story was received in a different way. The Protestants of Germany naturally were very indignant at Catherine's doing this to the Protestants of France; and Queen Elizabeth, who was now the Queen of England, when she heard of it, she dressed herself all in black and received the French Ambassador dressed in mourning and declared to him that the deed had been too bloody. So the feelings of the nations were mixed over this; but it looked as if a complete end had been made to Protestantism. The nobles who favored it had been killed; the leaders had been destroyed; you might say, with one exception. Henry of Navarre, who was a Bourbon, one of the leading noble families of France, and who had gone to the ceremony to be married to the king's daughter; he fled to the palace, and they hid him in the palace; and so he was kept through it and managed to escape from France without being killed. 

Well, the remarkable thing was that, though it looked as if Protestantism was annihilated in France, a year and a half later there seemed to be just as many Protestants in France as there had been before. Their power seemed to be just as great as before; and all over France people were utterly disgusted with this wicked, sudden massacre then. And actually here is a case where the blood of the martyrs became the seed of the church; because it is most remarkable how a year and a half later Protestantism seemed just as strong as it had ever been. Yes? [student: Was England Protestant at this time?] No, actually England had become about three-fourths Protestant before this; but we're going to look at it separately. It is confusing to go back and forth constantly; we'll take them up separately. No, England had already become pretty thoroughly Protestant before this happened. The young king, Charles, was a consumptive during the next ten years; he began to have characteristics of tuberculosis; and it kept reminding him of the blood that flowed in this massacre, to which he had given his consent; and early in 1574 he was yelling in delirium that the blood was flowing, the blood was flowing, and he had caused it and there was nothing he could do about it; and he died in terrible agony. And that was the end. So Charles IX who had become king at the age of 9, after a reign of 14 years, when he was 23, died in agony; expressing his remorse for the massacre to which he had given his consent; so he certainly cannot be considered as in any sense the prime mover of it. His mother certainly was the one who deserves the blame for it. Well, two of Catherine's sons had reigned as kings, and both had died as children; now it comes to a third son to become king. So we will call 

5. Henry III, 1574-89. Now Henry III was a man of perhaps better ability than either of his older brothers. He was a natural orator; he had considerable intelligence; a fair amount of ability; but being brought up his mother's pet, a spoiled child; brought up among the girls of the "Flying Squadron," Smith said he was in a continual state of nervous and sensual desolation which made him avid for excitement and yet unable to endure it. 

But Henry III was not there when his brother died. Poland, which was an e1ective kingdom, had needed a king, and a few months before had sent to France and said the younger brother of the king of France had been elected king of Poland. He will be king of Poland if he will give a guarantee that he will do nothing to injure the rights of Protestantism in Poland. Well, Henry III, he wasn't yet Henry III of course, but Henry the young brother of the king Charles IX, went clear across Europe to Poland to become king, after giving a solemn pledge that he would respect the rights of the Protestants of Poland, who constituted perhaps a third of the people of Poland—including most of the nobility—he would respect their rights and do nothing in any way to interfere with the rights of the Protestants in Poland. He took this pledge, was installed as king of Poland and began to reign there; and he had hardly much more than begun, when word came that his brother had died and he was next in line for king of France; and so in the middle of the night he secretly got on a horse and started off and got a ways back before the Poles knew that their king had disappeared, heading back to France. 

So he came back to France and now was king of France for 15 years. Well, of all men, he was not fitted to rule in an effective way in a time like that. Certainly poor Henry was about as badly off as anybody could be. His mother was actually devoted to him; but the way she had brought him up would be calculated to make him unfit, rather than fit, to be an effective king. His life was a perpetual debauch; ever seeking new forms of pleasure in strange ways. He would walk the streets at night, accompanied by gay young roughers in search of adventure. He had a group of handsome young men, whom he called the "darlings," whom he always kept about him, dressed as women. And he had all sorts of queer ways of finding pleasure. When he was king, he a prince of the blood; the people naturally were loyal to him; because of this silly idea which was so common up until very recently, that if a man happened to be born into a particular family he was entitled to honor and to the power of government in a country. So on the whole the people were loyal to Henry; but you had the two forces in France, you had the Protestants who wanted to have everyone in France have a chance to hear the gospel, and to decide freely whether he would be for Christ or against aim; and you had the Guise family, and their supporters, and the growing pressure of this movement of the Counter-Reformation which was determined to completely wipe Protestantism out of France. Henry reigned from 1574 to 1589. 

And now Henry thought it best—when he was in Poland—he promised there to do nothing against the rights of the Protestants; he knew how he and his mother were hated for what had been done at St. Bartholomew's Eve, just two years before; and so he tried to tell everybody, "I had nothing to do with that, you can't blame me for St. Bartholomew's Eve, I believe in liberty of worship." He said, of course, "Whenever the court happens to be, there we should have the Romanist ceremony; there should not be any heresy intruded wherever I am holding court, and since Paris is the capital we can't permit any heretical teaching there." But he said, "In the rest of France, people should be free to worship God as they think right," and that is the attitude he took in the beginning of his reign. So the duke of Guise organized a league in 1576—they called it "the League"—which declared as its purpose to establish the law of God in its entirety, to reinstate and maintain divine service, according to form and manner of the Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, and to restore the Protestants to the status of the kingdom the rights and privileges, franchises and ancient liberty, such as there were in the time of King Flaubert, the first Christian king. By that they meant the right to put down anything without the king interfering. But they organized this league and the agents of the Counter-Reformation went all over France, rousing people to fanaticism, and persuading them to join together in the league against the Protestants. 

We will not go into the wars, the fights, the skirmishes, which took place during the next ten years. But eventually Henry III decided that the attitude of the duke of Guise was just more than he could stand; that the duke of Guise was trying to run his kingdom and to tell the king what he ought to do; and to control everything; and he couldn't be king if the duke of Guise wanted things that way. So he invited the duke of Guise and the leaders of the league to his palace to have a discussion; and when they were there, he said he'd like to talk privately with the duke, so he got him into a room separately, and there he had somebody waiting, who plunged a sword into the duke and killed him. And Henry said, "Now I am king!" 

But the League now determined that they would destroy Henry; and all he can do is to flee to the Protestant forces. His mother died about this time; he fled to the Protestant forces and he was about a year with the Protestant forces who were his protection against the league; they were determined to kill him for having killed its leader; and a Dominican fanatic made his way into the Protestant forces in disguise; got near the king and stabbed him; and so the king was killed in 1589, among the Protestant forces, 

6. The Accession of Henry IV. And now the next person in line to be king of France is Henry of Navarre. Henry of Navarre, grandson of Margaret, son of Jeanne d'Albret, the leader in the political sphere of the Protestants; the man who has been their general in their battles in the previous two years; a young man of 35 now, very hardy and brave, charming personality, able to win people to himself; constantly was saying it was his wish that every peasant would have a fowl in his pot—a chicken in the pot of every peasant in France. Everybody felt that Henry was the most pleasant sort of man that you would ever find. Charming, attractive, courteous, nice, he was next in line to be king of France; but he was a Protestant, and so the league gathered its forces in order to put an end to Henry. And Henry in 1590 with 2,000 horsemen and 8,000 footmen was attacked by 8,000 horsemen and 12,000 foot of the League. In other words, they had four times as many horsemen, and one and a half times as many infantrymen as he did. And they attacked Henry; but Henry gave a stern ovation to his soldiers, he said, "God is with us, behold, His enemies are ours, behold your king, Charge, if your standards fail you, ride to my white plume, you will find it on the road to victory and honor."
So 'the white plume of Navarre' is a phrase that has been repeated ever since in French history. The white plume that King Henry of Navarre wore as he led his troops into battle against far superior forces of the Romanist side; and the Romanist forces were so much greater that at first they were winning, but then Henry would dash forward and give his battle cry; the people would see him, tear into the enemy and would be filled with courage; and they attacked, and the Protestants won the battle over a force three times as large as theirs. And after this battle of Ivry, in 1590, they marched to Paris, the headquarters of the League; and besieged Paris. Henry was next in line; he was the one who should be king of France; the people who were not fanatical Romanists all wanted him to be king of France. But the men of the Counter-Reformation had worked hard in Paris, inciting people to hatred of Protestants; and the people of Paris held out against the siege; the clergy aroused their fanaticism, promising heaven to those who died. Women said they would eat their children before they would surrender. Dogs, cats, rats, and grass, and grass reeds; the bones of animals, and even of dead people, were ground up and used for flour. 13,000 people died of hunger and 20,000 of fever brought on by lack of food, but the people of Paris roused to fanaticism by the forces of the League; they held out and refused to surrender. Henry had all of France in his hands except Paris; but he says, "What is France without Paris? What is the good of being King of France if you don't have the capital?" Everybody recognizes that he is the one who should be king of France. But Paris resisted and he can't get into Paris; and then an attack was made by the Romanists from outside against France; and he had to give up the siege and go and attack and drive them back. After a couple of years, Henry said, "What's the use of going on fighting forever? What's the good of being king if you can't have Paris?" He said, "It's worth a mass; I'm going to become a Roman Catholic." So Henry became a Roman Catholic. Many of the Romanists said, "Why he is insincere; he is just doing it to be king." 

One of the members of the League in Paris said "Were you out at mass last Sunday? Come here and let us offer you the crown." And they all said, "He was insincere." But the Jesuits said, "No, we must take a man at his word; if he wants to become a Romanist, of course we'll receive him." So they received him as a Romanist. The whole nation welcomed him as king, in great joy; the wars were over; he gave absolute promises of toleration to the Protestants. The Protestants were over a third of the people of France; it was one of the great Protestant churches of the world's history, and continued so for 60 years. But Rome has time; it doesn't have to do things immediately. The Jesuits said, "Take him at face value; he says he is converted, accept him." But then they raised his children, and they became the confessors to the king; and after 60 years, when the time was ripe, and when the Protestants were asleep, they reopened the persecution and wiped Protestantism out of France. So for the next 200 years after that, there were less than 2% of Protestants in France. But there was a period of 60 years in which it was one of the great Protestant churches of the world; and it looked as if Henry, by politically compromising a little bit, had won an end of wars, toleration, and freedom of worship. But in the end his compromise meant destruction and annihilation of Protestantism in France. We continue there tomorrow.

Continuing with our examination of the work of Calvin, the way in which the influence of Calvin went out; we noticed the tremendous effect that he had in France. One of the greatest Christian movements in all history was the movement of the Reformation in France. The Reformation in Germany in many different sections had the strong help of local dukes who were practically independent, with only a nominal allegiance to the empire. In France there was no such strong official support; the Reformation was constantly struggling against a national government that was determined to destroy it; and yet I do not believe you could find anywhere in history a movement that went forward more rapidly, more effectively, more successfully, nor had a deeper impact on people's lives, than the rise of the Huguenots, as it is sometimes called in France. [student: question about Navarre] Yes, it is a rather small area on the edge of France, with French-speaking people, and they—perhaps just a word here would be helpful about the whole development. 

During the Middle Ages, there was theoretically an emperor who was over all of western Europe; but under this emperor, the men under him owed allegiance to him; and the men under them to them; and under them to them, and so on; so that very often, only the person immediately over someone had any real authority over him. The result was that when the empire broke up, there were—in France say around 1000 A.D., the king's power was very slight—and the rulers of the different sections were practically independent though they were a certain amount subordinate to the king. At the period we are speaking of—for about a century before—the king had been actively working getting the different sections of France under his strong control. And by this time most of France was pretty well under this control. 

But there were a few sections like Navarre, which were practically independent—just one or two sections that were practically independent. The larger section that had been practically independent of France was Burgundy; and Burgundy as a matter of fact, had been inherited by the Emperor Charles, so it was locked out of France altogether. But Navarre was in a sense a part of France, and yet the French king's power there would be quite nominal. But it was a very small section. Actually it wasn't much more than a name to be king of Navarre. And the reason that Henry became powerful wasn't that he was king of Navarre—that gave him very little support—it was that he was next in line for the French crown.

And Henry IV, as has just been mentioned, was the king of Navarre, but more important, he was the grandson of Margaret, the sister of Francis I. And there was no male heir to the throne that was nearer in relationship to Henry III than Henry of Navarre. He was the next in line, and everybody recognized it. His claim was absolutely unquestionable; but in spite of his claim being so definite, by this time, the Counter-Reformation was well enough established that the Romanist leaders were stirring up dissention in France, particularly in Paris; and he would have had a difficult time to control France as a Protestant; and Henry would seem not to have been a man of any great depth of conviction religiously. His mother, Jeanne d'Albret, was a very, very earnest Christian—a very outstanding Protestant woman. And her mother, Margaret, was a woman who had given great help to the Reformation; from her writings we can reach the conclusion that she was very genuinely and sincerely a Christian, but she never publicly declared herself for the Reformation. Henry was brought up in a family which was a leading Reformation family of France; his mother a very, very ardent Christian; his father more or less a nominal one. Henry himself then had a definite belief in the Protestant doctrines—at least as an intellectual conviction. He felt that they were true; that they ought to be advanced; his interest was in helping those who stood for them; but more than that, Henry—you might say—was a representative of the Christian virtues which Christian teaching had developed in the life and character. He was a very able soldier, a man who took comparatively small armies and defeated far larger ones at various times; he was a man of great kindliness and human interest. And he had a feeling that all those who spoke French were his brothers; and he wanted to help all the French-speaking people; and he felt more akin to a French person—regardless of his religion—than he did to any non-French-speaking person anywhere; altogether different from Catherine de Medici, who was not French at all, and from her sons, who had no feeling like this whatever. But Henry did, and while I believe that Henry had a great desire to be just as good a king of France; yet he did have I believe a real sincere wish to put an end to the fighting; to stop the situation with Frenchmen killing Frenchmen; and to bring peace and order so that people could live a decent peaceful life. He felt that if he could become king of France—with absolute assurance, that is recognized by all French people, as king of France, to whom they owed allegiance—that he could give his Protestants brothers protection; he could give them security; he could place them where they would no longer have to fight for their lives; no longer be in danger of having their Christian stand be the cause of terrible torture and death coming to them; and so when he found that it was extremely difficult to win control of France by force of arms; though he could meet almost any army that the Romanists would bring against him. Yet he had only foreign nations around, like Spain, which was very anxious to destroy any Protestant power in France. and constantly interfered when they could; the king of Spain often offered the Romanists to give them one of his relatives to be their king, or at least to have one of his daughters to marry one of them and he be made king; Spain tried to interfere, and Henry had that to face. The Romanists had worked up such fanaticism about certain groups of people in France that he knew he would have a constant struggle to maintain peace and order even if he should be recognized by the whole nation as king. And so Henry said, "Paris is worth a mass." He said, "What is the great importance if I personally become a Romanist in order to get the crown? I can then give help to my Protestant brethren." 

And he felt that for their welfare it was worth his submitting to what he detested: the thought of his going to mass, taking absolution, representing himself to the world as an earnest Romanist. 

Well, Henry became king, as I mentioned in the end of the hour yesterday; when I pressed forward to give you just a brief quick view of what the results of it were—the immediate results were good; no question of that. The Protestants got peace, safety, protection, the chance to carry on their religion without interference. But the Romanists got the control of the government; and with the control of the government the Counter-Reformation was now in full swing. The Jesuit leaders knew that, now, any reintroduction of tax on the Protestants, or of an Inquisition with burning, and that sort of thing, would just open more civil war, so they desisted from everything of the kind. But they worked slowly, quietly, steadily; and 60 years later had got themselves in a position where they could bring a complete end to Protestantism in France. But that, of course, comes in the next century. There is hardly a case I know of, where there has been as great a movement in so short a time in a nation to win so many to the true belief in Christ as this great rise of Protestantism in France. And there are only very few cases—I can only think of two others—where Christianity has been so completely rooted out of a nation as was done in France 60 years later, as a result of the careful planning of the Romanist leaders. 

a. Edict of Nantes. But now while still speaking about Henry IV, I must mention to you an edict which he made, which is called the Edict of Nantes. And this name Nantes is after the place at which it was promulgated. This edict was established in 1598. Henry got himself thoroughly and solidly on the throne before he proceeded to do this. And his Protestant brethren—many of them were disturbed because he had been king now a few years—they had only his name, only his personal pledge that they would be safe. But he proceeded to carry out his pledge to the full. In 1598 the king made an edict which was declared to be permanent; it was established as a part of the law of the land; its articles could not be revoked; it was to last forever. It contained 95 general articles and 56 particular articles—you see about 150 articles—and then added two others later. The articles were verified and registered by leading political organizations of the country, not simply guaranteed by the king's word. But this Edict of Mantes assured complete liberty of conscience anywhere in the realm, to this extent, that no one could be persecuted or molested in any way, because of his religion, nor compelled to do anything contrary to his tenets. The full and free right of public worship was granted in all places where it had existed during the years 1596 and 1597. In other words, almost anywhere in the kingdom—in the places where the Romanists had been in full control when Henry took over—there was given no right of Protestantism to hold services in those areas; but in most parts of France they were given freedom to carry on—as they might choose. In addition to that they were given guarantees that, even as the hierarchy of the crown—the great nobles—had the right to hold Protestant worship in their apartments so long as the doors were kept shut and there was no loud screaming, so Protestants were given full right of entering into all universities, schools, and hospitals, and admission to all public offices. They were to be permitted to hold ecclesiastical assemblies—for the churches, for the cities, for the Provinces and national meetings. They were even allowed to meet to discuss political questions, if they first secured the permission of the king. Protestant ministers were granted exemption from military service such as Romanist clergy enjoyed. And special chambers were established to try cases in which Protestants might be interested, and might feel that their religion might be used against them. They were allowed to retain complete control of 200 towns in the southern part of France. They were to hold these towns for the next ten years; and the state was to pay the expenses of the troops with which they would hold these towns so they would be absolutely safe from attack; and they were to be allowed to maintain Protestant garrisons in these towns, to protect themselves from any Romanist attack in days to come. 

If law, if statesmen, if declaration signed and sealed by the king, and enacted by the highest bodies of the land, could make Protestantism safe anywhere, it was safe in France after Henry became king. There was only one difficulty, and that was that Henry declared himself a Roman Catholic—put himself under the direction of the Jesuits—to be his confessors and to raise his children. And the Jesuits worked slowly and carefully so that a few years later, when his grandson was in power, they had a king in power who had been raised to detest Protestants, and who was ready to do what was necessary to harry them out of the land—completely—so that Protestantism was practically annihilated from France. 

By becoming king of France he had done these two great things: he had in the first place given Protestantism freedom of standing in France; he had in the second place—by his compromise— prepared the way for its utter destruction which came in the next generation. At that point, we will leave then the progress of the Reformation in France, and we will go to letter N, where we will very briefly look at Calvinism in the east—that is, eastward from France. 

N. Calvinism in the East. And under this 

1. Germany. Germany is east of France. We noticed earlier that Zwingli's influence from Switzerland had reached into southern Germany. We noticed that Melancthon, after Luther's death, was called a crypto-Calvinist—Melancthon being a very close friend of Calvin—being suspected by the ultra Lutherans, of having sympathy with Calvin. There was a section of Germany, called the Palatinate, where the Reformation did not enter until the year that Luther died, 1546. And here in the Palatinate, the sovereign inclines toward the Reformed doctrine. That is to say, he was impressed by Calvin's teaching and by influence from Switzerland—and he suggested that a creed be drawn up for his area, for the Palatinate. The capital of the Palatinate was a town known as Heidelberg. In Heidelberg there was a learned man named Ursinus, who was a student of Melancthon in Wittenberg. And another named Olevianus (also Olivetan), who had studied with Calvin at Geneva. And these two men, one representing the training of Melancthon, the other representing the training of Calvin, produced a catechism which was called the Heidelberg Catechism. This Heidelberg Catechism became the expression of the religious views of the Palatinate, and quite a number of other sections of south Germany adopted it. Eventually it came to be accepted in a number of other countries as well. 

Almost any denomination in this country (US) that uses the name "Reformed" in its title is apt to have the Heidelberg Catechism as its principal statement of doctrine. It is one of the most widely used of Reformed statements of doctrine. It is a very beautiful presentation of the way of salvation; of the relation of the soul to Christ; and is very widely learned and used to this day. Well, the people particularly in southern Germany—followed though in certain sections of northern Germany—who followed Calvin's teaching on the point where it differed from the formula of Concord, came to be known as Reformed, in contrast to the others whom they called Lutherans. Of course, actually all were Reformed, because all were the result of the Reformation; and so this was the beginning of the German Reformed Church, a church which was smaller in Germany than the Lutheran church. 

According to the peace of Augsburg in 1555, two religions were permitted in Germany—the Roman Catholic and the followers of the Augsburg Confession; so for those who took the Heidelberg Catechism, there was a question as to their right to exist, under the law of the empire. But they grew and occupied quite a bit of territory in Germany during the remaining part of that century. We will notice developments in later centuries, of course, later on. I will mention as 

2. Bohemia. Bohemia is the section which we today speak of as Czechoslovakia—or perhaps Czechya rather than Czechoslovakia. Czechoslovakia is really two different sections. But Bohemia had been followers of John Huss, so they had the Reformation teaching before the time of Luther; and the bulk of the people had followed Huss, and it had been impossible for the army to stop them. The Bohemians came into very close relations with Luther and also with Calvin; and up until 1621 the bulk of the people of the land were followers of the Reformation, greatly influenced by Calvin. We won't have time to look at further details of it, we'll glance at it again in 1621 when very important and sad developments occurred then. 

3. Poland. In Poland the Reformation had come in very early; one of Poles went over to England and became one of the leaders in the Reformation in England; he then returned to Poland to take an important place in it there. You remember how Henry III of France—before he was king of France—was king of Poland for just a few months. And before he became king of Poland, he had to take oaths that he would do nothing to interfere with the rights of Protestantism in Poland. The teachings of Calvin, of course with various Polish leaders, had a great influence in Poland. The Reformation had a tremendous start in Poland. It looked as if the whole nation would become followers of the Reformation. There were some who were ardent followers of Luther; some who were ardent followers of Calvin; there was quite a bit of dissension among different groups of followers of the Reformation in Poland; but particularly many of the nobles had come to the Reformation; the Reformation had moved forward very steadily in Poland, 

4. Hungary. Hungary had been in a difficult situation at the time of the Reformation because of the Turkish attack. The Turks had overrun most of Hungary. But as the Turks were driven back, a great many of the soldiers who drove the Turks back were followers of Luther; and they brought with them the Reformation teaching; it was widely accepted in Hungary, although the king of Hungary was the brother of Charles V the emperor, and he was very much against the Reformation; yet the teaching swept the country, and then their leaders corresponded with Calvin; many of their students went and studied in Geneva; and the Calvinist influence quite substantially replaced the Lutheran Influence in Hungary. 

It looked as if all of Hungary would become Calvinist; but then later on in the Counter-Reformation, it too was swept back, with the support of the King; about a third of the nation remained Protestant, but the Hungarian Reformed Church had been a very strong influential church, through the century. 

So much for Calvinism in the East. Now we want to look at the North. 

O. The Netherlands. I regret that we will have to content ourselves with a bare glance—at the most—at the Netherlands. They were tremendously important, but they are very complex; and they are so complex that it would take a very long time to get the understanding that we have been able to get of France in a comparatively short time. In France there have been certain main developments that we could look at fairly quickly; in the Netherlands, there were a mass of small developments; but as in France, the Netherlands moved toward definite results, and it is very important we know of those results. We know of the beginnings of the general progress, and the results, but I will have to skip the details in the Netherlands; simply because they are too many and various; it would take too much time to give you any clear idea of them. You wouldn't remember them anyway—they are so varied—but the thing to remember is the progress, the development, and the ultimate results, and those are very important; they are extremely important because of their interrelation to another nation; and under O, the Netherlands, we'll take 

1. Beginning of the Reformation in the Netherlands. First I'm going to make sure that you know what the Netherlands are. The word "nether" is a word that is gone from present English; we find it in the (KJV) Bible, where it speaks of upper and nether millstone. Nether means low; and the Netherlands is simply a way of saying the lowlands; the Netherlands is the area where there are very few hills and so the land is comparatively flat, and very low next to the coast north of France. Now the Netherlands—what came to be called the Netherlands—was a part of the area of Burgundy. Burgundy had included a large section of what is now France, on the border of Germany; to the northeast of France, and also north of that, is included a good bit of what is now northern France and all of what is now Belgium and Holland. The Netherlands would be what is now Belgium and Holland together. 

Now in this area, Belgium and Holland, which was then the Netherlands, the southern part of this area was French-speaking; the northern part of it was German-speaking. Some Dutchman might object to my calling it German-speaking, because the language of Holland today is a different from the language of Germany. But as a matter of fact today, if you would start with eastern Germany, and talk to the people in Eastern Germany—as they talk in their homes, as they speak to one another—you will find a certain definite dialect of Germany; and if you move a few miles west, you find little changes in the dialect; and still further, further changes; until after a time you get to where the people—as they speak in their homes and among themselves—could not understand the people in the eastern end of Germany because the dialect is sufficiently different that the two are mutually unintelligible. They learn the language in school which they can all understand and they can all talk to one another in—what they call high German, the official language—but the language of the people, or the dialect of the people, becomes enough different after you come quite a distance west that they can no longer understand it. If you keep on coming west, there are slight changes similar, more and more, just a little change and a little change, a few miles further, a little change a few miles further; and that goes right across the border from Germany into Holland, so that the people in Germany on the edge of the Dutch border, and the people in Holland, on the edge of the German border, when they talk together—that is, when they speak in their homes—they speak practically in the same language. Then when you come further into Holland there is still more change. When Holland became a separate nation, the average of the dialect in that area was made into an official language. And that official language is spoken throughout Holland. But in Germany the official language is taken which is more or less of a cross section of the dialects in that area. But actually it is one language. On the Denmark border with Germany, the people on one side can't understand the people on the other; though they are related, there is a sharp line that is either Danish or German. But between Dutch and German it is a gradual transition, they are really dialects of one language. 

Now the division really came from Germany through two things: through the political arrangement, in that they were under the duke of Burgundy instead of under one of the German dukes; and secondly—perhaps more important—that being near the coast, it developed into a great commercial area; so you had cities like Antwerp and various cities in what is today Belgium and what is today Holland, which were great centers of commerce; and they received material from all over the world; they sent things all over the world; and developed a center where the standard of living was perhaps higher than almost anywhere else in Europe; it was a very developed section; and Charles the Bold, the duke of Burgundy in the previous century, would have a hard time holding it in subjection to him, because the people were very independent minded. Now Charles the Bold's grandson, Charles V, the emperor, was directly in control of Burgundy; so he was the ruler of this area, but it was a very hard area to rule with absolute power because of its many relations with other nations, and the high standard of living of the people. Now that is the situation the beginning of the Reformation. So it is no wonder that the Reformation began to make progress there about as quickly as anywhere in Europe. 

Erasmus was from this area. It was a great area of culture and of commercial progress; and it was Augustinian monks from Antwerp who came out strongly for the teachings of Luther as early as 1523; and the first martyrs of the Reformation were in what is now Belgium in the Netherlands—two monks who were burned at the stake. Well, this area then was a very fertile area for the coming of Luther's ideas. Charles V, however, could do nothing directly against Luther until he had sufficient force to push his way through, because the actual power there was held by the local dukes. But here he was the local duke, so before Luther ever appeared before him in Worms, he gave orders that Luther's teaching was not to be tolerated; that all books of Luther's were to be brought into the headquarters to be burned; and during the time when Charles V was emperor, from 1523 then—when the first martyrs were killed there—to 1555, there were over a thousand people burned or beheaded for their religion, in the Netherlands. Over a thousand people by orders of the emperor. And if that many were destroyed for their religion by him, there were probably 8 or 10 times as many who suffered lesser punishment for it; who were tortured or were given various punishments for it. But complete enforcement of his orders there was extremely difficult, because they had so many harbors and so much contact with other nations; and more than that, the commercial life was so important, and their taxes so great, that the emperor could not just destroy them. They would come to him and say, "Look here, it is hurting business; it's interfering with commerce." And he'd say, "All right, we'll cut down with it then. We'll say that foreigners are not under this so long as they don't propagandize; they can have their own religion in the land." He would make exceptions for the sake of the commercial development, because that contributed to his taxes. Charles V then tried to destroy Protestantism in the Netherlands, but actually it was a breeding place for Protestantism for all of Europe. A man came from Spain at one time to Antwerp; in Antwerp he went to a printer and asked him to print his translation that he had made of the Bible into Spanish, which he wanted to use for missionary work in Spain; and there—when this Spaniard went to the printer, the printer said "Why, the Bible has been published in every language of Europe, in this city of Antwerp!" Well, that was probably an exaggeration, but it had certainly been printed in many languages in Antwerp. 

Tyndale, who made the first English Bible, had most of his printing done in the Netherlands; this just shows how difficult it was to enforce the ban, even though the emperor Charles had the complete power in the land. Well, Lutheranism got a good start in the Netherlands, but Lutheranism in the Netherlands was not the dominant influence. When Calvin's teaching began to come up through France, it became very effective in northern France; and from there went on up into the Netherlands; and from the missionary movement that was so effective in France, came the great missionary movement in the Netherlands—in the southern Netherlands. They could understand French; they could read Calvin's work from his early life in France. 

In the northern Netherlands, where they spoke a dialect of German, these works were in the Latin version that scholars could understand, but for the common people they were translated into their local tongue very quickly. And Calvin's movement began to supplant the followers of Luther in the Netherlands. By the time of St. Bartholomew's Massacre there was a very extensive movement in the Netherlands. This was a very, very strong movement—a movement which came mostly after Charles had left the throne; but Charles had turned over Spain and the Netherlands to his son, Philip, who was more fanatically Romanist than Charles had ever been; and his son was determined, no matter what happened, to utterly destroy Protestantism. He said if he left the land a desert he still was going to destroy Protestantism there. And so perhaps the harshest suffering that any nation has ever endured for the sake of the gospel was endured by the Netherlands in the next 20 years, Under Philip II. The treatment was so intense that even the Romanists in the area joined with them in revolting against Philip II. 

In 1555, in the Netherlands, Charles V appeared before the people to resign his control. And as he stood before the people, he had had a thousand of them killed for their religion. His laws had been very oppressive, but they always had considered him as one of themselves; he was brought up in their area; he spoke the language of the northern Netherlands, and also the French of Burgundy; he was one of themselves, and the people were weeping as he resigned; and he was weeping. There was a real mutual love between him and the people of the Netherlands, despite his very severe government. 

But he turned it over to his son Philip, and he said, "I want you to love Philip as you have loved me, and serve him as you have served me," and they promised to do so; but when he turned to Philip, Philip asked him in Spanish, "What is it they're saying anyway?" And Philip could only speak Spanish, and he couldn't understand a word these people were saying. And when the people saw Philip's general attitude and that he didn't even know their language, they felt as if they had lost their beloved ruler who was one of their own, and had received a foreigner as their ruler. 

Philip stayed there 3 or 4 years, but then left and went to Spain; he never came back for any length of time, but kept sending his representatives up there with orders to wipe out Protestantism completely from that area. In the end he succeeded so well in doing it in Belgium that, in the time of the first world war, when Protestant work was reopened in Belgium, I heard a man telling about how he had talked with a university professor in Belgium; and he gave him a copy of the gospel of John and the man came to him a week later and said, "I certainly enjoyed that little book you gave me. Have you written anything else of similar nature?" Which shows how completely the knowledge of the Bible and of Protestantism was wiped out from the southern Netherlands as a result of the work of Philip and his successors. 

But the northern Netherlands succeeded in gaining its independence; and Holland, after a terrible struggle, became an independent nation and became a great center of Protestant learning and culture and of commerce. Though small, it became for a time one of the great nations of the world, despite the terrible struggle they had had with Philip. We will look a little more at details of that later on. I regret we can't go much into detail, because it is a very important development; but the main thing about it is how it ended, which was a tremendous help to Protestantism all over Europe.

Now we want to go over the material on the Netherlands rather rapidly, because we want to get on to other material that we must take time to mention rather fully. So I'm going not to take much time on this—on the Netherlands—though it is a very important development. 

As to the details, we will not stress them as much as we will those of some other countries, even though they are just as important, Number 1 we have discussed. 

2. Philip II. Philip II was the king of Spain from 1506 to 1598. Now as you all know, Philip II was the son of the emperor Charles V, who reigned over Spain and Burgundy, was emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, and had inherited Austria and a certain amount of control in Bohemia and Hungary from his grandfather; he turned over a good bit of the eastern part of the empire to his brother Ferdinand. He tried to get his son elected emperor in his place, but the German nobles refused to do so; they elected his brother, but not his son. So his son Philip II was left with only Spain and Burgundy. Well, compared to what Charles had had, it was a little territory; but it was actually a very great territory, because Spain had then control over the greater portion of the territory that had been settled in America. And in North and South America Spain had tremendous holdings, which were bringing great amounts of wealth to Spain. Burgundy, also, though not a tremendously large area, was a very important area; it was the outstanding commercial area of Europe. Venice in Italy had long been the greatest commercial city in the world; but Antwerp in the Netherlands had gone beyond Venice; and about the time of the Reformation, a Venetian visiting Antwerp said, "There is as much traffic in Antwerp in a day as there is in Venice in a whole year." Of course that was greatly exaggerated. Venice remained a very important city; but Antwerp was a tremendous commercial city, the greatest in Europe; and these cities of the Netherlands were great centers of commerce and of skilled production; their products went all over Europe. Though they were not a large area, it was an area of great importance. And we notice that on account of this, Charles V had not rigidly enforced his laws there against heresy. He had executed hundreds of people for Protestant views in Burgundy, but he had permitted the foreigner to be comparatively unmolested in order not to hurt the trade; and that meant, of course, that these foreigners were bringing in—many of them—Protestant doctrine. However, the oppression was so great that many people from the Netherlands fled to England; at the beginning of Philip's reign there are said to be as many as 30,000 people from the Netherlands living within 20 miles of London. That's a tremendous number for those days; they had fled on account of the persecution to England. 

Now Philip II, who succeeded his father, has been said by some to have all of his father's vices and none of his father's virtues. Now that's rather extreme, but it is a fact that the people of the Netherlands loved the emperor Charles so much that, though he persecuted them and killed hundreds of them for their faith, and had all sorts of oppressive measures against anyone who disagreed with what he desired, yet the people of the land considered him one of their own and loved him and wept when he resigned in 1556. But his son who didn't even know a word of their language; who seemed to them to be typical Spaniard; his son who had no expression of the friendliness that the father showed; the people felt—they still felt great loyalty, because he was the son of Charles, he was the king and in those days the king had a tremendous hold on people's imaginations. But they didn't feel the personal warmth toward Philip that they had for his father. And Charles had been determined to have one religion in his empire—that was his desire; but he was willing to make compromises if he only could get the Lutherans and the Romanists together; they would have one church, and they could make concessions and changes; he was agreeable to that so long as both sides would agree to it. 

Philip II however, was convinced the Romanist view is the correct view, "That is the religion I'm going to stand upon." Philip said, "I would rather my territory was desert than that Protestantism should be permitted to continue in it." He was as great a persecutor as perhaps any king in history. He did not have much persecution of Protestants to do in Spain, because there his father had rooted out the start that Protestantism had made. In fact, Philip took over a country in which the king's power was as supreme as anywhere in Europe; it had not been so because of the desire of the Spanish people, but because of the forces and attitude of the ruler and the ruling class through the previous 50 years. Charles' grandfather, Ferdinand, the husband of Isabella—Ferdinand of Aragon—had ruled with an iron hand. He had the Spanish Inquisition in his land 30 years before the beginning of Protestantism, an inquisition which was so severe that the Roman Catholic books today do not try to defend it; they write, "Well, you can't blame the pope for the Spanish Inquisition, it was the Spanish king who carried it on." Now it's not fair to try to evade the responsibility that way, because it was carried on in the name of the pope. The pope had given authority for its institution; the pope still had authority to interfere with it when he chose; but as a matter of fact the pope did allow it to be controlled pretty strongly by the king; and the king of Spain used it not only for suppression of any variant religious ideas, but also for the suppression of anything that he feared might make a political problem for him. So Ferdinand had used the Inquisition very strongly against two classes: the Moors and the Jews. 

The Moors and the Jews, under Ferdinand, had been under very severe restrictions. But they could escape quite a few of these restrictions by becoming Christians. But then, once they became Christian, they put themselves in danger of the Inquisition. And if you found a Jew failing to work on Saturday; or failing to eat Pork; or in some other way giving reason to suspect that he still believed in Judaism rather than Christianity; he might be taken before the Spanish Inquisition; and he might be publicly burned; that happened to hundreds of them. And the Moors were treated in similar fashion; and the oppression had been so great that there had been a rebellious force in Spain who had been first completely disarmed by Ferdinand; there had been a rebellion of them in the beginning of Charles' reign, and 30,000 Moors had been massacred in cold blood; as a result of their rebellion against the terrible conditions to which they were subjected. 

When Charles V became king of Spain, there was a strong popular movement; but during Charles' first two or three years, this movement was put down with an iron hand; and the beginnings of any sort of freedom in Spain were completely stopped; and to some extent German mercenary soldiers were used for this. Thus, you see, these kings used German soldiers to put down Spanish movements toward freedom, and then Spanish soldiers to put down German movements toward freedom. Spain was thus made by Philip II completely subject to his domination and to his control. But Philip was determined that, though there was no Protestantism in Spain, once in a while an English sailor might be shipwrecked on the coast; and they'd burn him at the stake for his heresy; but that was one of the few cases in Spain where they were able to get bona fide Protestants. But a Spaniard who would begin to have some new ideas—in almost any line—was in danger of the Inquisition; and the brutality of it is indescribable. 

Well, Philip was determined that in the Netherlands there would be just as comp1e a uniformity as there was in Spain now. He said, "I would rather lose all my kingdom than allow freedom of religion." To a man who had been condemned by the inquisition for heresy, he said, "If my own son were as perverse as you, I myself would carry the faggots to burn him." Philip was a hard worker; he gave tremendous time and effort to the work of his kingdom; but he was constantly determined to carry out his will; and his will included absolute control of people, and absolute destruction of anything that was a deviation from the established religion in Spain. Well, his intentions to produce this in the Netherlands resulted in a great rebellion in the Netherlands, which lasted nearly 50 years before the people had peace and security; and during these years they were subject to the most terrible destruction by the Spanish armies that Philip sent against them. 

3. Calvinism in the North. That is to say: Calvinism was in the south of France, and in Switzerland, but it came up into this Netherlands region, through France, up along the Rhine River; and Lutheranism had had a big start there, but whether Lutheranism could have survived is a question. One reason why it is a question is because of the Lutheran teaching of passive obedience to the ruler. "Let him kill us, we will suffer for our faith but we will not do anything to protect it." Luther's attitude was, the local dukes have a right to protect themselves against any interference with their control; but the people under the dukes, they should suffer bravely for their faith, but they should not do anything against the established power of their ruler. And he didn't want them to do anything again the emperor either. But then the duke managed to persuade him that the emperor was interfering with the duke's rights, then he reluctantly agreed that the duke might resist the emperor. 

Well, in a condition like that—with no Frederic the Wise or Philip of Hesse or anybody to give local protection—the Lutheranism probably would not have lasted. But it was about 1550 that the followers of Calvin began to come in strength, and during the next 15 years Calvinism made very rapid strides in that land. The missionaries would go about quietly from house to house; getting people together, or talking with them as individuals; discussing the Bible with them; and gradually the doctrines that Calvin was presenting began to be read very widely in the Netherlands. Preserved Smith, whose history of the Reformation I have referred to, feels that it was Calvinism that gave the backbone of resistance in the Netherlands that resulted in eventually their gaining their freedom from Spain. 

An interesting thing to notice in Preserved Smith's book is his varying attitudes. For the one thing, he is very much against any kind of supernatural Christianity. And of all the kinds of supernatural Christianity, the one he hates the most is Calvinism. And on page 156-157 he has a discussion of Calvinist theology—which shows how it is about the lowest and meanest and most disagreeable and most unscientific sort of a belief that you could possibly have—and he ends it with the words that Jerome Bull said, "The God of Calvin is a hypocrite, a liar, perfidious, unjust, a committer of crime, and worse than the devil himself." Those are the words that Smith quotes from one of Calvin's leading opponents, Jerome Bull. Smith then quotes William James, a more modern writer. James says "Calvin's view makes God a cruel and capricious liar, and a probably irrational being." And after this terrible denunciation of Calvin's views and of Calvinism in general, Smith goes on in a different tone. This is very interesting. He says, "But there was another side to the doctrine of election. There was a certain royal grandeur and a certain abandon to God, an earnestness that was ready to sacrifice all to His will. And if we judged the tree by its fruit, at its best it brought forth a strong and good race, less politicians than Henry of Navarre and William of Orange, but the rank and file of the Huguenots of France, the choice and gifted seed wherewith God sowed the wilderness of America." 

"These men bore themselves," says Smith, "with I know not what of lofty seriousness and with a matchless disdain of all mortal peril and all earthly grandeur, believing themselves chosen vessels and elect instruments of grace. They could neither be subdued by carnal pleasures nor awed by human life. Taught that they were kings by the election of God and priests by the imposition of His hands, they despised the beauty, ambition, products of this earth. They remained in fact, what they always felt themselves to be, elite—the chosen people." 

That is very interesting, that Smith, who hates Calvinism so much, should have such praise for the sort of people who were produced by it. But we have already seen what resulted in France, where they did not have dukes and power of the local rulers to protect them, as they did in Germany. The Huguenots of France were able to gain their freedom and to gain control in the regions which, if it had not been for Henry's compromise, would probably have resulted in France being entirely a Protestant nation. As it was, he, as you remember, gave the Edict of Nantes which gave them toleration and the power to protect themselves in France. 

Now in Holland they had even more severe struggles than in France, because of the attitude of Philip II. But God raised up a leader, and this leader we should know of. 

4. William the Silent. We will not say much about him. He is a man whom we could study for a month; he is a very interesting figure, a very able man; but as far as our course is concerned, all we can do is just to be aware of his importance. 

He was the wealthiest man in the Netherlands. At the age of 11 he was Prince of Orange, a small independent territory in southern France; he was lord of certain areas in Holland; he was duke of certain areas in the empire, that is, just across the border in Germany. He had an income of over a hundred thousand dollars a year; he was by far the richest man in the Netherlands. He was well educated, spoke seven languages, and was an eloquent orator; yet they nicknamed him William the Silent, because of the rare expression that he had, his great ability as a diplomat; they said he never revealed a secret nor spoke an imprudent word. When Charles the emperor resigned in Brussels, he was leaning on the arm of his favorite page, who was the young boy William of Orange; and William of Orange, though he had no official position in the land, he became the center around which the people who desired freedom gathered themselves; and at crucial times he stepped out and exerted a leadership which doubtless saved the Dutch from complete annihilation. He did not live to see the freedom gained; he was eventually assassinated by one of Philip II's hired assassins; but before that time, he had succeeded in giving the leadership which put them in a position, without which they could hardly have gained the freedom that they eventually got. 

And so to look at all the details of William would be difficult for lack of time; but eventually he became such a leader and did so much that his grandson eventually was made king of England, William III of England; and he and his family after him were great leaders in the development of Holland. 

5. The Beggars. In 1566 the Calvinists made an appeal to the government, asking that the severe laws against their teaching should be lessened; and quite a number of the nobility were included as signers of this petition, which was brought to the Regent of Holland; you don't need to be familiar with her, I will just mention the fact that they called her a natural daughter of Charles V; that is, she was one of Charles V's illegitimate children. She became, her brother Philip II made her, Regent of the Netherlands. She seems to have been a woman who desired to rule well; she married a duke of Parma, a section of Italy, and her son we'll speak of more later. He is more important in our history than she is; but Margaret of Parma received this petition; and one of her courtiers said, "Why do you pay any attention to this petition from those beggars?" The word was quoted back to the Dutch nobles, that at the court of the Regent they were called the Beggars. And they said, "Oh, so they call us beggars, do they?" Well, they said, "These beggars are going to stand for truth regardless of what people call them." So for the rest of the wars, for the next fifty years, it became the name used for the Dutch patriots, the Beggars. And the leader of those who were seeking freedom from the oppressive laws, came to be called "The Beggar." Later on some of them got ships, and with some help from Queen Elizabeth, England began to prey on the Spanish commerce; they made incursions in Holland at strategic times in the war; and they then were called the Sea-Beggars, and so the Beggars and the Sea-Beggars were a vital force in gaining the freedom of the Dutch. 

6. The Duke of Alba. He is a leader in a Spanish group; he was sent in 1567 by Philip with a large army to the Netherlands, with orders that he should put a complete end to Protestantism in the Netherlands. The Duke of Alba knew that in Spain heresy had been completely wiped out of the land; and when it began to show its head anywhere it was completely destroyed. He didn't see why the same thing could not be done in the Netherlands; he knew that in Spain so many people had been killed who had wanted any sort of freedom, that there was nobody left to lead any resistance to the power of the king. He said, "We will simply carry out the same thing in Holland." I question whether in the annals of civilized history you can find an instance of a man who, over a period of six years, did as many deeds of cruelty and deliberate destruction as are credited to the Duke of Alba between 1567 and 1573. When he, with his army, went through the Netherlands—what today what we call Belgium and Holland—when he went through this area trying to produce absolute submission to King Philip II, he executed thousands of men. On one day 1,500 men were executed in different parts of the country. The total number executed during his six years of administration has been estimated between 6,000 and 18,000. 400,000 people are said to have fled from the Netherlands. Thousands of others fled to the woods and became freebooters. The people trying to defend themselves against this terrible oppression would rise against him; and he, with his army, would cut them down with the most terrible slaughter. One time, at the city of Antwerp, the forces of freedom were attacking the city, and the Spanish army was holding the city; and the Spaniards managed to drive them off; and then they turned their wrath against the people of the city of Antwerp; 50,000 people were massacred in that city that night; the people had not been actively resisting the army, though their sympathy had been very clearly with the attackers. The Duke of Alba's administration, during these six years, succeeded in forcing many people into submission; but it also succeeded in putting others into a situation where they were willing to give up even their devotion to their legal king, Philip II, and to declare that they would fight to the bitter end before they would submit to him. In the end then, the Duke of Alba, if he could have continued for another 15 years, would have left the land an absolute wilderness with nothing there; but as it was, it resulted in putting iron in the blood of those who were determined Protestants. Of course, many of them had fled, but of those who stayed, their determination was strengthened. Alba was recalled and I'm going to skip over the man who followed him—who had his ferocity without his ability. But we'll go on to a man of different type, 

7. Alexander of Farnese. Alexander was the son of the Margaret whom we mentioned a few minutes ago, who was the illegitimate daughter of the emperor Charles. His father was the Duke of Parma, and his father had been the illegitimate son of the pope. So he was the descendant of both pope and emperor; but he himself could not have any great standing in the world, because he was illegitimate on both sides. Yet he was a man of ability, and a man who was determined, just as ruthlessly as Alba, to carry out the will of the king; but he showed far more intelligence in doing it; Alexander saw that in the situation of the Netherlands, the sort of utter determined destruction in order to force the will of the king was extremely difficult. You had so many little rivers and streams, where people could get on a boat and escape; you had woods where they could hide; and you had the people, in some cases, who would open the dikes and let the water flood large areas. While that destroyed their own farms, it protected them from the Spaniards. The situation was one where it would take a terribly large army to completely win; and then it would be absolute destruction. But by a change of policy, Alexander would try to win people if he could; and if he couldn't win them, then destroy them. 

He was an excellent soldier, and by this time the eyes of all Europe were fixed on the low countries, the Netherlands. The Romanist countries felt that, if the king could succeed there, there was no reason why all Europe could not be reclaimed from Protestantism. But if the Protestants, after all they were suffering, finally lost out in the end, many of them would have absolutely lost heart. 

Well, Farnese set to work—very carefully and ably—with his army, from the southern part of the Netherlands, conquering; and then when he captured a city, after one destruction, one capture, in which no less than 1,700 women had been slaughtered; after the city had been taken, he saw the strength of the hatred of him and the Spaniards; and when he took the next city, he restrained his army, and even allowed the garrison to march out with honors of war, and his attitude of showing kindliness to people after he conquered them began to pay off; and then instead of killing the Protestants—the way that Alba had done—when he would take a city he would give the Protestants the opportunity; he would say, "You have two years now; during this two years you can become Romanist. If you do not, you can leave within the two years; you won't be molested; but at the end of two years, if you're still here you will be killed if you have not become a Romanist." 

Well, that resulted in the Protestant people moving out of the southern area that he conquered; and it resulted in the Romanist people of the country being reconciled to being subject to the king; instead of them turning to rebellion—as they had been before—by these terrible ways in which the common people were being treated. 

So they were going to proceed against the northern section of the country, which had now practically all the Protestants in it; they had fled from the southern part—had been allowed to emigrate, many of them; and in the north there was more opportunity of hiding, more difficulty in enforcing the Inquisition. Originally, Protestantism had been strongest in the southern part; but now the Protestants were largely in the northern part. Just at this time Philip II made a great attack on England—which we will look at later on—known as the Spanish Armada, and he was defeated. The result of that was that Farnese's troops largely had to be taken to help the king elsewhere; he couldn't continue with the attack; so the northern section of the Netherlands made a truce with the king, which lasted many years, and eventually they got peace. And that is how the country of Holland gained its independence; and you see that the result of this was, that the Netherlands, which had been the majority of the people Romanist, but a very, very large Protestant group in every state, and the largest groups in the southern part; the Netherlands came into a situation where in the southern half—or nearly two-thirds of it—the Romanists had complete control; and all the Protestants within a few years had fled the country. So this southern part was kept under the king and called the Spanish Netherlands; eventually the Austrians took it over; it became the Austrian Netherlands; then it was united with France for a time; united with Holland for a time; but it is now—has been for a hundred years—an independent country called Belgium; and in Belgium until recently, there was absolutely no freedom for any Protestant teaching whatever; absolutely for over 200 years, not the slightest opportunity; if a man was to begin to present the Protestant message, he would immediately be reported to the authorities; and for 200 years the country was absolutely closed to the slightest idea of Protestantism. 

8. The Division of South and North. Belgium is a country which in its northern two-thirds speaks a language almost identical with that of Holland. Its southern third speaks French; but on account of the hostility toward the Protestant system of power, the French language—the language of the minority—was made the official language of the country. I was amazed when I was in Holland, thinking that I would visit the city of Louvain. During the first World War we heard about the University of Louvain, and I thought it would be very interesting to see the University of Louvain; so I looked in a Belgium book of railroad times to see when the trains would go—whether I could speedily fit in a visit to Louvain—and I couldn't even find the name in the index. To everyone in Belgium it's not Louvain, it's Leuven. It is a Flemish city—same language as the Dutch speak—Louvain is the French name for it, which nobody in the city probably ever used; but everywhere outside of Belgium that's what we hear, Louvain. The whole country is represented as if it was a French country, but actually only about a third of the people are French. But that was because of the reaction against the Protestantism in the north and Holland becoming a great Protestant nation. If you were to divide the Netherlands according to language, the division would come in the southern part of Belgium because the northern two-thirds of Belgium has exactly the same language as is the language of Holland; the people are the same people as the people of Holland; but the culture today is utterly different because for some centuries Belgium was under absolute Romanist control with not a word of Protestantism allowed to enter the country. 

Holland was the first nation—perhaps—in the world to have freedom of religion; in Holland there was a large Roman Catholic minority, which had stood for freedom from the king of Spain's cruelty; and right from the start, they were given freedom of religion; so Holland is perhaps the earliest nation to have freedom of religion; they had it at least 200 years before England; and Holland became a place to which oppressed people from almost any part of the world were apt to go for more freedom. The Pilgrim Fathers went there, remember, before they came to America. As for Holland, though it was a small country—it had less people than Belgium had—the great commercial centers had not been in Holland, but had been in what is now Belgium. During the next century, Holland blossomed out and became one of the wealthiest countries in the world; they seized the East Indies, and got a tremendous source of wealth there; their ships went around the world; their commerce became very great; and they had great leadership in many fields of thought and activity, though a comparatively small nation. This was the stimulus of the Protestant teaching, and of the freedom which was in the land; so this small nation of Holland, as a result of this whole situation, became a very important factor in the next 300 years. If it had not been for Philip's attempt to conquer England too, probably Alexander Farnese would have been able to go on and conquer the rest of the country, and there would have been no Holland. But as it worked out in the providence of God, the Armada attack on England saved Holland; later Holland, at various points, was able to save England from Romanist conquest. So now 

9. Freedom gained by Holland. The King of Spain did not recognize Holland as independent until 1648, but from about 1590 on, they were free to all intents and purposes. So now we go on to 

IV. The Reformation in Great Britain. I have taken up these other countries either under Luther's work or under Calvin's. I am putting Great Britain under a separate main head; I am doing that for various reasons. Probably the most important reason is because the background of our American Christianity—to so large an extent—has been affected by the background of Great Britain. So I'm taking a separate head, and we will go a little more into detail on it than we can on some of these other countries. But a second reason I'm doing it is because of the influences of Luther and Calvin both were so vital, that it's pretty hard to put Great Britain under either one of these two men. It would be hard to put it under either head—like I did most of the other countries. And it has been, in the providence of God, very important in the history of Christianity in the world—the leadership that has come out of the English-speaking world. Now we can't see any reason why it might not just as well have been from Poland or from any one of several other countries—from France, for instance—which had a tremendous start; but from which, as a result of the political situation, Protestantism was wiped out completely, or practically completely, in the end. But in the providence of God, it was not similarly wiped out in England; it might very well have been—was very close to it, not only in that century, but in the two centuries following—at various times. And it is good for us to know some of those points, and see how very close it came to being wiped out of Britain altogether. But in our history, it becomes a very important factor; and we will take time to go a little more into detail—though we cannot go into much detail—because we have an awful lot to cover this year. Therefore, I'll do little more than refer to now: 

A. The Beginning of the Reformation in England. Some weeks ago I gave you an assignment in volume 5 of D'Aubigne, I think that was the first week; and that dealt with the beginning of the Reformation in England. I have referred to it particularly in connection with Luther, the spread of the Reformation from Luther. We had a little section there, telling about how the Reformation spread to England. In Cambridge University, there was a group of students who used to meet every week; they would eat together and spend the evening discussing Luther's writings, which they were avidly reading as fast as they came over from the continent. These students were called the Germans by the other students, because they were reading the German writings of Luther; and these students eventually became the leaders of the Reformation in England. 

Now these various points about the beginning of the Reformation in England we looked at under other heads, and we will not take time now for them but I hope you all have them well in mind. 

B. Henry VIII. The statement is often made, particularly by Romanists, that Henry VIII is the founder of the Church of England. I've heard the Church of England called the illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII; I've heard terms like that applied to it. Now this is absolutely false; Henry VIII was not founder of Protestantism in England, in any sense. The founder of Protestantism in England is Martin Luther; it was Luther's voice which had the influence in England; and it was those who were influenced by Luther's words who developed Protestantism in England. 

Now it is altogether possible that Henry VIII might have succeeded in preventing any development of Protestantism in England; in the providence of God, Henry VIII became to some extent an influence in favor of it, instead of against it. But he was utilizing something mainly for his own ends; and Protestantism in England was continued simply as a result of Henry VIII. If it were not for the strong movement there, which these men who read Luther's works had started; and if it were not for certain things which happened in the Providence of God later than Henry; Protestantism never would have lasted in England. If anybody—any ruler—is to be called the founder of the Church of England, it should be Queen Elizabeth rather than King Henry. But we will come to her later, 

Henry VIII reigned from 1509 to 1547. You all know—or should know—the date when Calvin was born. It might be interesting to notice that's the year when Henry VIII became king. I'm not asking you to learn when Henry became king; but I want everybody to remember the year when Henry VIII died, because it is tremendously important in our history—that is 1547. He reigned from 1509 to 1547. England had had a succession of rulers—most of whom had either been men of no ability, weaklings, or puppets—men who had very little influence on history; but one striking exception is Henry VIII. He was a man of tremendous ability, of tremendous energy, and a man who left his mark on everything that he touched. 

1. His Character in General. I am not attempting to pass judgment on the moral quality of his judgment. I am not ready to say that Henry VIII was lost; I am not ready to say that he was saved. If I had to make a judgment, it would be against him rather than for him; but I'm glad that it is the Lord who alone knows the heart. But we must know this about him, his character—in the sense of his ability—in the ways in which he could influence people. Henry VIII was a man who could figure out how to win people; he could be gracious if he chose; he could be kindly; he could make people just be charmed by him; and on the other hand, he was absolutely determined to have his will in everything; and he could be as ruthless and as cruel as Philip II of Spain. 

When Henry VIII became king, Erasmus was told by his pupil, who was the king's tutor, "The heavens laughed, the earth exulted, all is full of milk and honey and nectar." In other words, everything is wonderful now, Henry VIII is the king. Well, his father, Henry VII had been a careful administrator; he had taken a bankrupt England and by careful, solid administration, had gotten it into pretty good condition; but the people hated Henry VII's tax gatherers, who were able administrative officers, carrying out the commands of the King. Henry VIII wanted people to think of him as a nicer fellow than his father, so he took the two leading heads of taxation for his father, and had their heads cut off; this was to show everybody how he was kindly and wouldn't treat them the way that his father had. And that is rather typical of Henry through his life. He was in a way like Charles V in the Netherlands: he could be cruel; he could be tyrannical; he could be oppressive; and he was. Anybody—a man who would be his prime minister, his leader, the man who had all the power in the country—Henry would become disgusted with him, he'd be sent to the block to have his head cut off. And he was absolutely ruthless and cruel; and yet people loved him. And his influence continued for 20 years after his death; he had said people would stand by him because of his personality that was able to impress his will upon other people. As far as ordinary moral standards were concerned, Henry was not interested in them; but he was interested in theology. He had been the second son of his father; and the older son—Arthur—was supposed to be king; so they trained Henry to have a big place in the church; he was trained in theology; he had a literary training; and he was tremendously interested in theology all his life. And as you know, he wrote a book on theology which the pope thought was so good, that he gave him a title for it—the Defender of the Faith—which the English King holds ever since because the pope gave this title to king Henry. 
Before we go on, I just want to say one word here about Henry's wives. Henry, in the course of his life, had six wives; and these wives enter into the political and religious developments in a very important way, so that at least some of them we'll need to be familiar with. As somebody once pointed out to me, here is a little parallel that makes them easy to remember: the first wife he divorced, his second he beheaded, his third died a natural death; his fourth he divorced, his fifth he beheaded and his sixth died a natural death. 

So you see, that the parallel between the first three and the last three. The first and the fourth he divorced, the second and the fifth he beheaded, the third died a natural death and the sixth was lucky enough to outlive him; so she also died a natural death. There had been some talk of burning her for heresy before that, but he died before that went through. So that this—particularly the first two—are important for the way that Protestantism came in to England.

Well, now, before we refer to them, I did want to give this kind of introduction. Next, we will mention 

2. Henry's Persecution of Lutheranism. When Henry began to hear about Lutheranism, he saw a chance to prove what a great theologian he was; and he wrote his book for which the pope gave him the title, Defender of the Faith, which is still applied to the rulers of England. But he didn't stop at that, he had a big meeting—held in 1521 in London—at which Cardinal Woolsey, who was the Prime Minister of England, and John Fisher, Bishop of London, and others, gave great addresses on the wickedness of Luther; hundreds of Luther's books were brought together and publicly burned, and the efforts were begun to see to it that Luther's teaching did not get into England at all. However, it was very difficult to keep it out altogether, because England was dependent for its life on commerce; so you could smuggle in books, even if they were forbidden, but the effort was made to stop Luther's works from coming in. 

Now it was during this time that Lutheranism had gotten a good start in the universities; it was slowly spreading among the students and among the professors. And a young highly trained man named Tyndale—we've already told about William Tyndale who perhaps did as much as any man, any one individual—for the establishment of Protestantism in England. William Tyndale, a very wonderful young man, said, "I would like to make the Bible so familiar to the man that walks behind the plow in England, that he'll know it better than the priests know it today." And he set to work to make a translation into English; he went to the Bishop of London, and asked him to give him a pension and support while he was doing it. The Bishop of London was a great humanist; a great friend of Erasmus, Tyndale thought he would certainly be pleased with it. The Bishop of London would have nothing to do with it; and soon Tyndale saw if he was going to do it, he'd have to get out of England; so he went to the Netherlands and Switzerland, fleeing from place to place as the agents of the Inquisition tried to find him. For a period of about ten years, he was working on translating the Bible into English and he made the best translation that any man has ever made into English—and perhaps into any language. Today, two-thirds of the words in the Authorized Version (KJV) are the words of William Tyndale. He was a wonderful translator, and he was a great godly man; but his writings began to come into England, and leaders under Henry VIII began to attack his writings; and eventually the agents of Charles V managed to get ahold of him, and he was strangled and then burned in Belgium, near Brussels; and just before he was, he called out, "O God, open the King of England's eyes." 

And the king of England did change in a way that Tyndale never would have dreamed of. That is 3. The Divorce I see we won't be able to discuss that tomorrow, we'll have to wait till next year to discuss that, because tomorrow we find out.
We were discussing Henry VIII and under him we were just beginning 

3. The Divorce. We noticed, under 2, that Henry VIII had been doing his best to destroy Lutheranism in England; to prevent it from coming in and to stop it. But now something happened which caused a change in his attitude. When Henry was a young boy, his father Henry VII—who was a very careful man with money, and who had put the nation on a solid financial basis—made an arrangement for his oldest son, Arthur—his heir to the throne—to be married to the daughter of Ferdinand, the King of Spain. And Catherine had come over and brought a large dowry with her. And the young man to whom she was to be married—she was betrothed to him—she was there several months; whether they actually had a marriage ceremony, we don't know; but at any rate, Arthur died, and there was question whether she had really been married to him or not; there was serious question on that. Some would argue she had actually been a wife to him; others that she had not. At any rate, Arthur had died; and King Henry VII didn't like to send all that dowry back to Spain; so he asked, "Couldn't she marry his second son?" Well, they said, "There was strong reason to think that she could be considered as having been married to the older son; and consequently it would be contrary to canon law for her to marry the second son." So they had sent to the pope and received a special dispensation—that even if she had been married to the first son—she would be permitted to marry the second son. This had required a very sizeable sum of money to secure it from the pope, but only a fraction of what the loss would have been if the dowry had had to be sent back to Spain. 

And so young Henry in his middle teens was married to Catherine of Aragon, the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella; and when he became king she was queen. And she had a daughter born whom she named Mary; and then in the course of 20 years of marriage, she had at least a dozen miscarriages. She had miserable experiences one after the other; but no other living child. That is, there might have been one or two that lived two days, but not any that lived any length of time; and most had been born dead, or had died previous to the time of birth. And now after 20 years of marriage, Henry was disturbed about the succession to the throne. He wanted his name to continue; he wanted to have a son who would reign after him. And not only was Henry disturbed; the whole kingdom was disturbed—because England was very much under the impression of the experiences of 50 years before. In the previous century there had occurred an epoch in English history known as the Wars of the Roses. The son of the oldest son of King Edward III had been deposed from the kingship; and when that happened, the son of a younger brother had seized the throne; but another younger brother claimed that he was the one who should have had it; and the Wars of the Roses which continued fiercely for over 30 years; it resulted in pillaging and destroying towns all over England, and as the supporters of these two families—which were part of the larger royal family—contended over whether the family of York or of Lancaster would reign in England. 

Now Henry VII, the father of Henry VIII, became king as a compromise between the two families. He was a lesser member of one of the families and married the daughter of the other family; it joined the two and England was so glad to be away from civil war that the last thing that almost anyone in England wanted was to fight over who would be king. They were ready to give up almost anything to have security in the realm and certainty as to who was the king. 

At this point, Henry VIII had reigned for 20 years; he had one daughter and no sons. And Henry was disturbed; his disturbance was increased by the attitude of the people who were worried. If something happened to Henry, would we have a woman reigning who might not have the power to hold the throne against the attempts of others to upset it and take it away from her? And suppose that Mary was dethroned, would we be left with another War of the Roses—another time of fighting and upheaval as to who is to be king? So the upshot of it all was that Henry was very greatly disturbed; and he read in Leviticus that if a man shall take his brother's wife, they shall be childless; and he felt that there was a curse upon him for having Catherine, his brother's wife; that he had done wrong in doing it; and that that was why he could have no further children. 

I talked to a physician in England not long ago, and he expressed the opinion that Henry VIII had syphilis; that he had given it to his wife; and that therefore she could bear no further children. Well, whether that is the reason, nobody knows; they didn't have the examinations and so forth, that we have today, so nobody knows. But Henry thought it was a punishment upon himself for having married his brother's wife. And then this was complicated further by the fact that he met Anne Boleyn; and Anne Boleyn attracted him tremendously; and Henry had a new experience with Anne; because previous to that in his life, everyone who attracted him particularly, would let him do anything he cared to—after all, he was the king. But he met something new in Anne Boleyn. Anne Boleyn absolutely refused to have any marital relations with him, unless he was divorced and married to her, and she was queen; and this was a new experience for Henry who was used to having everything he wanted in life; and she held him off for six years. 

During those six years, Henry struggled to get a divorce from Catherine. He thought at first it would be very simple. After all, the pope usually did whatever the English king wanted, particularly if he gave him a large enough sum of money; all he had to do was to send a messenger to the pope, and ask the pope for permission for him to divorce Catherine. He was so sure of the success of this that he sent at the same time two requests to the pope. The first request was that since it was wrong for him to be married to Catherine, that the marriage be pronounced null and void from the start; and yet without taking away Mary's standing as a legitimate daughter; and secondly, that he be given permission after the divorce to marry Anne Boleyn, despite the fact that for over a course of two or three years at an earlier time, Anne's older sister Mary had been his mistress. And the pope readily granted the second request: he gave him freedom to marry Anne Boleyn, despite his relationship to Mary Boleyn, provided he was first divorced; but the pope refused to grant the divorce. And Henry should have known enough of politics to know that the pope couldn't grant the divorce, because Catherine was the aunt of the emperor Charles V. And the emperor Charles V—at the very time when the request came from Henry to the pope to grant his request—the armies of the emperor Charles V were sacking Rome, and the pope was virtually a prisoner in the Mausoleum of Angels for several months while Rome was being sacked. Messengers could go in and out—nobody interfered with them—but the pope was in constant fear that the very place where he was being protected might be attacked by the soldiers of the emperor. How could he infuriate the emperor by granting Henry a divorce from the emperor's aunt? And of course after the sack was over, that condition continued. 

The pope would gladly do anything to please the king of England—short of infuriating the emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. After all, the emperor was much nearer to him, was a much more powerful person than Henry VIII, and he could not risk infuriating him. So the pope didn't want to displease Henry; and he didn't want to displease Charles; and he never refused a divorce to Henry, but he just put it off; and he kept putting him off with all kinds of excuses. And with various matters that would have to be looked into further, He said, "Well, why don't you marry Anne along with her, after all, he said, having two wives isn't nearly as bad as divorcing one of them officially." Why don't you marry Anne along with Catherine? And then you'll have a legitimate heir. 

So Henry, getting tired of just being put off and put off by the pope; and worst of all, Anne Boleyn was holding him off all this time too, and absolutely refusing his advances unless he was first divorced; he desired to see what the Protestants would say. So he sent a messenger to Martin Luther, and he asked Martin Luther, "Don't you think, under these circumstances, I am entitled to a divorce?" And Martin Luther said, "Absolutely not. You married this woman, in full sincerity, promising to cleave to her for life. If you have anything now that was wrong with her, you knew perfectly well when you married her; the fact that she had been related to your brother in this way; if it was right for you to marry her, it is certainly wrong to divorce her, and after 20 years of marriage." Luther said, "No, far better than that, if necessary in order to have a successor to the throne, to have a second wife, like King Saul did, far better than that. But there is no scriptural warrant for a divorce under these circumstances." 

But Henry kept thinking, "Maybe the Protestants would give him some kind of a backing for it. He was looking around for a way out of it; and just at this time, Henry made a trip up into another section of England; and staying on a visit in a certain section where the place where he was entertained was not large enough to take care of all his retinue, two of his leading lords were sent to a place in the neighborhood to stay; and there they had an interesting meeting. I'm going to entitle this 4, though we still will have to be talking about the divorce, because this meeting was so important. We call 

4. Thomas Cranmer. Now Thomas Cranmer: some historians—particularly enemies of the Reformation in England—are apt to think of him as a scheming man who tried to advance himself politically, to become head of the English Church. Nothing could be further from the truth. Thomas Cranmer was a student—a scholar—a teacher in the university of Cambridge. As a young man there at Cambridge, he had been one of the group called the Germans—the group that gathered together to hear Martin Luther's writings, and to discuss the things of God. He was a chaplain there and a teacher in the university; and at vacation time he went with one of his favorite pupils to visit a man's home, for a week's visit. And he happened to be there when these two leading officials in Henry's court were quartered there at that home. And naturally they got to talking about the divorce. Everybody in England was concerned about the topic. The first thought of everyone in England at the time, was we need a successor to the throne; we went to be sure of a successor. 

Now the people on the whole had a great sympathy with Queen Catherine; probably very few favored Henry's desire for a divorce. But all of them were anxious that there would be a son who would be the successor to the throne and there would be no question about it. So naturally the chaplain, Thomas Cranmer, a young man in his thirties began to talk about the matter with these two officials, from the court, who were quartered in this home and they were just chatting together. This was a natural subject of conversation. And Thomas Cranmer said to them, he said, "I don't see why there is all this talk about this." He said it shouldn't be so hard to get it, he said, "If the king is right that according to Leviticus—according to canon law—it is wrong for a man to be married to his brother's wife, why doesn't he get the university to make a statement to this effect, get a statement from the university and a statement from the convocation of the ministry—that from several groups, and different areas perhaps—'that a man married to his brother's wife, that this is wrong and cannot be.' And then, this statement having been made, then let the local ecclesiastical court simply rule that the marriage is null and void, on this ground. In this case, it doesn't need to come to the pope at all. The pope ought not be put in a position where he'd have to decide between the two rulers." And the two men, when they saw King Henry, told him what this chaplain said; and Henry was struck by it; Henry said, "Bring that man to me. I want to talk to him. He's got the right sow by the ear." 

So Henry had Thomas Cranmer brought to him; he talked with him; he was impressed with the intelligence of the young chaplain and with his understanding of these matters, and with his desire to be of service. And so Henry said, "I will ask the university to give you an indefinite leave of absence, and I want you to get busy now and give your whole time to making up a brief on this matter. Study it thoroughly and make up a brief giving the evidence on this case, and then you are to present it for me, to the various groups who are to act upon it." 

So Thomas Cranmer—by accident, you might not say, certainly not through any effort of his own—he was brought to the attention of the king, and put into the position of being one who was performing a service for the king. And from that time on, Thomas Cranmer was never out of the king's service until the day of his death, a number of decades later. He is one of the most famous people in English ecclesiastical history; he is the writer of the prayer book of the Church of England, which is used today wherever the Anglican Church exists; and anyone who attends an Anglican service cannot help but be impressed with the beauty of the language of the English Prayer Book; and the way in which many great Christian doctrines are beautifully expressed in it. 

I have had the experience, occasionally, of being in a town on a Sunday where there was an independent church, but a church which I was quite sure was modernistic; and where there was a Church of England Church which I felt was also modernistic; but in the circumstances, having no place to go to church except these two, I've occasionally gone to the church which was independent, for it belonged to none of the other denominations, and heard a rankly modernistic sermon with nothing in the world to offset it; and it left a very disagreeable taste in the mouth. Well, under the circumstances, I have found that if instead I went to the Anglican Church, they would read from the Book of Prayer, some of the most beautiful expressions of fundamental solid Christian doctrine you would ever hear, Then after they had finished it the rector might get up and give a rank modernist sermon, denying everything we had read; but at least it had been offset by this beautiful presentation of Christian doctrine. 

Well, these beautiful statements of the Church of England Prayer Book were mostly written by Thomas Cranmer; that was one of his activities in the remaining years of his life—writing the English Prayer Book, Of course, he didn't do it alone; others worked with him; the thing had to be approved eventually; and changes were made; but substantially it is his work; and the beauty of it is largely the result of his careful study. Now of course there have been some changes, but not a great many. Fundamentally, it is the work of Thomas Cranmer. Of course, that is anticipating a bit. I am mentioning that now, not to tell you about the Book of Prayer, but to give you an idea of Thomas Cranmer's character. I believe he was a sincere Christian, a man who desired to stand for the truth; and who desired to make the truth effective in human life. But along with that desire of his, we notice that he is not an aggressive sort of character who considers himself as entitled to be a ruler or a leader; but he is a man who was a humble teacher, a man who never expected to be in a position of authority; and then united with that, is his idea that the king is the authority, the power; people should do what the king says; it is an idea that was very common in those days, that it was almost blasphemous to do anything against the will of the king. And this tremendous loyalty—or humility—before the king is another characteristic of Cranmer; it resulted in his doing things, in his life, which it is hard for us to reconcile with his general character. But they were done; some would say, he is a scheming politician trying to please the king and do whatever the king would want; I don't think careful examination bears out that idea at all; I think he was not a scheming politician desiring to advancing himself; but he was an earnest man desiring to advance Christianity; but also feeling that the king was the sovereign; he should support the king without breaking with his conscience; and also that he was not the aggressive sort of man that takes what he believes in and wants to push forward with it; but rather one that feels that he should study the thing out, present what he thinks, and hope that the king will see it the way he does.

Now his character for the next 30 years is one of the central features in the English Reformation. He became a tremendously effective and important man. Through the years Henry would get tired of one councilor and have his head cut off; he would get disgusted with another and have his head cut off; take on a third as his main leader, work with him closely for five or ten years and then have him beheaded; but to Cranmer Henry was always loyal. He never did anything against Cranmer. Cranmer was beside him on his death bed; and he was left as the leading guide to his son who became king after him. So he became a factor of greater importance actually in religious history, than Henry himself. Though in political history, Henry of course had a tremendous importance and that affected the religious history. 

So I want to give you this introduction to the character of Thomas Cranmer; we will have a good bit more to say about him in the course of our examining of English Church History. And today his mark remains; all over England; in many parts of the United States; and wherever there is an Anglican or an Episcopal Church in the world; some effect of Thomas Cranmer's activity is expressed to this very day. And by his death he left an impact upon English life which was of tremendous importance. We look at that later too. 

But now the king put Thomas Cranmer to work; making up this brief[ preparing this material for presentation. The king sent also another group of men to see the pope, and to see if they couldn't get the pope to give him what he wanted; and he sent Cranmer as a member of this commission. And then he sent Cranmer for several years to Germany; and there in Germany he visited the various Reformation leaders, and talked with them; he even became acquainted with the emperor, and went with the emperor on an expedition against the Turks. And while in Germany, he married the niece of one of the German Reformers. I haven't given you the name of Osiander; he was one of the lesser leaders, but yet one of the leaders in the German Reformation. I won't trouble you with his name here, but to mention the fact that Cranmer married his niece; and one writer I looked at recently said, "This shows how remote from Cranmer's mind was any idea that he was going to get promoted to a great position in the church. If he had, one of the most harmful things at that time to do was to have married." 

He married this German woman, but it was sometime before it became generally known that he had. Before that happened, he had been made the head of the English Church. Well, the king had been unable to get from the pope what he wanted; nearly six years had gone by; he was getting more and more impatient; he was more and more worried about having a son and also impatient to have Anne Boleyn; and with the two together, finally the king sent word over to Thomas Cranmer, "Come back to England; I'm going to make you Archbishop of Canterbury." Cranmer had married a short time before that. That, of course, in the eyes of the church of the day, would make him absolutely unfitted to be Archbishop of Canterbury—head of the church of England; but he hadn't said anything yet in England about the fact he had been married. And this did not become known, and did not become a block to it; the king sent to the pope and said, "I want you to give authorization for the establishment of Thomas Cranmer as head of the Church of England." And the pope, very glad to please the king of England in anything he could without displeasing the emperor, sent the official announcement from Rome that the pope was appointing Thomas Cranmer Archbishop of Canterbury, Primate of England, head of the church of England. And of course Henry did this with the idea that Cranmer would then proceed to carry through the divorce. Of course, if Cranmer carried through the divorce, then anybody could appeal to Rome and the pope could annul it; and so they had to do something to make such an appeal impossible. And there was an old statute on the English statute books—from over a hundred years before—at a time when an English king had had difficulty with the pope; they had put a law on the statutes that no Englishman may appeal to any foreigner for a decision on any matter, that any appeal against the king of England to a foreigner would be contrary to the laws of England, and punishable under those laws. Now this had been passed over a hundred years before. King Edward III had enforced it for a brief time and then they had forgotten about it; but it was on the statutes, So now Henry VIII declared that under this old law, the Church of England was at fault because it had appealed to the pope for a matter; and that consequently the leaders of the Church of England—all of them—were at fault; and that they were punishable by the state for this appeal to a foreign body. Now Henry VIII himself had appealed to the pope repeatedly, but of course nothing was said about that. The Church of England was fined a great sum of money; the individual members of it were fined; and given the order that hereafter no appeal might be made to a foreigner on any matter within England. And Cranmer said, "This being the case, of course it should be recognized the pope is not the head of the Church of England, the king is, and so the leaders were required to declare that they recognized the king of England was the supreme head of the Church of England." 

Well, this made a pretty definite break with the Church of Rome, and so we've noticed the Divorce and Thomas Cranmer. Now 

5. Entrance of the Reformation. Most of the matters we have been looking at so far would not have produced a Reformation. In fact, we can say that what Henry did contributed to the Reformation because there was a Reformation at that time to contribute to. Other kings had had just as much variance with the pope before. In fact, early in that century the king of France had declared that the pope should not interfere in ecclesiastical appointments in France; and through this whole century the King of France was himself appointing the bishops and archbishops in France; and the pope could approve or disapprove. He usually approved because there was nothing else to do. Thus the king of France was actually the head of the church of France, but he didn't call himself so; and he supported in general the claims of the pope but in a theoretical way. There have been kings before in history who had had divorces against the desire of the pope; sometimes they'd had to bow to him in the end, other times they hadn't; but at this time, when King Henry VIII was in this situation, there was a Reformation in progress, and Henry found it helpful to give some support to the Reformation in England. And so early in this time of these negotiations for the divorce, Cranmer had suggested to the king that it would be a helpful thing if the English people had the Bible to read themselves. The king was saying, "I have no right to be married to Catherine; it says in Leviticus that if a man have his brother's wife they shall be childless." Well, Cranmer said, "Wouldn't it help the cause if the English people could read it themselves in the Bible?" Well, that sounded sensible. And as Cranmer was saying, "You can get greater support by giving the people a chance to know more about the Bible; giving them a chance to get away from some of the superstitions of the Roman church; and the result was that partly from polity, perhaps partly from sincerity—we can't say—Henry allowed the Parliament to take action bringing certain features of the Reformation into England; and one these was the establishment of the Bible in England. Now Henry VIII hated Tyndale. William Tyndale, you remember, had had the English Bible translated; had had it printed in the Netherlands; and they had smuggled it into England; and all the copies the English bishops could get ahold of had been burned; and everything possible had been done to destroy it; and William Tyndale had been killed in the Netherlands; and just before he was killed had cried out, "God, open the King of England's eyes." 

Well, within two years after Tyndale's death, a Bible was put in the churches of England for everybody to read; it contained all that Tyndale had translated, that was known up to that time. Later they found the rest of the Bible which he had translated, which hadn't yet been published, But half or two-thirds of the Bible that was put in the churches was Tyndale's translation; only King Henry didn't know that; they called it after another man, Thomas Matthew (an alias for John Rogers). So Henry didn't realize Tyndale had anything to do with it; but actually more than half of it was Tyndale's translation. 

And so the Reformation came into England. It was already there through the activity of "The Germans" as they called them, in Cambridge; through Tyndale's getting many copies of the Bible into England; through various individuals all over England, advancing the ideas of the Reformation; but now King Henry himself ordered that the Bible be put in every church in England; they put a large Bible in the church; it was chained, in the vestibule; and the Bible there was chained so nobody could take it away; but anybody could open the pages and read it; and then the clergy began objecting. Why, they said, "While we're holding the service, the people begin reading the Bible; and they're making so much noise, discussing it, that you can't hear the service going on!" The people were so interested in reading the Bible; and the service—which was in Latin and they couldn't understand it anyway—began to be largely neglected. 

But the bringing in of the Bible by Henry VIII had a great influence now in England. And the various other matters of the Reformation came in this way to England. I wouldn't call it part of the Reformation, that Henry was called supreme head of the church; but of course that was—negatively—a Reformation, because it was a denial of the pope's claims. The bishops of England—all except one—readily granted that Henry was the supreme head of the church. They made their oaths to that effect, and went on supporting him. One of them—Bishop Fisher—had had been one of the leaders in the destruction of Luther's books. He was a venerable old man; he seems to have been sincerely devoted to the beliefs of the Roman Church; he was bishop of Rochester; and he would not sign that the King was the supreme head of the Church of England. So the king had him put into the Tower under suspicion of treason. And when the pope heard of this, the pope made Fisher a Cardinal; and of course when a man is made a Cardinal he is given a red hat. You will find, I think, the previous archbishop of New York was a cardinal; and at his death, they put his red hat up in front of the Cathedral as a memorial that they had actually had a cardinal connected with that church. Well, when Henry heard that the pope made Fisher a Cardinal, he said "Well the pope can't come here to give him the red hat, so I'll send the head to Rome to get the hat." So he had his head cut off. 

And Thomas More was the author of the book Utopia. Utopia is a word which has come into the English language as a representation of something that is wonderful. The word means "nowhere." But More as a young man wrote this book about a land where everything was perfect; and there were no more wars; everything was lovely; people were happy, lived happily together; but the strange thing is that in this book Thomas More describes the religion of that land; it's not Christianity; it's a new religion, something different from Christianity. And yet though More would write a book like this, in his public life he was devoted to the Roman church; and Thomas More was for a brief time—that is, for a couple of years—he was chief minister of the government of England, under Henry. More had been one who had attacked Tyndale very strongly and had even written against him; and now when this demand was made that Henry be recognized the supreme head of the church, Moore couldn't go along with him; so Henry put him in the Tower and beheaded him. And you will find the St. Thomas More Society in the Roman church today. You will find that he is made a great saint among them because he was beheaded by Henry for refusing to recognize that Henry as the head of the Church of England. The fact that in his book Utopia he represents a different religion as the religion of the land of Utopia, makes one wonder just how deep his sainthood was; but he was a man of estimable character, and a great literary man who had been a close friend of Erasmus. 
Well, things were proceeding toward the granting of the divorce; and finally, when Anne saw that the divorce was certain; there was no question but what it was coming; saw it would take a few months more; and Henry become more and more impatient, finally she gave in; and so Cranmer secretly married them, Henry and Anne; and then a few months went by and the matter was in the public courts for the divorce; and it began to be evident that there was hope of having a son; and so they had to hurry up the divorce and so Cranmer officially granted the divorce; the court at which Cranmer presided officially granted the divorce, and the next day they had a great public marriage; and about three months later Anne gave birth to a daughter, whom she named Elizabeth, and Henry was tremendously disappointed that he did not have the son whom he had been hoping for. 

The secret wedding was in January 25, 1533; June 1 was the public wedding, and her crowning as queen; and September 7 Princess Elizabeth was born. So in 1533 all of these events took place.

6. The Overthrow of the Monasteries. At this time Henry's two leading counselors were Thomas Cranmer and a man named Cromwell, Thomas Cromwell. Cromwell's interest is mostly secular—this particular Cromwell—so we will not have much to say about him. I hesitated about even mentioning his name, but he was very prominent at the time; I think we'd have at least to mention the name. Thomas Cromwell took the strong stand in helping Henry in getting the divorce; in getting Henry acclaimed head of the church; and he pushed for the introduction of Reformation activities; and Cromwell now advised that an investigation be made of the monasteries. 

Thomas suggested that in getting support against the pope, it would be good to investigate the monasteries. The monasteries three or four centuries before had been—many of them—real centers of piety and learning; some of them still were. However, the age had become more secular; and as the monasteries had become older—and most institutions deteriorate as they become older—they had become wealthy and there was an easy life for the monks instead of the hard struggle there had been in the early days. Great numbers of the monasteries had become centers of corruption, vice, and luxury. And Cromwell suggested—and the king approved—the sending of a commission to investigate some of the monasteries. The commission brought out accounts of appeals made to arouse the people to give money, accounts of wickedness among the monks, and all this sort of thing; and they published this; of course that helped to win support for the king against the Church of Rome; but also it brought suggestions that some of these monasteries be done away with. Henry was not like his father—a man who carefully used his money—his father had built up the treasury of England; Henry VIII was spending it rapidly, and he needed more funds for his luxurious life. So altogether it seemed a fine thing to destroy some of these monasteries; so some of the most corrupt of the monasteries—particularly some of the smaller—were dissolved and seized by the king; and he received their endowments; the money that had been given them; and the lands they held; the property. He received these, and it helped his exchequer, gave him money, and also it increased the feeling of the people that he was right against the pope. This succeeded so well that Cranmer suggested to the king, "Why not take all the monasteries?" So now all of them were seized by the crown. Some of the monks were given pensions—many of them were people who had been in these for years, they had been supported by the monasteries—there was no way they could settle into ordinary life and make a living; some of them were given small pensions. 

Care was taken to try not to work too much hardship on individuals; but these monasteries over the years had been given bequests and sums of money;and there was great wealth there which the king seized; and the buildings, largely, he either gave away to his favorites, or sold and put the money in the treasury. 

Someone has said, "The ordinary person of England might read in the papers that the king had gotten a divorce; or they might hear that the king is now the supreme head of the church, instead of the pope. And things like this might happen; it might not affect him much. Even the placing of the Bible in the church where people could read it, and the discussions about it, might not affect him much; but when the monasteries were dissolved all over England there wasn't a person in England who was not affected by it. Because everyone—every day, practically—would pass two or three monasteries. And they would hear the bells ringing in the monasteries at different hours for worship. And all these monks that were put out to secular life; there were so many changes, that this is something which affected every individual in England." There was the knowledge that at least within ten miles of every individual there was a large or small monastery which was dissolved within the course of ten years. The chances are that there wasn't even the smallest village in which there weren't a few people who could reach a monastery. The tiniest village would have a man of some standing in it who would have an education; and the better educated people in England then were far better educated than any classes in America today. So that it is true that there was probably a much larger body of literature then than there is today. But there would be I think a great many educated people, and the educated courtiers who were found in every section—every town, some of them—they were very educated. We'll mention, perhaps, a word about the children of Henry VIII and their education a little later, which will bring that out very vividly. 

So the overthrow of the monasteries was something which pushed forward the Reformation vigorously; which made it known to everybody in England that tremendous things had occurred; not merely that the king got a divorce, but things far more important; tremendous things were occurring in England. Everyone in the country was aware of it. And a little later the fact that the monasteries had been dissolved proved to be a very great force in preserving the Reformation from destruction when the pendulum swung the other way. We look at that a little later. So this is 6, Overthrow of the Monasteries. 

And then we have looked at—I think it is worth making a heading about Anne Boleyn's fate, because she is so important in this part of the history. It's a minor thing (but very major to her), and also had some effect later on. And so 

7. Anne Boleyn's Fate. This is an interesting event which had great results for the future. Shortly after Anne and Henry were married, Catherine died; but Anne was a very attractive vigorous young woman; and she was very proud of being queen; and the attitude of the king and queen at the time of the death of his first wife rather irritated people and turned them somewhat against Anne. 

I don't think Anne was very popular with the people anyway. But Anne had had the one daughter; then she had a miscarriage, and then another miscarriage; and then—he had been married to her about three years—he found it was one thing to have her be the woman that he was just crazy about and trying to get, and another thing to have her as queen feeling she had a right to certain authority around his life, and so on; and one time she found him making advances to her lady in waiting; Anne became very angry about it and denounced him and scolded him. Henry didn't like that, and he spoke back to her; it got her so upset that she had a third miscarriage; and this was a boy quite advanced; born dead. And people said, "If this boy had lived and she had had a son, she would have been saved." But now the boy was dead, and she had had these three miscarriages; there wasn't much hope of her yet having a son. 

Henry was getting tired of her by this time; and pretty soon charges were brought against Anne, that she had had illicit relationships with six different men, one of whom was her own brother. It sounds so utterly fantastic that most people think that it was entirely a put-up thing for Henry to be able to get rid of her; we don't know; there is no way to prove it this day. But at any rate on these charges, these six men were tortured; they were accused of high treason, that they had seduced the queen—one of them being her own brother; they were all six of them killed; and she was charged with high treason, and the fact that they had been convicted was brought as proof against her, and she was beheaded. And the next day after she was beheaded, Henry married Jane Seymour, her lady-in-waiting; a few months later she presented him with a fine boy who became the next king. So Anne Boleyn died in the Tower of London, beheaded there. They brought over a special executioner from France who was very skilful; they did her the honor of using a sword instead of an axe to cut off her head; they buried her there right next to the Tower beside her brother. 

8. Birth of Edward VI. Henry was married to Jane Seymour and a few months later had a fine boy born; and Henry was so happy, that three days after the birth they had a big christening ceremony at which the mother had to be present. It took hours and it was cold; they didn't have the heating systems that we have today; and she was pretty weak, and a day or two later she died. So his third wife died a natural death, but now he had two daughters and a son; all three of them became rulers of England; and all three of them are more important in ecclesiastical history in England than any other rulers in the whole history almost—with the exception of Henry VIII himself. His son Edward became King Edward VI. So now Henry has his three children. 

9. The Fall of Thomas Cromwell. Cromwell, his minister, proceeded now to try to arrange for better friendship with the Protestants of Europe. After all, you can't tell what the pope might do against the king now; he tried to make friendly relations, and so he sent a artist over to find another wife for Henry. They couldn't take photographs, so the artist made a painting; and they found a Protestant woman—Anne of Cleves—who was of a noble character; and the painter was so impressed by her character he made a beautiful picture which just showed her lovely character. When Henry saw the picture he fell in love with her, so they contracted a marriage and they brought her over. 

When they got there they found that the picture brought out all the beautiful spiritual qualities the painter liked, and ignored the fact that she didn't have the attractive facial qualities that Henry liked. So he was married to her, but much disappointed. After a few months he got a divorce from her. She stayed in England and continued, but he had Cromwell beheaded for having arranged the wedding. 

10. The Pilgrimage of Grace. This is interesting more as showing the great personal power of Henry VIII than for any other reason. Some people got the impression that the English people would just follow whatever religion the Lord gave them. Actually that is not the case—and the Pilgrimage of Grace was a great evidence of it—that the personality and power and ability of Henry VIII had much to do with the fact that he was able to carry through his policies. 

The northern half of England was very little affected by commercial development; the people who had contact with the continent; the people who were reading books from the continent and so on, were mostly in the south of England, mostly around London. And in the north of England, people became more and more dissatisfied with the changes that Henry had made; the result was that in 1536 the people in the north of England—many of them—began to send petitions to Henry to make a change; they asked that Henry do away with the Reformation features which were occurring, which were being introduced with the assistance of the government. And eventually thousands of people gathered together in the north; declaring their loyalty to the king, but their opposition to the changes in the religion; 40,000 men in Lincolnshire, in October 1536 had joined the movement; and they started marching south, demanding that the king remove advisers who favored the Reformation, and that he reestablish the historic situation in English religious life. And they sent a petition to the king—they wanted the monasteries restored, reestablished—except, they said, those the king wanted for his own pleasure only. In other words, if he wanted to tear down a monastery and use the money himself, all right; but why should he give them to his people, and to his supporters? And why should he sell them for money for the state? And when Henry heard of this he met their representatives; and he thundered an answer at them. He said, "How presumptuous then are ye, the root common of one shire, and that one of the most brute and beastly in the whole realm, and the least fault with your prince in the election of his councillors and prelates." 

[Note dcb. A somewhat expanded quote is: "Concerning choosing of councillors, I never have read, heard, or known, that princes, councillors, and prelates, should be appointed by rude and ignorant common people, nor that they were persons meet, or of ability, to discern and choose meet and sufficient councillors for a prince. How presumptuous then are ye, the rude commons of one shire, and that one the most base of the whole realm, and of the least experience, to find fault with your prince, for the electing of his councillors and prelates, and to take upon you, contrary to God's law and man's laws, to rule your princes, whom you are bound, by all law, to obey and serve with both your lives, lands, and goods, and for no worldly cause to withstand. As for the suppression of religious houses and monasteries, we will that ye and all our subjects should well know, that this is granted us by all the nobles spiritual and temporal of this realm, and by all the commons in the same, by act of parliament; and not set forth by any councillor or councillors upon their mere will and fantasy, as you full falsely would persuade our realm to believe."]

Henry sent an army with orders to invade their countries, burn and destroy their goods, wives and children; and in the sections where he put down the revolt, he executed the leaders, hung them up on the trees around them. But he met one large group of 40,000 troops, and he only had 8,000 to meet them; and their leader didn't want to fight, and so he asked for a parliament, and Henry promised them everything: acceptance of their demands, summons to a new parliament, suppression of books of Tyndale, Luther, Huss, and so on, and invited him to a personal interview; and then after a very nice dinner with him, giving all kinds of promises, and the people largely dispersed, then he seized the leaders and hung them; and he had no more difficulty from that area. 

So the effort to stop the Reformation from the north, Henry brought to an end, partly by policy, partly by guile, and partly by force. Actually, it represented a very large number of people including some very powerful leaders; but it did not represent the progressive section of England at all. 

The progressive section was largely infiltrated with Reformation ideas; and though these were the much smaller sections, they were the ones more skilled and more trained; and this northern section Henry was able to handle. But if there had been a less skillful man than Henry there, the chances are that they might have overthrown the Reformation in the South, and it would have disappeared as far as England was concerned. 

So the Pilgrimage of Grace I've given here simply as an example of the way in which Henry was able to handle situations. Not that Henry was responsible for introducing the Reformation; but that Henry tried to use the Reformation for his own purposes, and that gave it a chance to become established. But it was within the next year after the Pilgrimage of Grace that Henry followed Thomas Cromwell's suggestion of marrying a German girl, which would tie him closely enough with the Reformation leaders in Europe. But then when he found that he didn't like her, he had Thomas Cromwell executed. But the girl was treated kindly; she was divorced; allowed to live on in England as the king's good sister; given a good income and she continued her life in England. And so we go on to 

11. The Acts of the Six Articles. Henry was disgusted with the results of this attempt to make friends with the German leaders, and he had found it difficult anyway. He had wanted to become a part of the Schmalkaldic League and have the Germans with him against the Emperor; but Luther's attitude was always we are not just looking for associates and helpers. Luther would have said, if he could have foreseen the future, "We do not want to do as will be done by the Americans 400 years from now: in order to overthrow Hitler's dictatorship, to make an alliance with a worse one in Russia, which at the time is weaker, but then in the end get rid of the one terrible dictatorship by only making the other stronger; by making a greater menace than we had before." Luther said we do not want to work with people unless they really stand for what we stand for. So Luther said there is no point in making an alliance with Henry VIII unless he really stands for what we stand for; and so some of the leaders came over and talked with officials who were ready enough to agree with them, because many of them were greatly affected by Reformation ideas; but Henry himself was actually very little affected by them, and they did not find evidence of a sincere oneness of viewpoint with them; and so the negotiations dragged on; and when Henry's attempt to force matters by this marriage with Anne of Cleves actually resulted in driving him further from them, the negotiations were cut off; and Henry proceeded to make a new law; and this is called the Acts of the Six Articles, passed in 1539. 

This Act, which he had passed by the parliament, published with royal authority—though it was pretty much, this particular Act, the king's declaration—he declared what was the religious situation that must be maintained throughout the kingdom. Previously he had said that there were only three sacraments; Protestants generally maintained two, Romanists seven; he had cut it down to three; now he raised it to seven again. He declared trans-substantiation must be accepted. That was what the Reformists were most against. He said it was heresy to take both the bread and wine in communion; only one must be taken; that goes beyond the attitude of the Roman Church. The Roman Church insists that its people only take the bread; the priests drink all the wine; but the Roman Church is ready to make concessions on this point, for it considers it a point of expediency rather than doctrine; and the Maronite Church in Lebanon, which in the Middle Ages joined the Roman Church, to this day gives the communion in both the bread and the wine, and still is recognized as in good standing of the Roman Church. So that it shows that the Roman Church—wherever they can enforce it—they want only the bread used by the laity; but they do not think it is a point of doctrine because they will permit the other, in order to increase their number. But Henry branded that as heresy; declared that priests were not to be allowed to marry; that the vows of chastity taken by the monks were perpetually binding, even though the monasteries were closed and the men were back in private life; and on various other points, he took a point in line with Romanist positions, but still insisted that he was the supreme head of the church; and all in the Church of England must declare that they recognized Henry as the supreme head of the church. 

Luther said of this, "This king wants to be God." He found articles of faith which even the pope never did, and the pope of course, at this day, maintains that he can speak ex cathedra in explaining doctrine or in declaring what is tradition which he says is passed on from the Apostles; but to add anything—that is to admit he has added anything—no pope today would claim the right to this, but only to explain the tradition handed on from the apostles. So Luther said this king has gone beyond any pope; and now Luther thanked God that they were rid of that blasphemer who had tried to enter their League, but failed. 

However, during the remaining years of Henry's life—and there were eight more of them, from 1539 to 1547—the Act of the Six Articles was vigorously enforced, as were those of the declaration that Henry was the supreme head of the church; consequently anyone who held the Romanist view—who was loyal to the pope—was apt to be beheaded for treason against the king. While anyone who held Protestant views was apt to be burned as a heretic. And probably in these years at least some hundred people of each kind, were either burned or beheaded by the king's orders. He was a man like Charles V, who in the Netherlands burned and ravaged and destroyed, and yet was loved by the people. There was little uprising ever against Henry; the people were loyal to him, loved him, and revered him as their king. But yet among them there were strong Protestants, many of whom suffered for their faith; others tried to keep quiet, and yet by whatever means they could to spread the knowledge of the truth. It would have been easy under the circumstances for the gospel to have died out completely in England as it did in Spain, and eventually in France, in Poland, and in Italy. It would have been very easy for this to have happened. But in the providence of God, Henry only lived another 8 years. And before we leave Henry we have one more number to look at

12. Henry's Last Two Wives. After Thomas Cromwell's death, Henry was lonesome; his first wife he had divorced; his second he had beheaded; his third had died; so he asked the fourth, to be his good sister, from whom he was divorced, and he was lonely. And some of the Romanist-inclined leaders in his court saw a good opportunity to help the cause; and he was leaning toward Roman doctrine anyway; so they brought to Henry a very attractive young girl of 18, named Catherine Howard. And Henry married her in 1540. She had been living an immoral life with a number of different men; and on this discovery the men with whom this had been done were killed for high treason, but she was forgiven, However, within the next year it was discovered that she was still carrying on the same practice, even though she was the wife of the king; and the result was that she was beheaded, as his second wife had been. So his marriage to his second wife swung him strongly in a Protestant direction and she was beheaded. His marriage to his fifth wife was an attempt to lead him strongly in the Roman direction. 

Nobody questioned—that I see—the proof of these charges against Catherine Howard. The charges against Anne Boleyn, I don't think it can be proven that they were true. Nobody is in a position to prove that they weren't true, but it would be very strange if anything as extreme as was alleged about her would be true; for six years Henry had been pursuing her so ardently, and none of this had come to light. So whether Anne Boleyn was altogether guiltless or not, we can't say. But that at least a good portion of the charges against her were trumped up would seem likely. Now when Anne Boleyn died, she had a little child, a little daughter three years old. This little daughter of three, then, was now about nine; and she was brought to the court because Catherine Howard took an interest in the king's other children. And so the little Elizabeth was at the court and a good friend of the king's new wife. She only dimly heard about her own mother having been beheaded, but she had the experience of seeing her new mother-in-law seized by the soldiers and carried off, and hearing about her being beheaded. And it affected the little Elizabeth's whole life, the memory of those experiences when just a little child. We look at Elizabeth later on. 

Along in his 50's, Henry got some sense. So his 6th wife was Catherine Parr. She was a lovely young Christian woman in her early 30's. And she was a very fine character; she had been married twice, and both husbands had died. She was a real Christian, and she took an interest in Henry's children—the little Elizabeth about 9, and the little Edward, about 5 or 6—she took a real interest in the two children; and so the two children were kept at court and Catherine made a real mother for them. Yes? [student question about Mary] Mary was the oldest daughter; the daughter of Catherine of Aragon. Mary was a good bit older, she was already in her late 20's. We will have much more to say about Mary later; though it wouldn't hurt to take a moment to alert you all to the situation here. Mary had been about 17 when her mother had been divorced. Previous to that she had been the king's daughter, the leading person in the court. Now her mother was divorced; it was not only divorce, it was declared that Henry's marriage to her mother was void from the start, that it was null and void; which made her instead of being the great princess, she was illegitimate in the eyes of everybody. And everyone was ordered to recognize Henry as supreme head of the church; and she said, "He is not; the pope is the head of the church of course." Her mother, a Spanish lady, had raised her very zealously in an earnest Romanist faith. And Henry therefore ordered that she stay with her mother at a castle remote from the court; and then after her mother died, she was asked if she recognized Henry as the supreme head of the church, she refused; she still was there for a time; finally she gave in. She affirmed belief that Henry was the head of the church; she came back to the court on various occasions. She was there at times; but at this particular time she was an older woman, a few years younger than Catherine Parr, but very little difference. She didn't actually live at the court. But the two little children—Edward who was about 6, and Elizabeth who was a1most 10—they came and lived at the court, because the king's new wife took an interest in them. She had no children of her own; she had always wished for children; she made a real mother to the two little children, Edward and Elizabeth. And Catherine Parr may be one of the great unrecognized influences in English religious history. Because the two little children—at a very impressionable age, Edward and Elizabeth—were largely under the care of their stepmother. Henry was engaged in affairs of state; he was entertaining great meetings; he was having people burned for differing with his religious views; he was performing these great things, and he would amuse himself with the children a little. But Catherine didn't need to bother with them at all if she hadn't wanted to; she could have left them with their governesses in other palaces; but she was happy to have them. And she during those years exerted a great Christian influence on those children. Henry's laws against heresy were so strict, and his agents were enforcing them so vigorously, that one time when Henry was off on an expedition to France, when he came back he found that charges had been laid against Catherine Parr for heresy. And she was to appear before the court to answer charges of heresy, but Henry put his foot down; he said, "You can't interfere with my wife!" 

Books have been written about every one of Henry's wives, either glorifying them or vilifying them. Catherine Parr is comparatively little known; but actually she may have had a greater effect on the history of the world than any one of the others. She seems to have been a very earnest Christian woman; she was on two occasions charged with heresy, but Henry refused to allow anything to be done against her. In the case of anyone else she would certainly have been brought before the court and might have been burned as was done in so many cases.

So Henry died in 1547, a year which will be very easy for all of you to remember, because I have stressed that you should all remember without fail something that happened in 1546, and this is just one year later. And I want you to remember the two dates because it ties together the important development that we discussed six weeks ago, on the continent, which occurred at this very time. And you remember that Luther died in 1546 and that in the next year the armies of Charles V the emperor went clear across Germany and took over Wittenberg where Luther had been; and that is the year in which Henry died in England; so that ties together the two situations. Calvin had already been active for seven' years in Geneva. Zwingli had been dead for seventeen years at this time. But Calvin had been active for seven years after his return from Strasbourg. 

Catherine Parr was married to Henry for four years. My guess is that she had the royal children the greater part of that time, but I haven't looked up the exact time when she had them brought to her. I know she had them at the time of his death. After his death, she married the man who had been ardently courting her before Henry became interested. When Henry became interested, he had dropped out immediately; but shortly after his death, she married him. He was the brother of Henry's third wife, the mother of Edward. We don't want to go into too much detail because I want you all to get the main points which are vital; and if you get into detail it can get rather involved. But I may mention that fact later, because it enters into another development later; and I think that'll clarify it if I do.

C. The Reign of Edward VI. And in the providence of God, if Henry had lived another two years there might have been no Reformation leaders left in England because of the vigorous way in which he was carrying out these laws. But the laws were not against the Reformation as such. They were against particular doctrines, and many of the leaders who were now in important positions in the church devoted themselves to other doctrines, because the essential matter of salvation by faith was not mentioned in Henry's laws. They were free to preach that—they were free to stress many of the great doctrines of the Reformation. The Bible was still in the churches; though a couple of years before his death Henry enacted an ordinance that the ordinary uneducated person was not to look at the Bible; it was only people sufficiently trained who really understand it. Now if he enacted that law two years before his death, you can imagine that if he had lived ten more years he might have removed the Bible which he had allowed to be put in the churches; but he did not get to that point. 

And Cranmer, who was as great an influence for the progress of the Reformation in England as any individual, never roused Henry's ire. Cranmer, of course, had as part of his beliefs that the pope was the head of the church; and he had changed that now to the king was the head of the church But he believed in the king's authority, and that what the king did was right; and Cranmer did not desire to oppose him. Cranmer politely urged the king to look more carefully into the charges against Anne Boleyn—questioned whether they were true. He politely put in a word to try to save Thomas Cromwell, but he was the only man in the court who did. He tried to put his influence in the direction of the Bible teaching at each point; but wherever the king spoke positively, Cranmer went along. He never vigorously opposed him. And the king had a great liking for Cranmer. Cranmer was present at his death bed, was one of the regents put in charge of affairs after Henry's death. 

On Henry's death the power went into the hands of his son Edward VI, who was only ten years old. That means, of course, that in the main the power was in the hands of the council of regents. But also the small boy did have a certain amount of definite influence. And Edward had been much affected by the teaching of Catherine Parr. So Edward VI at the age of ten became king; and it is worth your remembering the years of his reign. The way I remember it is to remember that Edward VI reigned for VI(six) years, and knowing the year when his father died it is easy to add a six and He reigned from 1547 to 1553, and England might not be Protestant today if Edward VI had not become king. 

If Edward VI had not lived—if he had died earlier—if Henry had been succeeded by Mary, who would have carried out his persecution against Protestants, only made it stronger, today probably Protestantism would be as rare in England as it is in Italy.

1. The General Character of the Period. 

a. Political. Politically it is not a good period. The reason for this is that the leadership now is in the hands of comparatively recently-developed political leaders. There are many who came into power through the connection of some of their relatives with the Protestant power. They are men who give lip service to the Protestant power, but whose real interest in life seems to be mainly their own personal advantage. And so the two uncles of Edward—the brothers of the mother of Edward—that is, Jane Seymour, you remember, the third wife of King Henry; the two brothers become very important in political affairs. The older brother, Edward, is Protector of the King, and he had the leading power; but there is a council, of which he is only one member. His younger brother, Thomas Seymour, married Catherine Parr. And people looked askance at that—for a man to marry the king's widow, within a year of the king's death. It is a question of what is he trying to do? Is he trying to get himself in a position where he can be king? 

Well, pretty soon, Catherine Parr invited Elizabeth to come and live with them—the daughter of King Henry. And Elizabeth lived in the home with Catherine Parr and her husband Thomas Seymour; and living together there, pretty soon the little girl of 15 found Tom Seymour paying attention to her which went beyond what a man should normally pay to a girl of 15 who was living with his wife; and people began to get very suspicious of this; and young Elizabeth had sense beyond her years; and while she was very, very fond of her uncle, yet she found it necessary to take rather strong measures in order to keep him in his proper place. And the story of this got around; and then Tom began cultivating his nephew the king, who was very fond of him; and one day they decided that he was trying to kidnap the nephew in order to get the power into his own hands; and so he was seized, accused of high treason, and beheaded. 

And then his brother, Edward Seymour—two years later was beheaded by order of the Council—and a new group of similar type of leaders came in; so that the six years were politically a time of intrigue; but it was intrigue which affected a few leaders, not the mass of people. To the mass of the people, it was a time of peace and prosperity; and they were attached to the young prince and everyone wished him well. But now more important from our viewpoint, is small 

b. Religious. And religiously this was a period when the strong hand of King Henry was withdrawn. There was the weak hand of Edward, the little boy between ten and sixteen. It was a weak hand but it was not a non-existent hand; Edward was precocious beyond his years. Edward and Elizabeth, when they talked together, always talked Latin, which shows how well educated the two little children were. Ages 10 and 14, they were talking Latin together; they were for their years unusually well-educated and trained, and Edward was very, very fond of his sister Elizabeth. But Edward was devoted to the doctrines; and his great interest in life was that the realm over which he was king should be a truly Christian realm. And this resulted in Cranmer having a free hand, such as he had never had before. 

One of the very first acts of the reign of Edward was to repeal the Act of the Six Articles. This law was repealed, so that there was no longer any order that people should follow these Romanist doctrines; but not only that, the ancient law for the burning of heretics was repealed. The strict laws against treason of Henry were repealed. In the whole of the six years of Edward's reign there were only two people burned for heresy. And these two were not a matter of difference between Romanism and Protestantism, but they were loud-spoken deniers of the deity of Christ. It was a matter some people considered as foundational to all Christianity, not a matter of difference between nominally Christian groups; and there were only' two as compared to the dozens in every year of the latter part of Henry's reign. 

The reign was a time of great mildness, and a great deal of freedom of thought on the part of people; the law was still in effect that everyone was required to go to the established churches; but if a person went, say, once a month, and took communion once a year, that was acceptable during Edward's reign, Edward, as he grew a little older, was greatly interested in discussion of doctrine, he had a real interest in Protestant theology, and a real desire that the Christian faith should be more and more characteristic of the land over which he reigned. Unfortunately he died of consumption at the age of 16. 

2. The Book of Common Prayer. In describing the character and ability of Cranmer, we mentioned the fact that this Book of Common Prayer was the work of Cranmer. Many parts of it were translations from prayers and from services previously performed in Latin in different parts of Europe. But the high and solemn music of its language is the result of the ability of Cranmer; and the English prayer book, is doctrinally—to some extent—a compromise between Romanism, Lutheranism, and Ca1vinism. It was a work which put great stress on the great fundamentals of the faith, and on the essential Protestant teaching of salvation by the work of the Lord Jesus Christ alone; it has been itself a cause of tremendous blessing to millions of people since Cranmer wrote it. I have had the experience several times of meeting various ardent, earnest Christian men, who were very active in Christian work, but who had no use whatever for the Episcopal Church; they swung to an extreme away from the Episcopal Church, but they had been brought up in it. But in their character and attitude, I have been able to see unmistakably the effects of hearing those beautiful services read Sunday after Sunday, even if it was followed in many cases by a modernist or unbelieving sermon. And combined with truly Christian sermons, it has been a tremendous influence in the 400 years since Cranmer wrote it. But this Book of Common Prayer which Cranmer prepared was published in 1549, within two years after the death of King Henry. 

In the Anglican Church there is much more of form and ritual than there is in most Protestant services; and there is certain terminology used which we could interpret in a Protestant way, but which a large group in the Anglican Church today interprets in a Catholic way. And there are many members of the Anglican Church who claim they are not a Protestant Church but a Catholic Church—only not of the Church of Rome—and who build on certain statements in the Book of Common Prayer. 

But I don't think these statements are necessarily to be interpreted the way they take them. This does not represent the full proof of Cranmer's thinking. This is Cranmer's thinking at the point at which it was at the beginning of Edward's reign. And Cranmer, of course, had been greatly limited in the previous ten years in thinking things through to the full, because he was occupied in carrying out the duties that King Henry gave him; and he was very careful not to offend Henry VIII. He would do his work and his thinking in lines where he wouldn't run into any disagreement with the King. Now he was free from this; and this Book of Common Prayer is a great and wonderful thing; but is not the full proof of Cranmer's thinking; and is not what it would have been if Edward VI had lived 30 years instead of six. The English Church would be very different if Edward VI had not died after six years. England might not now be a Protestant nation. It might not be as ardent a Christian nation as it was, say, a hundred years ago. But since it was a Protestant nation, it would have been much more of a Protestant nation on the points of difference with Romanism, than it actually is, because of his death. 

3. Increasing Reformation Emphasis. The Book of Common Prayer was the great achievement of the first two years of Edward's reign. It was the achievement of one man, Cranmer. But he had the forces of state back of him to promulgate it. He issued it and it was declared this is the book that is to be used in every church in the realm. Now it doesn't have to be taken in English, it can be read in Greek, Latin, or Hebrew, if they preferred, instead of English. But these were the prayers which were to be read in every church in the realm. And of course in the churches there were hundreds of ministers who had no education; others who knew practically nothing; and for them it was a great help to have a form to be read, which presented very wonderful Christian truths in a beautiful way. But Cranmer did not stop there. 

Here we should mention a man who we cannot do much more than mention, but he is a man who is worthy of much more than that. This man was John Hooper. John Hooper was a thorough going follower of the Reformation. On the points of difference between Calvin and Luther Hooper followed Calvin's views. Hooper was ready to do away with all the old forms that seemed to him to be meaningless. He considered the altars of the Roman Church as altars of Baal, and he was very outspoken against them. And Hooper was a good preacher; and his views Cranmer found sufficiently in harmony with his own, that he was recommended to be made a bishop; so they asked him to become a bishop, and Hooper said yes; but he said what service do I have to go through to be a bishop, and they said well to be a bishop you have to go through all this, they described all the garments you wear, reading to him all these forms, and Hooper said I wouldn't go through all that nonsense for anything. He said let me be a common preacher, I don't want to be a bishop if you have to go through all that. 

So they tried to argue with him; and Hooper said he didn't want anything to do with that, so they put him in prison for defying the king's orders. And they came to him every week and asked him; finally after a month when he still was obdurate, they put him in a more severe prison. And after he had been two months there, he said he'd thought the thing through, and he had decided that after all—these gowns and things—while they didn't mean anything, yet there was no tremendous harm in them, and so he would be a bishop. 

So he wrote a humorous letter to one of his friends in Geneva describing how he went through all these ceremonies and all these forms in being made a bishop. And I have a book here, The Reformation in England, published in England which contains a great deal of very valuable material about it, written by a thorough-going Anglican: 

[DCB Note: Smith, Age of Reformation, p. 314, "In 1551 Bishop Hooper found in his diocese of 311 clergymen: 171 could not repeat the Ten Commandments, ten could not say the Lord's Prayer in English, seven could not tell who was its author, and sixty-two were absentees, chiefly because of pluralities,"]

Now that was the situation here at the end of Henry VIII's reign; and it probably was far better than it had been at the beginning of the reign. It's the general corruption of the church in the Middle Ages that made it easy for Protestants to get a start and to move ahead vigorously in the years before the Counter-Reformation got under way to stop it. But this showed the condition in the churches in general, Bishop Hooper was a very ardent Protestant, a very thorough-going Protestant, he was a very sincere believer in Christ and in salvation through His blood and no other way, and was a great influence in his area there. 

A man was brought in through Scotland, named John Knox; and toward the end of Edward's reign he became the chaplain to the young king. They asked Knox to become a preacher but Knox—being a foreigner—they couldn't use quite as compulsive measures on him as they could on Hooper. They could expel him from the realm, but unless he was accused of treason they couldn't actually put him in prison; and Knox simply said he didn't want to go through the ceremony and that was it. He wasn't a bishop but he was a very influential man in England during Edward's reign, and he was the chaplain to the king toward the end of his reign, and Cranmer was anxious to bring in the best leadership that he could into England. 

And so during these six years they brought over Bucer from Strasburg—you remember Bucer, who had become a Protestant in 1518 through hearing Luther down in Heidelberg; he was a great leader in Strasburg, who had to flee from Strasburg because the emperor Charles V took it over and did away with Protestantism there—but they invited him to England and made him professor at Cambridge University. So Bucer came to England; Peter Martyr, one of the refugees from Italy; Bernardino Occino I told you about, the leader of the order of the Franciscan order in Italy who had become a Protestant, he was brought to England at this time. John Raszy of Poland, one of the great Protestant leaders of Poland. Cranmer brought these leaders to England; they carried on correspondence between English religious leaders and Calvin, Melancthon, and Bullinger, who was still carrying on the great work that Zwingli had begun in Zurich. 

During these six years of Edward's reign there were three new English translations of Luther's books, five of Melancthon's, two of Zwingli's, four of Calvin's; so it shows you how active they were in England in distributing books—Reformation books—and in moving forward rapidly in the direction of the Reformation. Now the movement was largely around London in the south. The northern part is influenced only slightly, because there was much less inter-penetration with these influences. But in the south, the influences were going forward and they were being felt in the north, and—yes, I must mention here under a very important thing, 

The Second Book of Prayer in 1552. In 1552, four years after issuing the first prayer book, Cranmer issued a revision of it in which the Romanist and Lutheran elements were removed. It was a thorough-going Calvinistic book. It still had forms and ceremonies of the Anglican type, but they were quite a bit simplified and it was a thorough-going Protestant Reformed book, was the second Book of Prayer. And this would doubtless be the Book of Prayer in the British Dominions to this day if Edward had lived another ten years. But within four months after the issuance of this book, Edward died. So it is questionable in those days of poor transportation how far the book had even been distributed in England. 

But the second Book of Prayer shows us how Cranmer's ideas developed through the years; and it is a thorough-going Protestant book, but a book which has no standing whatever in the Church of England today. The Church which had as its great central authority the first Book of Prayer that Cranmer wrote. 

Many of these men were influenced by Calvin, though others were men who had no time for Calvin—like the men from Poland and from Germany. It was at the beginning of this reign that Charles was sweeping over Germany. And so a great many of these people had to flee. But the big thing that brought them wasn't that; it was Cranmer's welcoming hand, and his invitation to these people to become professors in Oxford and Cambridge and to help advise in the development of religious life. This was a period of a great surge forward in the Reformation for six years, a surge which came to an end by the death of a little boy.

4. The Death of Edward at the age of 16. And Edward died. 

D. The Reign of Mary 1553-1558. Mary reigned for five years—and in the providence of God, if Mary had reigned for 30 years, England would not be a Protestant nation at all. It would be just as deep in Romanism as Spain is. If Mary had not come to the throne, England might not have stayed a Protestant nation. It's hard to say, but in the providence of God the five years of Mary's reign were a tremendous force in the future religious life of England. A force by reaction rather than by direction, but five years like that can be a tremendous force by reaction. If it had lasted longer, it would have been a successful force. As it was, it was a force which produced a tremendous reaction.

1. Mary's right of succession. And this is necessary to know and understand the historical situation here; the view of most Englishmen was that the succession to the throne was a matter of birth. And in France, the rule was that the next male relative became king and the line could not go to a woman or through a woman; it had to go only to men. That's the law in France. In England the law was different. In England it went to the next relative; but it would go to the next male, if there was one; but if not, to the next woman. And so in England people would have understood that Henry's children would naturally be next in line; and of them, the males would come first in order of age, and then the females in order of age. And then, if they should all die childless, then the next in line would be the children of Henry's sister. Henry had had two sisters, one of them had married the king of Scotland. And the other had married the King of France. But the King of France whom Mary married died, and she came back to England and married an English Earl. 

Now Henry VIII on his deathbed made a testament; and Henry said, "My son Edward is to succeed me; if Edward should die without children, my older daughter Mary is next. In the case of her death without children, my other daughter Elizabeth is next. And in the case of her death without children, the descendants of my sister Mary come next." And he altogether omitted to mention his sister Margaret who had married the King of Scotland. 

Now people idolized Henry VIII and they wanted to follow what Henry said; but there were those who said Henry has no right to will who is going to succeed him. According to birth it goes just the way Henry said, except that Henry's sister Margaret, the older sister, would come ahead of his sister Mary, the younger. And this made much discussion in later years, but I see we'll have to leave that to a little later.

There was no serious upheaval during Edward's reign, but there was much expression of dissatisfaction with religious changes. Nobody objected to Edward VI being king; but they did feel that the divorce, and all that, was perhaps unnecessary. Why not go back to the old religious situation they had in past centuries? However, the smallest part of the people—but the most progressive part, the merchant class—were largely interested in the Reformation. And the leaders of the government were putting into positions of importance in the realm men who were thoroughly in accord with the Reformation; and we notice that they brought great Reformation leaders over from the continent, as advisers and professors in universities. 

All this came to an end with the death of Edward after 6 years of reign. And the events now which are of great importance for the history of the English Reformation are tied in to some extent with the political development as relating to the succession to the throne. That does not interest us much in this day, because people of our day have largely turned away from the idea of monarchy or anybody simply by birth having the right to rule over other people. But at that time it was an idea which was considered right by almost everybody in Europe—to be just as natural as the fact as you eat three meals in a day—that you should have a ruler who had an hereditary right to this power; and that you should be loyal to that ruler. And so it was something that could sway great multitudes of people—the loyalty to the rightful ruler. Now Henry VIII had made a will. He declared who should succeed him, and Henry VIII had such tremendous popularity and was such a powerful leader that anything that he said would carry tremendous weight; and yet there were many who said, "Well, even if Henry VIII did say it, he has no right to say what's going to happen after his death." It is the law of succession that determines it. 

Well, now according to the natural laws of succession you would expect Henry VIII's children to succeed him, and you would expect the male children to be first. Edward would naturally be king, though he was the third child, because he was the first, the oldest boy. Then you would expect that if Edward died without children that the daughters would succeed in order of their ages. Then, supposing that all of Henry VIII's sons and all of his daughters should die without children. Who would come next? Well you naturally would look to Henry's brothers and sisters. 

And Henry happened to have two sisters, the older one named Margaret; and she is of great importance, not herself but the succession that came through her in our history. Henry VIII's older sister was Margaret; his younger sister's name was Mary. Margaret married the King of Scotland; Mary married the King of France. Now this particular king of France died and did not leave descendants; descendants came in another line, so that Mary's connection there was not of much importance. But Margaret had a son who became king of Scotland. This son was king of Scotland, and he married a French woman and their daughter Mary, married the King of France. We have already mentioned her, daughter of the young boy Francis II, her name is Mary, and she is often called the Queen of Scots, though before she was the Queen of Scots she was the Queen of France. 

We discussed this under the history of France where we told about Henry II who was King of France at this time. And when Henry II of France died in 1559—six years after Mary became Queen of England—he was succeeded by a young boy 16 years of age, Francis II, whose wife was this other girl Mary—Queen of Scots—who was about 15 then, she was a granddaughter of the sister of Henry VIII, so you see she would have a claim on the English throne. And as a matter of fact, when she became Queen of France, they had a new set of China made for the palace which had on it the arms of England, France and Scotland, all three; and it said on it, "Francis and Mary, King and Queen of France, of England, and of Scotland." She was next in line so she pretended she was Queen already, but that's a little ahead of our present story. But I just wanted at present to bring in this relationship, because it's very important in the later developments. That Mary Queen of Scots would be next in line of heredity after the children of Henry VIII, and then the other sister Mary, after the French King to whom she was married died, had returned to England and married an English count and their children would naturally have a claim on the succession. 

Henry VIII in his will passed over his sister Margaret altogether. He said his son Edward should succeed him and the line should go through his children; but if Edward died without children then the oldest daughter Mary; and if Mary died without children, then the youngest daughter Elizabeth; and if she died without children, then the descendants of his younger sister, Mary. Now, Edward had been the strong supporter of the Reformation but he is dead. And Mary is the daughter of Catherine of Aragon, the woman whom Henry divorced. Mary has been raised by her Spanish mother in the strictest of Roman religion; and she had seen that mother of hers cast off by her father—repudiated, declared that the marriage was null and void from the beginning; and that Mary herself was an illegitimate child, though her mother had lived as his wife for 20 years. She had seen how that happened, and she was naturally embittered. So would be any young woman, to go through those experiences. You get her embitterment at the experiences she has gone through, connected with her strong loyalty to the Roman church which was inculcated in her by her Spanish mother, both as a child and as long as her mother lived, and you put them together and you have a combination which is about as different from Edward VI as anything could possibly be. And you might say, "Will the English people stand for such a change as that?" Well, over against this you have the tremendous loyalty of the people to their king; you have their great desire to be loyal to Henry VIII and his children; and you have a tremendous desire to have a stable government and not get back to any of the civil war conditions that they had in the Wars of the Roses before Henry VIII's father; and so you have a great feeling on the part of the English people, "We must be loyal to our king, or our queen, whoever it is, the next in line, and it made for stable government on the part of the ruler." 

And I will not take time to go into details of the scheme that was made to try to put someone else as queen in place of Mary. Naturally, the scheming politicians who had power with Edward VI knew their power was over; and those sincere Protestants who had power knew that Mary would never give them any standing; but it seems to have been the scheming politicians who worked out the plan to pass over Mary and Elizabeth and to have the granddaughter of Henry's sister Mary made Queen; and one of these politicians made this little girl of 16 marry his son, when they saw Edward was on his deathbed; and then as soon as Edward died declared these two to be the new King and Queen; but the people rallied round the one who was the rightful heir, the Queen Mary; and so the little Lady Jane Grey, one of the most highly educated women for the age of 16 that English history describes—an ardent Protestant—and a lovely girl who married the son of this man mainly because her father and mother forced her to; and who did not want to declare herself queen; she was the figurehead of the attempt to crown her. But the people of England as a whole didn't stand for her; and she and her husband were put in the Tower and then eventually were beheaded. 

So Mary got control, and the people as a whole were strongly behind her; she's the legitimate heir, she should be queen. The only thing Mary didn't like so much when she came to England, was that she brought her younger sister Elizabeth with her, the daughter of Anne Boleyn; and as they rode in, Mary who was a fair horsewoman was riding on horseback and coming in and she was in her 30s, and her sister who was 18, who was a wonderful horsewoman, rode horseback behind her; and the people bowed and cried hurrah for Queen Mary, but when then they saw behind her the little girl Elizabeth they cried twice as loud hurrah for Elizabeth. And Mary didn't particularly like that, but she tried to be nice to the little girl even though it was in order to marry the little girls' mother that her mother had been divorced. She tried to be nice to her at first. Well, that we look at later, but six months after this there was a big revolt to try to make Elizabeth Queen instead of Mary. 

This was put down and the leaders were killed. And this also did not increase Mary's liking for Elizabeth. But we'll discuss that at length when we come to Elizabeth instead of now under Mary. I just mention it to show the difficulties in Mary's getting established strongly on the throne; but the fact is that she was very soon, because most of the English people wanted the legitimate ruler, the one who was next in line; they were more interested in that than in anything else. 

The main thing I want you to get now is the fact that Mary was next in line to rule over Scotland; but that there was a little difficulty with her securing the throne; and that the next in line after her is Elizabeth, who was as different from her as any two women could be. Mary was raised in England, but her mother Catherine—who had been in England for over 20 years, and was an English Queen—was the daughter of Ferdinand and Isabella, a very thorough-going Spanish woman and a very ardent Romanist; and Catherine was divorced after 20 years of marriage and told she had never been actually; and her daughter Elizabeth naturally was embittered about this; and in fact most of the English people felt that Catherine of Aragon was not treated right; there was tremendous sympathy for her among the English people. 

2. Mary's Aim. Mary had one—well she probably had two great aims in life, she wanted to be a powerful queen, the second one—but her first aim in life was to bring England back to the true religion; loyalty to the Church of Rome; to the pope of Rome and to the religion in which her mother had brought her up; that was her first aim in life. And so immediately she becomes Queen, she ordered that the mass be said; she ordered that the ceremonies of the church be revised to be thoroughly Romanist; she ordered people to give their loyalty to the Church of Rome; and many people did it in order to please her. And of course, the law that Henry VIII was head of the church and, now Henry VIII died, his son Edward became head of the church; well now according to the law, Mary is head of the church, because she now is the ruler; but she is a Romanist; she doesn't want to be head of the church, but according to the law, she is. And what she says is that the pope should be the head of the church; and so the first parliament they have, she called upon them to repeal the laws that have been made that have interfered with the power of the pope; that have changed the religion; that have the ruler of England the claim to be head of the church. 

She finds that the parliament is very loyal to her and ready to do what she wants. The Venetian ambassador wrote a letter to his governor in Venice and he said, "These English people, they're ready to be Jews, Mohammedans, anything else, whatever the ruler says." Well, it wasn't quite that bad; but the people were very loyal to the ruler, and actually it was a comparatively small part of the people who at this time were really Protestants; but they were the most progressive and intelligent portion of the people: those around London; those who were in commerce; and in Scotland. But the mass of the people, probably, while they had gone along with it, they actually didn't see any reason for a change. So the parliament was ready to vote what she wanted except for one thing. She said, "Repeal the laws under Edward VI; repeal the laws of Henry VIII, made to interfere with the religious situation; re-establish the Church of Rome in complete power over the land; and give back to the Church the Abbeys, the Monasteries, all of the monastic property that Henry VIII took away." 

Well, that's where the parliament balked; because some of this property Henry had sold, and he had used the money for his own luxurious living; and it was the people who bought it—they had paid for it, they didn't want it taken away from them. Other parts of that property Henry had given to his favorites; and they either had it, or they had sold it—and millions of dollars of worth of property all over England which had belonged to the monasteries and the abbeys and so on, was in the hands of private citizens—particularly members of nobility, and they would not return this to the Church of Rome. So parliament was ready to go along with Mary on everything else, but they would not do anything until they were assured they could keep the abbey lands; keep the land whoever had it; and so Mary was in a bit of a problem on this; but she did get most of the laws changed gradually; and eventually she got a statement from the pope that the people would be allowed to keep these properties which Henry had given them, or sold them. They would not take away the abbey lands and the monasteries from the people who had them; and with that assurance Parliament proceeded to reenact the laws that Henry had done away with; the laws for persecution of heretics, for burning of heretics; they had been repealed, under Edward VI's reign; they were re-established; the law that the monarch was head of the church, everything legally was put back just as it was before the Reformation in England.

Mary asked her little sister Elizabeth to conform and to go to mass; and to declare herself for Romanism; and Elizabeth said "No." She had around her neck a gold thing that had engraved on it the last prayer of Edward VI before his death; the little boy's prayer had been taken down and engraved on some golden jewelry which Elizabeth wore; and Elizabeth said she loved her brother Edward VI, and she was loyal to him and so on; and Mary could not interfere with Elizabeth at this time. But those who wanted to get Mary's favor declared that their support of the Roman Church; and many people said, "The safest place to be is somewhere else than England now." And there were hundreds of Protestant leaders who decided they would take a trip to the continent of Europe; John Knox for instance, who had been a chaplain to the young king, went over to the continent of Europe; and so did a great many of the leaders of the English church—hundreds, perhaps into the thousands, of refugees who fled England at this time. But before we go on with the religious developments Mary made, or perhaps as part of it, we take 

3. The Marriage with Philip. We had a very interesting question asked a few minutes ago, "What was Mary's relation to the emperor, Charles V?" Charles V was active at this time, just shortly before he retired; but Charles V had been the reason why it had been impossible for the pope to grant the divorce in the first place; because Charles V was the nephew of Queen Catherine; and Charles V would not stand for the pope allowing Henry VIII to divorce Charles V's aunt; and the pope knew that. And Charles V's ambassadors had been best friends to Catherine all through the difficulty; and they were the best friends of Mary. And Mary wanted to make this relationship hold together; and so Cardinal Pole, an Englishman who had had to flee to Rome and had been there for many years, now came back as the papal representative; he told about the plans for the son of Charles, Philip II of Spain, to marry Mary of England. And Cardinal Pole described it this way. He said that just as Christ, being heir of the world, was sent down by His Father to the royal throne, to be at once spouse and son of the virgin Mary, and be to made the comforter and Savior of mankind, so in like manner the greatest of all princes upon earth, heir of his father's kingdom—this was Philip II, son of Charles V—departed from his own broad and happy realm that he too might come hither into this land of trouble, to be the spouse and son of this virgin Mary to aid in the reconciliation of this people to Christ and the Church. 

And so Philip II the king of Spain—Charles tried to get him made emperor of Germany too; failed in that, so Charles' brother became emperor of Germany, Philip whose persecution in the Netherlands we have already looked at—though that came later than this—he came over to England and married his cousin Mary. He was 27 years of age; she was 38; and she had gone through misery with her mother's divorce and the way she had been treated in general, and it had aged her prematurely. 

She adored her husband—her cousin Philip—but he almost loathed her, and made her miserable by neglect and unfaithfulness. But she married him—he came over—they had a great marriage ceremony in England there; but most of the English people weren't particularly happy about that. They thought her mother had not been treated right; but they didn't want England to become just a part of the Spanish domain; and they weren't particularly attracted by this rather morose young fellow Philip, who came and became the husband of their queen. 

Now he brought over with him from Spain some leaders to help bring England back to the true religion. And the pope took this Englishman—Cardinal Pole—and made him his representative to come to England to reestablish Romanism in England. Among the men who were brought over to England by Philip was Bishop Carranza—Bartholomew Carranza. He was later Archbishop of Toledo, and head of the church in Spain. He came over to England with Philip, and he recommended that the Inquisition be introduced in England. But they were unable to persuade the palace to go that far, to allow the Inquisition to be introduced. However, Carranza ordered that the body of Martin Bucer—remember Bucer who became a Protestant when he heard Martin Luther at Heidelberg, in 1518, Bucer who was head of the church in Strasburg when Calvin was there, now Strasburg had been taken by the emperor and the Protestants had to flee, and he had been in England as professor of the University in the reign of Edward, but had died. Carranza ordered that Bucer's body should be dug up and burned as a heretic; and that was done, as were two or three others of these foreign Protestants who had been leaders in the time of Edward VI. 

Peter Martyr, who had been an English professor of theology in the reign of Edward VI, had gone back to the continent, but his wife had died while he was in England, and she had been buried in England; so Carranza ordered her bones dug up, and then after they dug up her body, they found they could find no evidence about her religious life, no proof she had been a heretic like her husband was. Her husband had been a monk in Italy before he became a Protestant, but for her they found no evidence that she was a heretic, so they couldn't burn her body; so he ordered that be buried in a dump heap, and he boasted about the way that he treated the body of this wife of a great Protestant leader. 

It is ironic that Carranza himself used all his efforts to introduce the Inquisition in England; later on in Spain he himself became a victim of the Inquisition, because there were found statements in his writings which sounded as if he believed in justification by faith; so he was degraded from his position as head of the church of Spain, put into the dungeon, where he remained for 16 years until he finally was exonerated. But the last years of his life he spent in a dungeon of the Inquisition. We look at that a little bit under the counter-Reformation. 

They did what they could to introduce Romanism into England, but it didn't carry so much weight with the English people. What carried much more weight was the law the Parliament had made, that the church service everywhere had to be according to Romanist principles all through; if not, it would be illegal; and the minister would be in danger of death if he held any other kind of a service; and the bishops were ordered to conform to the Roman church.

The bishops had discussions in which they presented the Protestant views; everything they said was taken down; they were accused of heresy on the ground of what they had said; and they were thrown into prison. 

4. The Persecution. It is readily agreed among students of the history of this time, that very little of the blame for the persecution belongs to leaders in the English church. There were one or two of them who were very involved, but the bulk of them conformed to what Mary said, but they were not particularly interested in persecuting those that didn't. But Mary herself was determined; we must have absolute conformity with the Roman church, and we must make people see the terrible danger of not doing it. And so Mary said, "We must have a complete punishment for heresy on those who are proven guilty of it." And so these bishops and other leaders were put into prison The most out-and-out leader of the Protestants during the reign of Edward VI had been John Hooper—as you remember. I told you about Hooper's objection to going through the forms and ceremonies of being made bishop. He was glad to be bishop and to be in a position where he could exert the greatest possible influence to lead people to know Christ as Savior and to study the Bible and to grow in grace; he was glad of a position that gave him a chance to make his arguments widely heard; but to go through all this form and ceremony and wear these gowns and all that, he refused to be bishop until in Edward VI's reign they put him in prison for a few months; and finally he thought it over and decided to take the office. Finally he became bishop. Well, now John Hooper was thrown into prison, and there in the prison he was treated very cruelly; he had nothing for a bed but a rough pad of straw; and a rough covering of a tick with a few feathers therein; the chamber being vile and stinking. On one side the sink and filth of the house;, on the other the tower ditch; so the stench of the house infected him with various diseases. He was kept there for months; while he was sick, he moaned and cried for help, but in vain. The new head of the church came to see him and made an earnest effort to induce him to submit and receive the pope's blessing, as he himself had, but all in vain; so he was adjudged to be guilty of heresy and delivered over to the sheriff. They took him to Gloucester, the city where he had been bishop; it is said that the people who saw him said he was riding joyfully and merrily to the goal of giving his life for his Lord. The fire that was made was very, very poorly made; they didn't have much experience in England at this time of burning people at the stake; it hadn't been done in Edward VI's reign; and probably it was not intentional; probably it was simply a matter of poor making of the fire, but the result of it was that the fire only affected his legs and not the rest of his body at all; and so he had three-quarters of an hour of intense agony,as his legs were burned to nothing,as he was there tied to the stake before he finally died. But as long as he could, he prayed aloud and declared his loyalty to Christ, and his willingness to suffer for the truth. The French Ambassador wrote a report that the people were so delighted at the way Hooper courageously met the fire and stood by his faith, that they didn't fear to strengthen his courage by their acclamation; even his own children, joining, and consoling him after such a fashion that it seemed as though they were conducting him to his nuptials. 

Well, there were others of the Protestant leaders who were taken, accused of heresy, and convicted to be burned, one after another. Mary tried to convince the people of the terrible danger of holding their heretical views, if the bishops were to be burned in the city where they had previously officiated. So in each case a bishop or a leader was taken to the place where he was known; and there he was burned. And one after another of them were taken and burned at the stake. In one of the dioceses, one bishop burned no less than 128 people during the reign of Queen Mary. Now there were three leading bishops who were in prison: Cranmer, Ridley, and Latimer. They had been in the disputation in which they had maintained the Protestant view; they were now in prison; but they couldn't do anything to Cranmer now, because Cranmer, you remember, had been made Archbishop of Canterbury by the pope. When Henry VIII had demanded that the pope grant the divorce the pope refused, but the pope really didn't want to displease Henry, so Henry said "Make Cranmer the Archbishop of Canterbury." The pope did it, and then Cranmer proceeded to give him the divorce; and Cranmer was Henry's right-hand man in breaking relations with the pope; nevertheless he had been made the Archbishop by the pope, and no mere Englishman could judge Cranmer; so they had to keep him in prison, waiting for word to come from Rome. The pope had to send a commission to examine him, to see if he was a heretic, and give a judgment before the English people could do anything about it. That is, according to the pope's law, and Mary wanted to follow the pope's law in this regard. So nothing could be done to Cranmer yet; but Ridley and Latimer, two of the outstanding Christians of England, two great highly educated men and great effective bishops who had been very great Christian leaders during the reign of Edward, were both pronounced to be heretics, and were ordered to be degraded and excommunicated. They were degraded; they had to stand out publicly before they were burned to hear a sermon; Mary gave orders that before anyone was burned, there must be a sermon given presenting the true faith; so that they would hear it just before they were burned. And, Bishop Latimer and Ridley stood to their faith, and when they stood together publicly at Oxford to be burned, Latimer, old Latimer turned to Ridley, and said, "Be of good cheer, we shall this day light such a candle in England as by God's grace shall never be put out." They had to stand there in front of the pyre while they heard the sermon preached, and then the fire was lighted, Latimer's sufferings were marvelously short; but Ridley, like Hooper, endured infinite pain from the clumsiness and brutality with which the faggots had been lit. But Archbishop Cranmer was there in prison; and Mary, as a Spaniard, decided on a special fate for Cranmer. They came to Cranmer and they said to Cranmer, "Now what is the use of your being burned? Why should you do this? You have just been doing what the monarch said; we know that you've been loyal to the king and all this." Now they said, "The monarch says something different. Why don't you come in line with what the monarch says?" And so they said to Cranmer, "Now you've been objecting to a certain point in the ceremonies. After all, what is the point of this, the monarch now says it's right?" So Cranmer said, "Certainly I'll agree to that." So they gave him a paper to sign, and Cranmer said that he now regretted that he had opposed this particular point of ceremony, the monarch has ruled it is right and he gladly comes in line with it. And so they presented him with another paper which went even a little further; and they had about four of these; each one going a little further, but no one of them going any further than a sincere Protestant who believed in the divine power of the kings—and Mary was his ruler now—could sign; and they got him to sign these papers one after another; each time giving him the impression "Well you sign this and you'll be all right; we'll let you go." And after he signed the fourth of these, then they came along with the fifth one which went a little further, and which denied things that he had really conscientiously stood for; but it was so worded that having this fourth one it wasn't much to sign the fifth one too; and so they got him to sign the fifth one and they got seven different things that he signed, one after the other; and then they put these together into a book and had it printed, The Recantations of Archbishop Cranmer, which they were going to distribute after his death, to show everybody how Cranmer after all had been a hypocrite; never believed those things and was a true son of the church after all, and was an apostate. They got this thing printed, and were ready to distribute it. But Mary blamed Cranmer more than anybody else; he was the man who had given the divorce against her mother; she was determined whatever happened, Cranmer must suffer; but Cranmer, first they were going to make him suffer the worst way they could, they were going to make him recant everything, show him up for a weak hypocrite; and they worked this very cleverly; one after another, he signed these statements; until finally they had a statement which practically gave up everything he had ever believed; declared curses against Luther and Zwingli; acknowledged one only church of which the pope is head, the vicar of Christ; admit trans-substantiation; seven sacraments; purgatory; practically everything. And then they wrote in this book a final prayer and dying speech by the Archbishop, calling on everyone to be true to the pope; but this they added; he had never done this. He had done the other seven papers; but this one they added, which they perhaps thought they could induce him to say; but they had it already printed before the time; then they gave the order: now he is to appear publicly and make a recantation; and whether he thought that after this public recantation his life would be spared, or whether he suspected they actually had prepared the stake and the pyre and were ready to burn him in any case; we don't know what was in his mind; but we do know that as he realized now—how they had led him on from one thing to another, and realized the terrible thing he had finally signed—he was resolved that he would not purchase deliverance at such a price; and so now they called on him publicly to make his recantation, and he stood up and made a devout prayer—a deep expression of contrition for his sins, and so on—and then he said, "Now I come to the great thing that so much troubles my conscience—more than anything that ever I did or said in my whole life—and that is the spreading abroad of the writing contrary to the truth, which now here I renounce and refuse as things written with my hand, contrary to the truth which I have in my heart; it was written for fear of death, and to save my life if might be, and that in all such papers which I have written or signed with my hand since my degradation, wherein I have written are many things untrue, and so as much as my hand offended, contrary to my heart; my hand shall first be punished therefore, for when I come to the fire it shall first be burned. And as for the pope—I refuse him as Christ's enemy and Anti-Christ with all his false doctrine—and here there was a general hubbub and the bishop stepped forward calling, "Stop the mouth of that heretic!" And they dragged him off to the stake; and there before the great multitudes of the people, he stood before the fire and he he1d out his hand and said, "This is the hand that signed those papers of recantation; this is to be burned before anything else." And he held his hand in the flame until his hand and arm were completely burned to nothing and then the flames got higher and proceeded to burn the rest of him. And so by this exhibition of great courage and loyalty to what he believed to be true, in Oxford there, at the public burning, Cranmer publicly overcame much of the harm that had been done by his weakness through life in giving in so often through fear of danger. He was after all a human soul, but he rose to the point of real bravery and courage here in declaring the truth of what he had stood by through his life. And the effect of all this was that they passed a new law, that it shall be a crime to pray that Mary the Queen shall die; or to pray that the martyrs shall have constancy to stand by their faith; or to call out anything that is encouraging to the people while they are being martyred.

Well, the effect of these persecutions was carried on, so that there were about 300 people burned during Mary's reign—during these five years—and Mary thought two or three times she was going to have a child; and she proclaimed how happy she was to have an heir who would continue England loyal to the pope; and then it proved that she wasn't going to; she had terrible disappointments; and each time she decided they were a punishment of heaven upon her for not being strict enough with the heretics, so she would order more people burned and greater persecution. 


They bore their suffering bravely; they were loyal to their faith; and even people who perhaps hadn't been much for them, when they saw them burned this way, their sympathy was aroused for them.

This is where the Communists have been very, very wise. When they go into a country, they do not make martyrs. They talk very friendly to everybody; and then they take the people off one by one; and they carry them away off somewhere to kill them, instead of in front of the other people who had reason to honor them in the past. There are exceptions to that, but they are careful to avoid making martyrs any more than they can help; and yet they get the idea around of the terrible danger of being against them. 

5. The Effects of Mary's Reign. Mary thought she could scare people by this; and the fact is of course that if Mary had reigned for 30 years, she would have gotten rid of all the strong leaders, except some would have been able to escape from the country. In the course of 30 or 40 years Protestantism would have been entirely eradicated; England would have been just as strongly a Romanist nation as Spain or Poland or any of the other nations, in which the Counter-Reformation completely succeeded. But Mary—reigning for five years instead of thirty—the effect of the persecution was the exact opposite of what she wanted; it aroused the loyalty of the people to the ones who had been martyrs; and once the persecution was over, many people who had been utterly indifferent were found now to be strongly in favor of the Reformation. So in the providence of God the reign of Mary did more to advance the Reformation in England than almost anything else; but it wouldn't have if it had lasted a 1ong time instead of only 5 years.
Well, the persecution came to an end with the death of Mary. I picked up a book on the Reformation. It said, "The saddest day in English history was when Mary died," so you know the religious view of the author of that particular book. But Mary in her foreign policy she was absolutely loyal to her husband; she took the side of the Spaniards; and when the Spanish were at war with France, England joined in on the side of the Spaniards; the result was that the French seized the remaining English territories in France. And Mary said she would die with Calais written on her breast. Calais was the last city in France that the English had. England had some part of France since William the Conqueror's time, and at one time they held most of France; but now, in her reign, they lost their last portion of France. She was very sad about that, but still more about the fact she was not succeeding in making England thoroughly Romanist; here she was dying; she had hoped to have a son; did not have one; she died in her early forties, and the next in line was Elizabeth, the daughter of Anne Boleyn, for love of whom Henry VIII had made the divorce; and who, in the eyes of all Romanists, was an illegitimate girl, the divorce in their eyes having been altogether false, not a real one. In Oxford today you'll see the big monument for the martyrs at the spot where they were martyred: sculptures of Ridley, Latimer, and Cranmer, with Cranmer's right hand held out in the flames, and the words underneath of Ridley about how they would light a candle which would never be put out; and today in Oxford you go a hundred yards or 200 yards away from the monument, and you find a Franciscan monastery, where the Romanists right there in Oxford now, are trying to get back into an influential position in England. But Mary's activities—coupled with the shortness of her life—resulted in the Reformation being greatly forwarded in England. 

E. Queen Elizabeth 1558-1603. And those figures will immediately tell you one of the most important things about Elizabeth—she reigned for nearly 50 years—which is quite different from the five that Mary reigned; and in the providence of God the difference in the length of the reign of these two queens had a tremendous lot to do with the fact that England remained a Protestant nation. 

1. Elizabeth's accession. Elizabeth is perhaps the most able person who ever sat on the throne of England; she was an extremely able person, and she had gone through experiences in her early life which with anybody would either drive them to a nervous breakdown or would develop in them unusually able characteristics. Her mother was beheaded when she was three years old; she was cast out from the court in disgrace, after her mother was beheaded, when she was 3. Mary always looked at Elizabeth as one who many people wanted to have as queen instead of her. And two or three times she kept her in prison: for a year and a half one time; two or three times it looked as if Elizabeth would be killed; she went through many difficult situations; and when she became queen at the age of 25 she was a master of intrigue, one of the greatest in English history. Well we look at her tomorrow 

Now I feel particularly hampered for time with the subject we are taking up now which is E, Queen Elizabeth; because I believe we can safely say that few monarchs in all history have left as great an impact on the world as did Queen Elizabeth. Now there may be other monarchs who have been prominent in more ways, because of the situation in which they were; but Elizabeth affected the whole history of the world today. It is tremendously different from what it would have been if Queen Elizabeth had not been Queen of England. And so from a viewpoint of secular history, we would need to take about a month to really understand something of Queen Elizabeth's activities and its effects. 

From the viewpoint of Church History, her effect is also very, very great. And it is great in two different directions; one of those is tremendously important; the second is very important, that is to say, the second is so important you might almost say how could anything be more important? And yet the first is. So she is so important in these two directions, that one would be tempted to take two or three weeks on Queen Elizabeth; but I'm going to have to confine myself to this hour and maybe a portion of tomorrow in dealing with it; so that we will just have to try to stress the vital effect that she had without going much into detail. 

But under Queen Elizabeth I thought I'd mention 1. Elizabeth's Accession. I don't think that's a very good title for it, because our real purpose is not to tell how she came to become queen, but to give a little understanding of what sort of woman she was; and that comes out in connection with her accession. I mentioned yesterday that any woman who had gone through the experiences Elizabeth had gone through by the age of 25 would either be an utter nervous breakdown in an asylum somewhere, or else she would have developed into an outstanding character. 

And it is the strong character and personality that Elizabeth had that resulted in the latter being the case instead of the former. She was the daughter of Anne Boleyn, the sparkling attractive woman who held King Henry VIII off for six years. Now Anne Boleyn is a figure familiar to all students of English history, because she had a tremendous importance with the beginning of the Reformation; and she was beheaded when Elizabeth was 3 years old. And Elizabeth had not only the heredity of Anne Boleyn; and not only the heredity but the effect on people's attitude toward her that it produced; but she also had the heredity of King Henry VIII, who was certainly one of the most dynamic rulers who ever ruled in any country; and a man who, despite his tremendous cruelty and brutality, was beloved by the people, right to the end of his reign; this shows the personality and the versatility, the breadth of ability that is very unusual, and Elizabeth inherited most of it. 

But at the age of 3—too young to understand what it was all about—instead of being the spoiled daughter of the court, she became as one who was cast off; and with a governess was way off in a home far from the court; and for the next few years, to hear people whispering about her and her mother, to feel something was wrong; and we don't know how long it was before she got her full understanding; but when she was 14 years old, her father died; and at his death, her little brother, who was four years younger, then became the great ruler of England; and he and she were bosom pals—they was very close, she and her brother—but she immediately became a focal center of forces she did not understand.

Her brother's uncle, Tom Seymour, as I mentioned before, had married Henry VIII' s widow; and he evidently was a very attractive chap but quite a schemer; and his widow had taken care of Elizabeth before the father's death; and so it was quite natural to invite Elizabeth to come to the home and live with them; but pretty soon Seymour began paying attention to the little girl of 16; that was—to say the least—somewhat out of place, and then the widow, Catherine Parr, died; and Tom Seymour kept Elizabeth in the home; and then stories began to get around; and the court of inquiries investigated and brought Elizabeth before it, because for a member of the royal family to marry without permission of the monarch would be high treason, punishable by death; and for her to give way to anything which was improper for a member of the royal family was just as bad; Elizabeth was 16—she was very fond of her uncle—there is no evidence that anything wrong transpired between them; but it is clear that he was trying to get an influence over her which was quite out of place. I want to stress the fact that Elizabeth at the age of 15 or 16 had to go through tough situations. And that lasted until she was 19, when her brother died; and then, when her brother died, her sister—older sister—became queen; her older sister, who had plenty of reason to dislike Elizabeth, the daughter of the woman to marry whom Henry had divorced Mary's mother; she had plenty of reason to dislike Elizabeth, but she tried to be nice to her, and brought her with her into the city to the coronation; and the people applauded more for Elizabeth than they did for Mary, which strengthened Elizabeth's position. And then there was a big revolt for the express purpose of getting rid of Mary and making Elizabeth queen; and the revolt was put down and the leaders of it were killed; and Elizabeth was seized and brought before the judges; and she said, "I know nothing about this revolt." They said, "The revolt was to make you queen; the people wouldn't risk their lives to make you queen without your even knowing about it." Well, she said, "I know nothing about it." Here was a girl of 20 having to defend herself from a charge of high treason, which could have resulted in her death. The reason Elizabeth was not killed was the fact that Philip of Spain—the husband of Mary—very cleverly figured out that if Mary should die—and Elizabeth was gone—the next queen would be Mary of Scotland who was engaged to the next king of France. And he didn't want to get France to get control of England; he thought he would take his chances on Elizabeth, rather than with Mary of Scots; so he used his influence with Mary to spare Elizabeth; and later on Philip and Elizabeth were the two greatest enemies in all of Europe. But at this point he saved her life. 

But I'm only mentioning this to show the series of situations she went through before she was 25; and finally when she was 25 years old, and had gone through situations where one wrong word on her part would have meant her death; constantly spied upon; intrigues against her; constantly—well, just one thing; somebody got word to her—Mary's planning to burn the Protestants—they got word to Elizabeth in time; she who had been standing out; she would read the Bible, and she would stand by the religion of her brother Edward; she went to mass, and gave every sign of becoming a real Romanist; she did that for six months before the burning started; and if she hadn't, she might very wel1 have been burned as a Protestant; but this is just one of the many things she went through. And at the age of 25, one day she looked out from the top of the castle where she lived, a few miles from London; and she saw people coming on horseback, heading for that place—loads of them. She realized that the courtiers knew that her sister—who everybody by this time called Bloody Mary, still call her that in history—they realized that Bloody Mary was probably on her deathbed, and they better get on good terms with the next monarch; so they were rushing out to her. When she saw the way they deserted her sister before her death and rushed to her, she decided she wasn't going to be deserted that way; and so for the next 45 years she kept it a secret who she wanted to succeed her, and nobody could turn their attention away from her to the other ruler. 

Well, at 25 Elizabeth became queen in a country in which Roman Catholicism was the law—punishable by death to have any other religion—and the bishops were all men who'd been put in who were strongly devoted to the Roman Catholic religion, and the husband of the woman who had just died was also king of Spain—the greatest persecutor in modem times. Elizabeth was in a situation where things could easily have gone very badly; and this is very important for the history of Christianity, because if Elizabeth had failed now, Romanism would have taken over England. At her succession, doubtless the majority of the people were still in their sympathies fellow-Romanists, the majority of the people doubtless. Now that did not include the most progressive people—the merchants, the mercantile class, the people who traveled, who were the larger number of the intellectual class—but the it included the great bulk of the people, and many of the nobility; the leadership of the church was entirely Romanist; Philip of Spain was ready to lose all his realm rather than to allow any heretic in his land; and he was husband of the woman who had just died; and in France, King Henry II of France, was one of the greatest persecutors who ever sat on the throne of France. If these two men would get together and join their armies and navies and attack England, they could speedily put an end to Protestantism in England. So the future of Protestantism hung upon the life of Elizabeth, humanly speaking. If Elizabeth had been killed; if England had been made Romanist; then without the help of England, it would have been easy for Philip to have completed his conquest of Holland; and it would have been quite easy for the Romanists in France to have destroyed the developing Reformation there, completely. 

They did eventually come together, but not till quite a bit later; who knows but what they might have united together and put an end to Protestantism in Europe, so the whole future of Protestantism hung to quite an extent upon Elizabeth's mere existence. And now

2. Elizabeth's Religious Attitude. And that is something that people have argued about a good deal; what was her real religious attitude? Well from our viewpoint it isn't her real attitude that matters so much, as what she did; because we're not so interested in the question of the soul of this one individual—though that is important—as we are on the effect it had on the souls of millions of others. And we must say this, that Elizabeth gives considerable evidence of being sincerely determined to have a Protestant nation in which the Bible should be widely read. She seems to have a sincere intention to do that. When she became queen—though it was done according to the Roman Catholic rites, the law not yet having been changed—she carried a Bible in her hand; that was her voluntary act; she took her Bible and carried it, which was something of a symbol of her determination. 

And then she was one day in a procession, and there were some monks coming along, and they all lit candles and carried these candles; and Elizabeth turned around and said, "Put out those candles there is plenty of light, we don't need them." And of course that told the Protestants that she was not going in for the Romanist ceremonies like her sister did; but she went slowly; she waited until Parliament acted; she did everything in legal order. She didn't just change things immediately, as many people might have done. She let things be done in legal fashion; but she affected the legal fashion very greatly by her interests. That's one thing about Elizabeth and Henry VIII. They always were careful to have legal sanction for everything they did. Now if the legal officers didn't give the sanction they wanted, they might cut their heads off; but they would at least go through the form and make the people feel that they were having their voice; that they were having a definite action in it. Elizabeth and Henry were very careful to do that.

Now Elizabeth did definitely give support to Protestantism at many vital points; and I think we can safely say that, if Elizabeth had chosen to follow the religion she had pretended to hold during her sister's reign, and to become a real Roman Catholic, Protestantism would have been completely wiped out of England within 50 years. Not necessarily by her, but certainly by her successors; and some people say, "Well Elizabeth couldn't help herself; she was the daughter of Anne Boleyn. Anne Boleyn's marriage—according to the pope—was no marriage at all, so Elizabeth was illegitimate; she couldn't be queen; she couldn't help herself, she had to be Protestant. Well that's not true, because the Romanists were ready enough to receive Elizabeth; and all she had to do was to say that she wished to be a Roman Catholic and the pope would have given her a statement so that she would have been recognized as legitimate; there is no question of that. In fact, Philip II, who eventually sent his Armada to attack England—it was one of the great crises in English history in 1588, the great force that Philip sent to destroy the power of Elizabeth and force England to become Romanist—he didn't do that until she had reigned for 30 years; and one reason is that for the first 15 years of her reign—or nearly 20—she kept him thinking that one of these days she would marry him. And he, having been the husband of her sister, asked her now to marry him; she never said no; she never said yes; she just kept him waiting for nearly 20 years. And she was able to keep him thinking she might accept him; and meanwhile she was strengthening England to be ready for the attack that he was bound to make when he found out that actually she was determined to keep it a Protestant nation. And the French power, which at this time was held by people who were strongly Romanist, after she had reigned 10 years, they proposed—when she was now a woman in her later thirties—that she marry the younger son of the new French king, a boy of 19; and she said, "That sounds very, very attractive, send him over here and let me see him." And she kept him for ten years thinking she might marry him. And that kept the French in friendly attitude toward her for the next 10 years. And this boy of 19 coming over for a woman of 35—she received him with every sign of affection; and let everybody think that just as soon as things worked out a little bit more politically, she would marry him. And she thus was received by those people in a way that shows that she wouldn't have had any difficulty if she chose to become Romanist. But she deliberately intended to keep England Protestant—and to strengthen it in its Protestantism—and if it were not for Elizabeth, humanly speaking, England would not have continued a Protestant nation; and it's questionable whether any other part of Europe would have under those circumstances. 

There were tremendous changes during the next ten years. The probabilities are that during the next 10 or 15 years after she became queen, half of the people who nominally or in their hearts favored the pope when she became queen, definitely gave their allegiance to Protestantism. So that within 15 years after she became queen, Romanists were a small minority in England. This still included some of the leading nobles, but they remained a small minority up till within the last few years. The pope waited for nearly 30 years before he finally gave the order that Elizabeth was to be deposed for participating in the obscene mysteries of Calvinism. And all of a sudden it was said that no subject should have any loyalty to her; that whoever killed her would do God a favor. But the pope waited nearly 30 years before he did this; and by that time the overwhelming majority of English were Protestant. 

Well, her religious attitude then, on the one hand, was an attitude of definitely wishing to have Protestantism; wishing to have the Bible in an important place, the light of the people, in the life of the people. I think much of this may have been due to Catherine Parr's teachings. You remember, during the last three years of Henry's life, she took care of little Elizabeth and little Edward, and probably had a great influence. But Elizabeth does seem to have been earnestly and sincerely wanting to have England a really Protestant nation. And she had a sincere religious feeling; one instance of that is—one time when she was at a big affair somewhere, I just don't remember the exact nature of the affair, but it was outside, it may have been a horserace or something; there were a lot of people around, and a couple of wild horses got loose amid great crowds of people; and Elizabeth just looked up in terror, and she cried out, "Jesus, save my people! Jesus, save my people!" She just spontaneously showed her prayer and her interest—deep interest—in her people. And they say on that particular occasion, hardly anybody was hurt by these two wild horses, which might have killed many people before they were stopped. 

But on the other hand, about Elizabeth's religious attitude, there is this; that she loved form and ceremony. That's one thing that she loved—form and ceremony. And she insisted that in her private chapel, they should have a lot of candles, images; and a lot of form that they did not have in any church in the country otherwise. She insisted in having this in her chapel. And she insisted on a lot more form in the services—special gowns, things to wear, different parts of the service, and all that. Sometimes people say Henry VIII is the founder of the Church of England. It is utterly false. If any human being is, it was Queen Elizabeth. The character of the Church of England today is largely the result of Queen Elizabeth's attitude.

She could not get used to the idea of ministers being married. It just did not seem right to her; and she tried to pass a law once that no minister could get married unless he got permission of the bishop and of two magistrates in the area; and that they must give a judgment of whether the woman was a proper one to be a wife for a minister, before he could get married. Her Archbishop of Canterbury—when she tried to make it so a minister couldn't marry—he objected to the point where he was ready to resign; and she gave in to him on that subject, because she needed a good able man in that position; and she had to have him, because there was no one else available then as good as he; so she gave in, but she hated the idea—it didn't seem right to her, that a servant of Christ should be married. That of course that was a reminder of part of her upbringing; but she thus had a tremendous influence in saving Protestantism—humanly speaking—for England and for Europe; and on the other hand she had a tremendous influence in keeping the church of England from being a church in which the attitudes of Calvin and Luther would be primary and central; so her influence was great in two directions. Now 

3. Elizabeth's Political Astuteness. Her political astuteness—you've already observed something of—in the way she treated this matter of her marriage. There was a book about her life which was published in 1959 which was on the best-seller list for 19 weeks; and this book which was called Elizabeth the Great; it says in it that the author—a woman—thinks she has figured out the reason why Elizabeth remained a virgin to the end of her life. Well, the reason she gives is a very good reason; it may be so, we don't know; but her mother was beheaded and Henry's fifth wife, Catherine Howard, was quite a good friend of Elizabeth's, and she was beheaded; and it may have made a barrier in her mind of the folly of a woman putting herself in the hands of a man who could treat her the way Henry VIII treated her mother and also her friend. We don't know, but the fact is that she always kept six or eight men thinking that she might marry them next month; but she never did marry anybody until the time of her death, but she used the matter of her marriage as a political device to keep nations from turning against her, and used it very cleverly. She walked a tightrope because there was a situation here where she could have easily have been overthrown; and Protestantism destroyed in England; and she managed to keep the storm from gathering until she had the nation built up and strengthened. Henry VII—her grandfather—had strengthened the nation, Henry VIII had dissipated what Henry VII had saved. Under Edward and Mary there had been no re-strengthening of the nation; the finances had been very weak. Elizabeth took an interest in every aspect of the financia1 life of the nation—every aspect—the building of the nation, all the different parts, she was extremely interested in; highly trained, she spoke 7 or 8 different languages; when she was 14 she and her brother used to always converse in Latin; a highly trained, very intelligent woman, and she worked hard at the business of strengthening the nation. But while she was doing it, she played politics in such a way that that those who were bitterly opposed to what England stood for kept thinking that she would come around to their side; and they didn't make the attack. Until finally in 1585, the pope made his declaration that anyone who was a true son of the church should be against Elizabeth; and in 1588 Philip II sent the great Spanish Armada—the greatest fleet the world has ever seen up to that time—to attack England and to destroy Protestantism in England. By that time, the English were strong enough to beat it back and to hold their own, which they probably could not have done at an earlier date. 

4. The Romanist Danger. Elizabeth faced danger from the very beginning of her reign. She handled it very astutely; but the danger became greater as her reign went on, because the Counter-Reformation was in progress, and the Jesuit Order had been founded. We have to look at the Counter-Reformation later; but the Counter-Reformation now began to try to get into England; Jesuits came to England in disguise, and went around among the Roman Catholics trying to get them to foment an uprising against Elizabeth; and consequently, very strict laws were made. Everyone was required to attend the service in the Church of England once a month; and that was the law, everyone had to come to church once a month. 

Now a Roman Catholic who would go to the service once a month and then would privately carry on his Roman Catholic religion at home would not be interfered with; it was illegal but nothing was done against it; but when the representatives of the Jesuits began getting people to work together to plan an uprising, and there were one or two that had to be put down, then they began to make very strict laws about anyone who was not loyal to the queen. During her reign Roman Catholics were never persecuted as Roman Catholics; but people were judged, and some of them very cruelly treated, who gave evidence of planning to try to get rid of Queen Elizabeth. The danger became particularly great because Mary Queen of Scots. We mentioned her as being—at the beginning of Elizabeth's reign—wife of the young king of France; that the English Ambassador was entertained at the palace, and the plates on which he ate had on them the names of Francis and Mary, King and Queen of France, England and Scotland. She claimed to be queen of England, because her grandmother was the sister of Henry VIII; and Elizabeth was illegitimate, so she had no right to the throne. So Mary all her life was trying to get to become Queen of England. And when she was thrown out of Scotland—after she had burned her husband there—and came to England, Elizabeth gave her asylum; and she was given a castle in the north of England where she could live, and she lived in England for 19 years; but she was always the center of plots to kill Elizabeth and make Mary Queen of England. If she had become Queen of England, it would have been Mary Tudor all over again; and it would have been the end of Protestantism in England at this time; but Elizabeth refused to let them do anything against Mary Queen of Scots. There was one threat to kill Elizabeth in which a number of people were seized; and it was proven on them and they were executed for it; and the court said Mary Queen of Scots, the center of the conspiracy, she should be killed for her treason against Elizabeth. Elizabeth put her foot down and absolutely refused to allow it; then several years later, there was a plot to kill Elizabeth—a Romanist plot—shortly before the Armada attack; letters were intercepted from Mary Queen of Scots, showing that she was at the back of the plot to make her Queen; that she was corresponding with Philip of Spain, and trying to get the French and the Spanish to unite and make her Queen of England—destroying Protestantism and killing Elizabeth. And then Elizabeth gave the order that Mary should be beheaded; and she was, but Elizabeth tried to get out of the responsibility; she told the man she'd given the order to, "I signed it so it would be ready in case we had to use it, but I didn't mean you to use it." And she put him in the Tower as punishment for doing what she really wanted done, but she didn't want to get the blame for it; but for 19 years, she protected Mary, and Mary was the center of these plots to destroy her; so it was necessary to take very strict measures against the Romanists, and they were enforced very rigidly. There were probably as many as 30 or 40 Jesuits who were hung at this time because of their having been centers of plots to destroy Elizabeth; and probably some weren't plotting at all, but it was pretty hard to prove. But she was the center of a Romanist danger, which was held off to the point that by the end of her reign, there was no longer much danger; England was thoroughly Protestant, and thoroughly opposed to the Romanist danger, by the end of Elizabeth's reign; but during her reign there were many Romanists who were hung for not being ready to say that they considered Elizabeth the true Queen and were ready to stand behind her. Yes? [student] Oh, no, Scotland and England were great enemies, and Ireland was held by England at this time. Yes. Scotland, Ireland, and Wales. 

5. The Puritans. I have a book at home by a professor in the University of Chicago, called Tudor Puritans, in which he deals mostly with the Puritans in the time of Queen Elizabeth. Now the word "Puritan" is a name which was given to those people who wished to purify the church ceremony by getting rid of the gowns and the special robes and all that sort of thing, that's what the name Puritan means; they wanted to purify the church ceremony by getting rid of all this folderol. 

John Hooper, then, would be the first of the first Puritans; you remember he refused to be consecrated a bishop, with the wearing all these gowns, and everything; and it was only after they put him in prison for a few months that he cooled off and was willing to do it; but when the exiles came back from Geneva where they had studied with Calvin—and from other places in Europe—after Mary's death, they expected to make England a great center of Protestantism such as they had in Geneva. They came back determined to do that—expecting to be backed up by the Government in doing that—and once the strong Romanists were gotten out of the church positions, there was a great difficulty in getting good people to fill these positions—getting enough of them—and many of these people got positions of great importance in the church. But when they tried to get rid of these forms and ceremonies, Elizabeth put her foot down; absolutely not. They must wear these special gowns—these things around their necks, and all that—and go through these forms; she insisted upon that. And the Puritan party during all of Elizabeth's reign—and the Puritan party included most of the out-and-out Protestants in the country—they were constantly striving to get more of a simple Protestant church situation; constantly striving for that and would have succeeded unquestionably if it were not for Elizabeth's determined opposition to their efforts. 

The first Archbishop of Canterbury that Elizabeth put in was a man along in years; after a few years he died; the second one whom she put in was a very able man—a very fine Christian leader—and then Elizabeth heard that all over the realm they were having what they called "prophesying," and she told the Archbishop to put a stop to these prophesyings; and the Archbishop told her, "Madam there is nothing wrong with these prophesyings." He said, "In all these places, the ministers of the area get together every Saturday morning from 9 to 11; the meetings are public, outsiders can come to them, but no one can speak except the ministers; one minister is appointed to give a three quarters of an hour discussion of a passage of Scripture, to take the passage and exegete it, to discuss it with various interpretations, and so on, and after that the other ministers take part in discussion of it—at the end of time—the meeting is thrown open for discussion to the general public; but no one except for ministers are allowed to talk." Elizabeth said, "These may become centers of rebellion and sedition, asking for change in the government; do away with them. Let the ministers read a good sermon in the church service; let them do the church service, but don't have these prophesyings." And the Archbishop tried to tell her there wasn't any harm in them, but Elizabeth insisted that orders must be given that the prophesyings are not to be permitted. She insisted on having her way on these things; and so during the reign of Elizabeth, the leadership of the church of England was made up of people who desired it to be a thorough-going gospel church in which the proclamation of the Word and the discussion of the Bible truths of the Scriptures was the central thing; and they were people who wanted to get away from forms and ceremonies and all that sort of thing; but Elizabeth was putting her influence against it to such an extent, that in the course of her reign, new people came along who were convinced Protestants, but who were also convinced of the importance of these forms and ceremonies; some of them to the extent that their Protestant conviction might be somewhat dulled; and so by the end of Elizabeth's reign the leadership of the church was in the hands of people who were against the Puritans; but the Puritans were a very large portion of the church, including most of the intelligent wide-awake people. 

Well now, this history of Elizabeth and the Puritans is something which we could take a long time on and it would be very interesting, and very worthwhile; but we have other things that are more vital for us; we have to get these later in the semester, So I'm going to have to just let this much about the Puritans suffice for now; we have much more to say about the Puritans in the next century, but now we go on to F. This is The Reformation in Scotland. 

In relation to Church History Elizabeth was influential in that if it was not for her, Protestantism probably would have been killed in England; but secondly, if she had kept Protestantism in England as she did, but had not exercised her other influences, the church of England would have become a church just like the churches that Calvin supported, not a church like the Church of England is today—in which a fourth of the people consider it a Catholic Church, and in which there is so much of form and ceremony—and in which the Puritans for the next 200 years had to fight for their lives to maintain themselves. 

So her influence cut in both directions and was very strong. There has probably never been a monarch of England who had anything like the effect on world history or English history, or on Church History, as Queen Elizabeth. Now 

F. The Beginnings of the Reformation in Scotland. Scotland is a country which is nearly as large as England, but which is mostly made up of barren hills. And the result is that the population of Scotland is a tiny fragment of the population of England; and it has never been a region of anything like the importance in the world, as a region, that England has been, because the territory is not a fertile territory, it does not produce as England does; but the people of Scotland had had considerable influence before this time. 

In every army of Europe, many of the best generals before this time were Scots. They went as mercenary soldiers all over Europe. The story is told of a war between Russia and Turkey, in which they were going to make a truce; and they got the two commanding generals together—of the Turkish army and the Russian army; and the two got into a tent together, and the Turkish and Russian soldiers were outside; and one of them turned to other and said, "Say, what part of Scotland are you from?" He says, "I am from Aberdeen; where are you from?" Well, he says, "I'm from Inverness." So the Scots were mercenary soldiers all over the world before the Reformation; but Scotland, before the time of the Reformation, was not a strong country; it isn't yet—never has been, because naturally it has very little of advantages. England is a much better land when it comes to production. But the Scots, not finding much for a living in Scotland, have scattered very, very widely. During the years before that, England had often tried to conquer Scotland; and the great Scots heroes Wallace and Robert Bruce are men who helped to defeat the English attempts to attack Scotland.

So before the Reformation, Scotland was always the enemy of England; and whatever England stood for Scotland was against, And the Scots were then naturally close to the French, because the French were the great enemies of England. That was the situation before the Reformation. 

Now the Reformation began very early in Scotland, but to a very slight extent. It did not become an important force in Scotland until comparatively late; and that's why we can leave it this far in our discussion. We mentioned it in our account of the spread of Lutheranism between 1520 and 1530. 

And by way speaking of that, you remember that we discussed 1520 in the course of events during Luther's life; and I told about the Reformation 1520-1530 in the various countries; then we discussed Luther's life till his death in 1546; and then after that we discussed two extremely important developments in Germany: first the emperor's conquest of Germany, the establishment of the Interim, and then the elector of Saxony's turning against him, leading to the Peace of Augsburg, which gave Protestantism legal standing in Germany, in 1555. And then we discussed the great doctrinal controversy between 1555 and 1580, ending in the Book of Concord which established the Lutheran orthodoxy as the required religion through the Lutheran sections of Germany and Scandinavia. I discussed those two extremely important movements after Luther's life. 

In the period 1520 to l530, we discussed Patrick Hamilton, the young Scotsman of noble blood who had studied at Wittenberg with Luther; he was burned at the stake in Scotland for his faith. He was the first martyr to the faith in Scotland. And one of the Roman Catholic bishops said that this man had come poisonous and deadly, soaked up from Luther and other Arch-heretics. He said that the breath of Patrick Hamilton infected all upon whom it blew. This was in 1528 when he was burned at the stake. 

During the succeeding years there were individuals from Scotland who studied in Germany and came back to Scotland; and many of these individuals were burned at the stake, not a tremendous number but quite a few, every few years one or two. And after Elizabeth became queen of England, her leading minister thought one of the best ways to cut down the hostility of Scotland to England was to smuggle Bibles into Scotland; and he did everything he could to spread copies of the Bible into Scotland. By this time many people in Scotland were reading the Bible. Next 

G. The Early Career of John Knox. He is the great Reformation figure of Scotland, and we don't know much about his early life. He was a very able man—a very effective man—not a great thinker like Calvin, but a good thinker. He is not in a class with Calvin and Luther, but he was a man of tremendous influence. And we'll discuss his career tomorrow.

I think right at this point I want you to be sure that you have the time of it in relation to the other countries of which we have been speaking. Scotland, as I mentioned yesterday, had been hostile to England for centuries; the two were always fighting, and consequently Scotland was very friendly with France. And there was a close bond between Scotland and France for centuries. The bodyguard of the French king was always made up of Scotsmen, and the Scots were considered to be the friends of whoever were the enemies of England. King Henry VII had married his daughter Margaret to the King of Scotland, and their son was king of Scotland; he had a daughter, but then he died when his daughter—his only child—was only 5 days old; and she is the Mary with whom we are going to deal much today. 

They call her Mary, Queen of Scots, though she left Scotland when she was only 5 years old; but she was queen of Scotland from the time when the was only 5 days old, because her father had died then. The actual power of ruling in Scotland remained with her mother, and her mother was a Frenchwoman, she was Mary of Lorraine. Now I hope that many of you remember sufficiently well our account of the Reformation in France to remember that out of Lorraine—on the border between France and Germany—had come a group of men who played a great part in France in fighting against the Reformation; this was a family of Guise. And one of that family was nearly always the Duke of Guise and his brother was nearly always a cardinal. There were several cardinals of Lorraine, and there were several duke of Guise. The duke and the cardinal were usually brothers, and then the two sons of the Duke becoming in their turn Duke and Cardinal. 
Well, these two men of the Guise family—whom we have seen in connection with the French Revolution as being such great enemies of the Reformation and having done so much to destroy it in France—they had a sister, Mary of Lorraine, who had married the Scots king who was the son of Henry VIII's sister. And she, then, was left as the regent of the kingdom of Scotland; so that this Frenchwoman was ruling from the time when her daughter Mary was 5 days old. Now this means that in Scotland, you have a force which you can expect to do everything possible to suppress any beginning of the Reformation, because the Guise family were the greatest enemies of the Reformation in France, and she was their sister. But she was at a great disadvantage. She had the disadvantage of being a woman and not having the physical strength that her two brothers had; but even more than that, women in those days were not brought up to be leaders and rulers; they were expected to look pretty and entertain people; and she had come over to Scotland, married the king, and expected to be a pretty ornament in the background, and then the king died. And she, a foreign woman, in what she considered as a very backward country, was left with the nominal authority in the land.

So for the next 15 or more years the ruling power in Scotland was rather weak. The power of the ruling authority in Scotland had always been rather weak. Scotland was divided up into many clans which were always fighting with each other. In the previous centuries there was probably not a period of 20 years in which some clan didn't completely exterminate another clan. They were always fighting and it was hard to have a control from above; and particularly hard now, since it was a woman who would have the right to exercise control, and she was a Frenchwoman; and the people as a whole, while they liked the French much more than they did the English, they weren't particular about having a foreigner rule them anyway; and in addition to this it was a woman.

So during these years things sort of blundered along in Scotland. The church in Scotland was like the church had been in Denmark. You remember that in Denmark we saw that the king asked the Reformation preachers and the Romanists to have a debate; to go into the matter of the Reformation, and the Romanists had no one to put forward who was a decent champion. And the men that they did put forward only said, "Well, if the pope has said it that settles it." The Romanist Church was at a great disadvantage at the beginning of the Reformation in that, though it was not really corrupt in morals, it was corrupt as far as the attitude of the great bulk of its leaders was concerned; they were simply looking out for themselves; enjoying the funds that came into them in their position; and doing a minimum of work for it; many of them never going near the place where they were bishops or archbishops or leaders; and paying very little attention to religion of any sort. In Scotland the Romanist church was at about as low an ebb as it was anywhere in the world. So the intelligent people of Scotland during these years, when someone like Patrick Hamilton, came along—a brilliant young nobleman who had been educated in Germany—and he preached salvation by faith, the people were ready to listen; and then when they hear that Patrick Hamilton had been seized and burned at the stake, they say, "What a shame! We thought that young fellow was a real godly man. What a disappointment to find he was a heretic!" But after a few cases like that, they begin to wonder whether he was a heretic after all. And so there were individual cases of men—there weren't many—but there were individual cases of men who attract people very much by their preaching and by their fine lives—in contrast to the life of the clergy in general—but who were seized and burned at the stake. There weren't a great many, comparatively few, but each of them left a certain amount of influence in the country.

And then of these early martyrs, the last in the series of them, was an especially fine man named George Wishart; and George Wishart began preaching Reformation doctrines and going about preaching salvation by faith, and a young priest heard him; and this young priest had already been affected by the Reformation teaching. He was a young man named John Knox. Knox was born probably in 1505—there are a few think he was born ten years later—but most of the evidence is that it was 1505. Born of a poor family in Scotland, he had a thirst for knowledge and got a university education; and then he went into the church and was ordained as a priest; and then he heard the preaching of the gospel and was tremendously moved by it. He was not a preacher in these days; he had been performing the ceremonies in the church, but he was quite a bit of a student. Just as he began to get really interested in the gospel, along came George Wishart; and John Knox saw George Wishart, and heard people criticizing him; but he heard his preaching and saw that most people heard him gladly; and so John Knox said "I'm going to help this man, and he got a big two-edged sword; and he came up with this great big heavy sword that took two hands to wield—he was a big husky fellow—and he came and stood with this sword and said, "If anybody interferes with this man's preaching, I'm going to protect him." And he stood there, and everybody was afraid of this big husky fellow John Knox, who stood beside Wishart while he preached. And so there were no disturbances when Wishart went about preaching. And Wishart traveled here and there across Scotland preaching, and John Knox always went along and did little menial services for him and carried this sword and was standing by whenever he preached. And then one day Cardinal Beaton, the Archbishop, who was the head of the church of Scotland, took time off from his secular activities and from his enjoyment of banqueting and hunting, and so on, to just give a little attention to the religious life of the nation. And he heard that this man Wishart was rousing disaffection against the church; people weren't giving as much to the church as they had before; many of them weren't even going to mass. Wishart was a bad influence; so Beaton gave the order, and the soldiers came to seize Wishart to try him for heresy; and John Knox said, "I'm going along with you. I'm just as much of a heretic as you are, and if they burn you they must burn me too." And Wishart turned to Knox and said "Don't you do it; one sacrifice is enough. You stay alive and serve the Lord, rather than simply going and giving up your life with no accomplishments, by dying with me." 

So Knox didn't make any effort to stop the soldiers from seizing Wishart; and they carried Wishart off, and he was tried before the court, convicted and burned at the stake. And just what happened to Knox immediately after that, I don't really know. I doubt if anybody knows. But before long, a group of Scotsmen decided that this man Beaton, the Archbishop, who had had quite a number of Reformers burned, was a very unworthy man to be really running the country. In the main, he was more interested in civil than in religious affairs anyway; but in general they felt he was a very unworthy man, and Scotland would be better off without him; and they attacked him one day when he was going from one place to another, and assassinated him. There is absolutely no reason to think that Knox had anything to do with this assassination; although there is no reason to think he was extremely sorry when it happened. 

But they killed Beaton; and immediately, when the officers tried to seize these men who had assassinated him, they got into a town called St. Andrews, which is the present center of one of the leading Scotch universities. They got possession of the town and resisted any attempts to seize them; and John Knox hearing of this, and hearing how these men who had killed Beaton were in this town, standing off attack; and there wasn't any very serious attack being made against them, but it wasn't safe for them to come out of the town; John Knox said, "I am ready to throw my lot in with those men, and do what I can to help them." So he went in to St. Andrews; and when he came in he was doing things around—just trying to help—and one of them said, "Knox, why don't you preach to us? You're a university graduate; you were ordained a priest; we don't have any preacher here; why don't you preach to us?" And Knox said "I'm not a preacher, I never have preached. I have done a lot of studying, a lot of reading of the gospels; I am greatly interested in these things, but the only thing I've done is to hold the sword and protect Wishart when he preached." 

"Well," they said, "We don't have a preacher and we'd like to hear you preach." So John Knox got up and began to preach to them; and they were amazed and delighted with his preaching. And one of them said, "Other people cut off a few branches of papacy, but this man strikes at the roots of it." They said, "He really goes to the bottom of the situation and opens up the wickedness of the papacy, and the blasphemy of its claims, and the wickedness of calling the mass a sacrifice, and claiming to repeat again the sacrifice of Christ."
They became very much attached to Knox's preaching; he kept up exposition of the Bible and preaching to them for some months there; and then the French fleet came, and the French fleet attacked St. Andrews from the sea, and seized the town; it took all the men as prisoners. I don't know whether any were convicted of having assassinated Beaton and killed for it or not, or whether they didn't kill anybody. 

But most of the men who were leaders in the town were now made galley slaves in the French ships; and so John Knox, who was taken with the rest, was made a galley slave; and they were scattered abroad among different French ships. So there on a French ship for the next 19 months, John Knox served as a galley slave. And the galley slaves had to row all in unison, and so the master of the slaves could make them work to the point where they would be absolutely exhausted if he chose; but he wouldn't do that because he wanted them to be able to keep it up; but he'd run them just as close to exhaustion as he could, and still keep them rowing; of course if they had a good wind they wouldn't need it, they used the sails; but there was many a day when the rowing was extremely important; and these men were chained to their seats, subject to all kinds of weather, open to the rain, the storm, and everything; and subject to this hard work, surrounded largely by convicts who were blaspheming, with the most terrible sort of language going on, Knox was there among them for 19 months; and he detested the misery he went through, and he detested the blasphemy around him, and the licentiousness and all that; but he said, "The worst of all was the fact that the ones who ran the galley slaves were constantly trying to get him to pray to the Virgin Mary and to become an idolater; and he said that to him hurt his soul and bothered him more than all the other misery that he went through; but after 19 months he had been there, Edward VI king of England, a little boy, and his associates, heard about John Knox, and in some sort of a deal that they were making with the French government—there were always deals going on in those days, between the government; it was the day of secret diplomacy, you never knew what kind of a deal might be made—there was something the French wanted from the English and in return for it the English specified a certain number of prisoners they would like turned over to them, and they included John Knox in the list. 

John Knox of course was a Scotsman, but his stand for the Reformation was known; and Edward VI and his leaders were strong in their stand for the Reformation—you remember—and so they got Knox turned over to the English; and in England he began to preach, and he was so successful that they offered to make him bishop of a section of England; but he refused because he believed that the costumes they wore and the ceremonies they went through were a remnant of papacy that he wanted nothing to do with; so he preached in the services—he took part in all this—he said they are not things that are in themselves wicked, they are not like the papacy, and the teaching is sound Christian teaching, but he said, "I don't personally want to mix up in that sort of ceremony and ritual," and so he refused to become a bishop; and since he was a Scotsman and not an Englishman, they couldn't do like they did with Hooper and put him in prison for a few months till he cooled off and was ready to perform the ceremony. But eventually they made him one of the king's chaplains; so he was very highly thought of in England, in the governmental circles at least, and he was one of the King's chaplains. 

And then King Edward VI died—you remember—and Mary came in; and the Reformation people who were prominent began to leave the country; and Knox went up to Scotland and he wrote a letter to Mary, the Regent of Scotland, Mary of Lorraine; and he wrote her a letter and he said, "Mary, I wish you would accept the Lord and become a real Christian, and turn away from the blasphemous idolatry of Romanisn, with the wickedness of the mass." And he wrote this strong letter to her, pleading with her to become a Christian; and Mary of Lorraine was so amused at the letter she read it to all her court, and she laughed at it; and word reached Knox that it would be wise for him to leave Scotland; so he left Scotland and went over to the continent; and just after he left, the soldiers came looking for him; and they couldn't get ahold of him so Mary had a statue, a representation of him made, which they publicly burned, since they couldn't get ahold of him. They burned him in effigy, but he went over to the continent and there he in Frankfurt he became the minister of the English refugee church, 

During Mary's reign you had several hundred of English refugees who were in different parts of the continent; he was there in Frankfurt for a time and then he went to Geneva. And there in Geneva—if he was born in 1505, as it seems likely—John Calvin was 4 years younger than he; some think he was actually born ten years later, but at any rate he was around Calvin's age, maybe a little older; but he gladly sat at Calvin's feet as a pupil, and he learned from Calvin all that he could; and he was tremendously impressed with everything that Calvin said; became a follower of Calvin right down to the last point. And Knox was bothered by something, as he was dealing with the English refugees; he found that they were in a dilemma, because these English refugees said, "Queen Mary is a wicked woman; she is burning Christians at the stake; she is ruining our country; we had to flee for our lives; and yet they said, "She is King Henry VIII's daughter; she is the legitimate queen; should we not be loyal to our queen; should we not be doing what she says, even if she kills us?" 

And of course practically everybody in those days believed in the divine right of kings; and Knox thought over the problem, and he tried to reach a solution for it; he said, "I've got the answer. In France, no woman can rule; the rule goes through the male line. Now that's the way in various countries. In Scotland now, this woman Mary from France is ruling, and is persecuting the Christians, and in England Mary Tudor the Daughter of Henry VIII is queen and is persecuting Christians. The trouble is, it is wrong and unnatural for a woman to rule." So he said, "If these other refugees can understand that they don't have to have any loyalty to Mary, because it is contrary to nature and contrary to Scripture for a woman to rule, and that's the cause of all the difficulty." 

Well, he talked to Calvin, and Calvin said, "No, John, you're wrong on this point. Look at the Old Testament: Deborah gave the orders for the battle against Sisera; Barak simply did what Deborah told him. Huldah the prophetess told Josiah that he should follow the Book of Deuteronomy. God calls whom He will for His leaders. Now, under most circumstances it is men who are called; but to make a rule like that is going beyond Scripture."
But this was the one case where John Knox did not follow Calvin; and I think he may have regretted it all the rest of his life. Because Knox, in order to try to straighten out these refugees; and get them so they would be absolutely against Mary, instead of divided in their minds, thinking she is our legitimate ruler we should follow her, and yet she is against Christianity, so what can we do? Knox decided to write 3 pamphlets on the subject; and the first he called The First Blast of the Trumpet against the Monstrous Regimen of Women. And so his first blast tried to prove from Scripture that it was wrong for a woman to rule; and he said, "Deborah is an exception; God can make exceptions if He chooses; He can pick out a woman if he chooses; but unless there is a definite call of God for the purpose, why a woman has no right to rule." And so he made this very strong declaration—the first blast of the trumpet against the monstrous reign of women; and the book was circulated, and quite a few people read it; but five times as many as read it heard about it; and were aroused against John Knox by it; and then Mary died, and her sister Elizabeth succeeded and became the great Queen of England for the next 50 years; and she never forgave John Knox for writing The First Blast of the Trumpet Against te Monstrous Regimen of Women. And she never would permit John Knox to step on English soil under any circumstances. So when John Knox wrote a real nice letter to Elizabeth saying how he thanked God that she, a real Christian, had now come to the throne of England and how wonderful it was, and he wanted to go to Scotland to try to help in the work in Scotland but he'd like to visit England on the way and would she permit him, she didn't even bothering answering, she said to one of her ministers, "Write NO in big letters on a piece of paper and whip it off to him." And she didn't want Knox anywhere around. But Knox went back to Scotland; he couldn't set foot in England. So 

H. Establishment of the Reformation in Scotland. The maintenance of the Reformation in Scotland was a very difficult thing; but its establishment was perhaps as easy as that of any country in Europe. The reason for that was that the church was so corrupt as we have seen; not merely corrupt in the sense of wickedness, but corrupt just in the sense of laziness; of ignorance; of failure to bother about things; on the part of the church leaders, that the people as a whole were pretty disgusted with it; and for the previous 15 years, the ruler of Scotland had been a Frenchwoman; and she had been strongly against the Reformation; and this had helped to make the people at large think that, well, they didn't particularly like the source from which came attacks on the Reformation; and particularly, for quite a while, the nobility had been estranged from Mary; and had been listening to Christian sermons; and when Knox got back to Scotland, they were all ready to gather together and hold a meeting; and to declare that this French woman had no right to rule the realm any way she might feel like doing; and that they were the leaders of Scotland; they were the leading nobility; and they we going to establish things as they should be in Scotland; subject of course to their own true queen—the daughter of the king, Mary, Queen of Scots—who was over in France, where she had been for over ten years; that they were going to establish things as they should be; and they proceeded to take things into their own hands; and they held a meeting at Edinburgh and called themselves, "the Lords of the Congregation." And these Lords of the Congregation, who represented the bulk of the people of Scotland—at least of the educated people, of the leaders of Scotland—these lords proceeded to enact laws by which they declared that the papist religion was done away with in Scotland; that Scotland was to follow the Reformed teachings; that the ministers were to preach the Bible in Scotland; and that the pope was to have no further authority in Scotland. 

Well, Mary of Lorraine had a few Scotch loyal to her, but nothing like the number who were with these people; and so she called on the French to help her; and an army was sent over; and then news came out that the army was on its way—an efficient French army—to stand with Mary and to put down the Reformation there in Scotland and reestablish Romanism there in Scotland.

And right at this point, the Reformation would have come to speedy end in Scotland, if it were not for Queen Elizabeth. The leaders in Scotland immediately sent to England, "Would you give us help? We're about to be overwhelmed by this French attack!" And Queen Elizabeth said, "I don't want to help that fellow Knox, no matter what he does," but Elizabeth's leading ministers in her government on whom she put tremendous confidence—by ministers I'm using the secular term. The man in whom she put tremendous confidence, said, "Elizabeth, here is a chance to strengthen yourself. If the Reformation succeeds in Scotland, you've got something helping you in England; and your situation is desperate, with France and Spain against you, and if they once unite, we're done." He said, "Now if they can stop..." She agreed, and so they sent an English army into Scotland. Many English armies had gone to Scotland in previous centuries to try to conquer Scotland, and they were greatly detested by them; but this army went under different circumstances. They made it very clear, "We are not coming to compel the Scots to do anything. We are not coming to try to take an inch of Scots territory; all we are doing is coming up to tell the French to get out of Scotland. And if the French get out, we will get out too and leave the Scots people free to decide their own affairs." So that was the declaration made, and the French had pretty much difficulties in their own lands with the Huguenots at this time; they were not ready for a full-scale war with England; and when England took this stand, the French simply said to the army, "Come back to France; we're not interested enough in interfering in Scotland to start a war with England." So the English army withdrew and the French army withdrew, and Scotland was left under the control of the Lords of the Congregation; and Knox began preaching in the leading church in Edinburgh; and you would have thought that the Reformation was permanently established in Scotland; but we must go on to 

J. Mary Queen of Scots. The nominal ruler was Mary of Lorraine, the widow of the king who had died 15 years before. She was the regent. The actual ruler was Mary, Queen of Scots, but she wasn't in Scotland. 

Now that's our next heading, so I'll tell a little about her now. Mary Queen of Scots is a very romantic figure in history, and she has always had her tremendous admirers; our purpose in this course is not to understand the character and the activities of Mary except insofar as they relate to this history of Scotland. But she was a woman who could have, if she had acted wisely, destroyed the Reformation in Scotland. And she acted wisely on certain occasions for that purpose. 

Now get in mind clearly who Mary Queen of Scots is. Margaret, the sister of King Henry VIII, had married James IV of Scotland. Their son was James V of Scotland, who married Mary of Lorraine; and their daughter is Mary Queen of Scots. Now her father died when she was 5 days old, so nominally she was queen from the time she was five days old. But her mother Mary of Lorraine made an arrangement for her to marry the heir to the throne of France; and so when she was 5 years old, she left Scotland and went to France. You can imagine—though they call her Queen of Scots—how much of a Scotswoman she was, when her mother was French and she left Scotland when she was 5 and went to France. And there in France, the Guise family raised her; so she was raised as a Frenchwoman, and engaged to a little boy of her own age, who was the son of Henry II, the greatest persecuting king that France ever had. She was engaged to his little son. And you remember that Henry II was killed in a tournament, fighting with a Scot soldier the captain of his guard, in the tournaments, just in an exhibition, you remember, King Henry II was killed, and that left his son, Francis II, at the age of 15, heir to the throne; and he immediately was married to Mary, so at the age of 15, she, and the little boy were married and they were king and queen of France. But his uncles, the Guises, ruled France. And this was the very year when Elizabeth had become Queen of England. 

And the Guises said, "Elizabeth is no queen of England; she is illegitimate; she had no right to the throne; the next in line is Mary here." And so they had the English arms put up all over the palace; and they used China that had the English arms along with the French and the Scots. They said, "We're going to rule; Francis II is going to be King of France and of Scotland and of England." Naturally, Elizabeth didn't like that at all. But you remember it was the Duke of Guise—the uncle of Francis—who began the attack on the Huguenots; and one time he killed 400 Huguenots and strung them up, hung them all around the outside of the walls of his palace there; and then he took Francis and Mary—the little boy and girl were 16 then—he took them out to show them, so they could feast their eyes on what the state of heretics was when the Guises got ahold of them. 

Well, Mary was Queen of France for a year and a half; and then her husband died at the age of 16; and the little girl of 16 is now a widow in France. She is nominally Queen of Scotland, has been for 15 years, but she is French in every way; she talks French; has been brought up in France; she is French in every way except that her father, who died when she was 5 days old, was Scots; and she is now a widow; she hopes to marry the son of the king of Spain for her next husband, but there isn't much for her to do in France; and after a little, they decide it would be a wise thing to do for her to go back to Scotland; particularly since her mother, Mary of Lorraine, has died. The Lords of the Congregation were ruling; and Mary Queen of Scots decided to come back to Scotland; she wasn't yet 20 years of age, and now the young woman, trained in France to be queen of France—and has been queen for a year and a half—she now is coming back to Scotland; and what will that mean? The daughter of a member of the Guise family—the ones who were the cruelest, meanest opponents of Protestantism in France—is now coming back to Scotland. 

Well, a Roman Catholic noble in Scotland went to see her and said, "Let me raise an army; and you land in the north of Scotland, and we'll march with an army against the Lords of the Congregation; and we will establish you in power in Scotland; and then we'll go and establish you in England." Now Mary had a lot of sense; she didn't have any control over events herself, but she had a great deal of truth and wisdom when she chose to exert it. Mary saw that to do that would just mean a big battle in which she would lose out; and so another representative from Scotland came and he said to her, "Why don't you make a deal with the Lords of the Congregation? You're the legitimate queen; they all recognize you as queen; come back and rule." So Mary said, "All right, that's what I'll do." 

But the lords of the Congregation said, "We don't want that woman to have Romanism reestablished in the land. She said "I won't interfere with your religion at all. The only thing is, I must have the right to have my own private mass in my palace." So the Lords of the Congregation made an agreement with her; and the agreement was that she would not interfere with the religious establishments of the land. But also that nobody would interfere with any of her services in the palace or outside of the palace; and what that meant was that she would be free to have mass in the palace, and John Knox didn't like that. John Knox said, "I would rather see a French army of ten thousand men march into the country, than see one mass performed. It's idolatry; it's blasphemous; it is the false claim of repetition of the sacrifice of Christ—that was done once for all. I'd rather face anything than have the mass performed in Scotland." But the Lords of the Congregation said, "She is our Queen, we must obey her; we of course will not do what is wrong; but inside her own house, she can have her mass." 

So she came; and she established herself in the palace and set to work to win people; to invite leaders there and pay them all kinds of kindnesses; and then after doing this sort of thing, to invite them to her religious service; and maybe discuss it with them a little, and over the course of the years—with the power that she had—she would have won, one by one, the leaders; particularly those who weren't greatly interested in religious matters; and in time she would have won enough control to get complete control of Scotland; and then she could have persecuted and done away with Protestantism—and she would have done that if she had been able to control her own passions. Because she was a very able woman, she set to work to try to win John Knox; when she had been there 2 or 3 weeks, she called him to the palace; she said, "Mr. Knox, I hear you don't approve of my being queen." "Oh, no," he said, "Not at all; you are the next legitimate one in line. Paul was willing to be an obedient citizen under Nero; I certainly am willing to be an obedient subject under the one who is the next in line to be queen." Well, she didn't particularly like the comparison with Nero; but she was an extremely attractive woman, and she did her best to make a good impression on Knox; and Knox was very gracious with her there; but he made it very clear just where he stood: that she was the queen, and she was free to do in her own palace what she wanted; but that Scotland was a Christian nation, and outside of the palace that he felt that it was not right to tolerate wicked idolatry. Yes? [student. Did Knox reject what he wrote about women rulers?] No, he never rejected, but he didn't say anything more about it; I think he personally wished he hadn't written it, but he never took it back. But Knox had correspondence; he was a very busy man; an active man, and he had correspondence all over Europe; and he was getting letters all the time and knew what was happening everywhere in Europe; he knew the whole political situation and was able to deal with it; although his position was only that of a preacher, he was preacher in the main church in Edinburgh; he had big crowds to hear him; and one time he preached, and Queen Mary thought he was criticizing her; some of her people had been to the service, and said, "Queen Mary, he spoke about Jesuits; spoke about women. He was criticizing you." She said, "That's high treason! We can have the man hung for that." So she sent word for him to come up to see her, she said, "Mr. Knox, I hear you said this about me." He said, "No, I didn't say that about you at all. I didn't say anything." She said, "Well, they said you said this." He said, "I didn't say that. Well, you want to know what I really do think?" She said, "Yes." Well, he said, "I'll give you the sermon." So he started in and gave her the whole sermon, every word of it. And when he got through, she had to admit that there was no statement in the sermon that she could say was treason. 

But where she got into difficulty was that she decided she wanted to marry again. She had been hoping to marry the heir to the throne of Spain, but that didn't work out; and she just couldn't wait. So there was a first cousin of hers, Henry Darnley, who had been in England. He came to visit; he was her age, or slightly younger. She took a fancy to him and declared she was going to marry him; she got a dispensation from the pope to marry a first cousin; and at this time Knox gave a sermon which people said was criticism of the idea of her marrying him. She called him to the court, she said, "What have you got to say about my marriage; what business is it of yours?" He said, "Your personal affairs are none of my business; but your affairs as Queen of this land are." "Well," she said, "What do you have to say about it?" He said, "I'm not a Duke or a ruler of any sort. I am a common citizen of the land. As such, I have a right to take an interest in what is for the welfare of my nation." He said this in a very gracious way.

One time she accused him of treason, and he was publicly tried; but to her irritation, the courts that tried him unanimously agreed that he was innocent of having said or done anything that is treason. However, she proceeded to marry this young man Darnley, to the disgust of a great many people; And then—what was worse—after 2 months she was sick and tired of him. He wanted to be king of Scotland, and she said he was putting himself up above what he is; it's all right to be called king, but to be really king, she said that's ridiculous; he was her first cousin, but he wasn't next in line. Then she had a secretary, an Italian secretary, who wrote her letters to the pope, named Rizzio; and she began paying such attention to Rizzio publicly, that people began to think she was Rizzio's mistress; whether she was or not, we don't know, but she treated him in such a way that Darnley became insanely jealous. One day some of Darnley's friends rushed into the palace and seized Rizzio, knocked him over and killed him in front of the Queen. The Queen was very indignant about this, but Darnley denied he had anything to do with it; there was no proof he had; the Queen pretended to be reconciled to him. He was away for a time, then he came back; and they took him to a house a little ways on the outskirt of Edinburgh; and he stayed there one evening; she came and saw him and was with him through the evening; and she left and went home. Two hours later there was a great explosion heard all over Edinburgh; it shook the city, the house was completely demolished; but the next morning, they found her husband lying strangled a few feet away from the house out in the yard. Evidently he had been warned and tried to flee, and somebody had seized him and strangled him; everybody suspected a man called the Earl of Bothwell, who was nominally a Protestant; everybody suspected him of having something to do with it, and he was the man in whom Mary was now taking an interest. Just a two months after that, Mary's son was born—the son of Mary and Darnley—and two months after that, she married the Earl of Bothwell. 

People just wouldn't stand for it; and the result of this was that Mary—who was one of the most attractive women in history; who was very, very clever, and shrewd; and could win almost any man that she set out to win—from her inability to control herself and to keep from having these affairs with these very unworthy men—of whom Bothwell was the lowest of all—and she was so anxious to marry him that she married him with Protestant ceremony because he wouldn't take the Roman ceremony. But he was a very low type of man; the people were disgusted and they threw her out. So then she gathered an army and met the army of the Protestants; and she was defeated; and she fled to England and asked Queen Elizabeth for protection there. And so Elizabeth gave her a place in the north of England where she was well taken care of; she had plenty of servants, but she was always plotting against Elizabeth in order to get Elizabeth killed so she could take her place as Queen of England. And in the end—after 18 years—finally her plots became so bad that, for the safety of the crown of England, Elizabeth officially decided that she must be killed; and Mary was then beheaded. Many people blame Elizabeth terribly for it; and many people blame Knox for having been mean to this beautiful woman—wonderful, lovely woman, and she certainly could be when she chose—but her situation with Rizzio and with Darnley, and with the Earl of Bothwell, was enough to cause everybody to lose any confidence in her character; unless they just were so carried away with an attractive woman that nothing else mattered. 

[student. Was she still queen of France?] No, see, her husband had died. When he died she was no longer Queen of France; his younger brother became king of France. So that the Reformation in Scotland, humanly speaking, could have been destroyed if Mary had carried on her policy for 10 or 15 years carefully, and had kept from involvement with men like Darnley and Rizzio and Bothwell; and if it had been, then she probably could have taken over the throne of England; and if the help that England was giving to Holland and the Huguenots was taken away, the Romanists could have won out there. Humanly speaking.

And it was felt all over Europe: the fate of the Reformation was hanging on events in Scotland; and events in Scotland were decided by two things: by the constancy and courage, the forthrightness and the clear-thinking, of the great preacher John Knox; and by the fact that Mary's great ability, great charm—many people in Scotland to this day treasure a lock of her hair, preserved through the centuries; she has been the heroine of plays, and movies, and books— but she could not keep from giving way to her fancy of the moment; she lost her chance to destroy the Reformation, the Reformation in Scotland. But all over Europe people were feeling that this was a key point: that if Scotland fell into the hands of the Romanists, it would be a base from which England would go; and then Holland would go; and France would go; and everything. Whether they were right in that, it is hard to say, but that's the way they felt. 
[End of first semester]
