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There is something fundamentally inaccurate about the way theology in the Reformation 

is routinely viewed: through a prism of debates that divided Catholics and Protestants at 

“anthropology,” “soteriology,” and other doctrines. To be sure, for over fifty years now it is 

customary for Catholic theologians to appreciate Martin Luther and John Calvin as constructive, 

even corrective voices, in the manner of Erwin Iserloh, Peter Manns, Hans Küng, Alexandre 

Ganoczy, David Tracy, Leonardo Boff, and Walter Kaspar; or to critique the effect and legacy of 

post-Reformation positions in the manner of Elizabeth Johnson. It has been customary for 

Protestant theologians to emphasize the Reformation’s late medieval theological background and 

to identify specific points of doctrinal continuity, in order to define more narrowly the moment 

of discontinuity, and perhaps, even, to find ways to overcome it, in the manner of Bernd Hamm, 

Dennis Janz, Karlfried Froehlich, Heiko Augustinus Oberman, Jane Dempsey Douglas, and 

Susan Schreiner. A crowning achievement of a generation of ecumenical scholarship is certainly 

the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification. Christian theologians today, or at least 

those who take historical theology seriously, including, by the way, evangelical ones, are simply 

more open to other Christian traditions than ever before.  

But there is still a problem, and it will not be overcome by one’s capacity to appreciate 

theologians across the fence who three generations ago one was supposed to fear or hate. There 

is a fundamental problem of perspective, namely that we think there was any significant 

difference (and the term ‘significant’ is operative) between Protestants and Catholics at all. 



If you will forgive the editorializing, I think it is fair to say that, to a woman, to a man, 

serious students of Reformation theology today realize that Luther’s theological innovations 

were drawn not just on a canvas of biblical scholarship (Luther’s truly novel reassessment of St. 

Paul’s use of δικαιοσύνη, “justice” or “righteousness”) but also on a canvas of late medieval 

scholastic debate. No one seriously doubts that Luther’s innovations must be seen as solutions to 

scholastic problems. So there is this agreement about a theological “retrospective.”  

There is also some agreement – some because there is serious debate about this 

particularly in Europe – that Luther’s anthropology, taken as a whole, did not necessarily involve 

the cut-and-dry dichotomies between revelation, divine action, and grace, on the one hand, and 

human cognition, intention, and volition, on the other, which the Bondage of the Will poses and 

influential interpreters like Emanuel Hirsch, Gerhard Ebeling, David Tracy, and our own John 

Dillenberger of happy memory have emphasized. So there is some agreement about Luther’s 

“prospect”, even though the nature of Luther’s post-Reformation legacy is debated more than the 

issue of a late medieval background, much of this hanging on how one views the quaternion of 

internal-Lutheran debates in the 1550’s and 1560’s, between “gnesio-Lutherans,” “Philippists,” 

“Majorists,” and Osiander, which the Formula of Concord (1577) was meant to resolve.  

Historical theologians tend to get very technical in the space between the retrospective 

and the prospect, trying to identify exact points of Lutheran departure from Catholic theology. 

They still argue about the biographical moment when a “Reformation breakthrough” happened: 

was it in the lectures on the Psalms, as Hirsch and others once said, before the controversy over 

indulgences broke out in autumn 1517, or did it occur through a sequence of moments before and 

during the controversy over indulgences, as Bernd Hamm seems to believe, or does it still all 

hang on justification by faith alone, as Thomas Kaufmann seems to believe. I say “seem,” 



because one of the hallmarks of debate since the recovery of Luther’s late medieval background 

is a great deal of Teutonic equivocating, yet there is striving to find that Archimedean point from 

which the difference between Luther and Catholic tradition becomes utterly clear. This continued 

interest in documenting Luther’s departure from Catholic tradition has also been evident in the 

so-called “Finnish school” of Luther interpretation, an important challenge to the largely 

German-Lutheran view that Luther’s doctrine of grace is diametrically opposed to “Catholic” 

anthropology: one might say that Mannermaa and company have a more complex view of 

Lutheran-Catholic differentiation than the prevailing German view, yet there remains an 

investment in confessional difference nonetheless. From the Catholic vantage point, it seems to 

go without saying that Luther was thrown out of the church, and so even if he should be 

rehabilitated, whole or in part, there must have been a very fundamental historical difference 

between Luther and theologians of his day. This is doubtless true, but I’m trying to suggest that it 

might not be – even historically – very important. 

These perspectives fail to consider adequately or accurately just how fluid the state of 

theological reflection was in the sixteenth century. They fail to explain just how strong an effect 

a bigger and longer contest in western theology had on western culture. In the following essay, I 

survey the main points of that longer contest in debates about original sin and grace. I suggest 

that Protestant theologies of sin and grace were mere episodes in the larger contest. I believe that 

over the longterm, the culturally important issue in the contest between explanations for evil and 

grace is not well described as a debate between Protestant and Catholic positions. The contest 

should rather be seen as a debate that crossed Protestant and Catholic lines, and I believe Leibniz 

happened to identify its largest dimensions with great insight, when he fingered the culprit as the 

problem of the interaction of divinity with the world. 



There are other reasons why I think a reassessment of the Reformation is timely and 

necessary. I will save some of them for the discussion, and I look forward to your thoughts and 

reactions. 

The article has just appeared in Ulinka Rublack, ed., The Oxford Handbook of the 

Protestant Reformation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017), 23-46. 

 



      

Chapter 2

Expl aining Evil 
and Grace

Christopher Ocker

For thirty years, Adam, the first man, lived a carefree life with his wife Eve in a garden 
of pleasure— Paradise— when the devil came disguised as a serpent to tempt them. They 
took fruit from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil against God’s explicit com-
mand. Suddenly awakened to their nakedness, they covered themselves in shame. An 
archangel drove them out of the garden. From then on, women gave birth in great pain 
and lived subject to men. Adam was condemned, together with his descendants, to cul-
tivate his food by hard labor for the rest of time (Figure 2.1).

Humanity enjoyed a mere thirty- year generation of uninterrupted, God- intended 
bliss. Their descendants were condemned to a degraded misery.1 So goes the familiar 
story in the version of Hartmann Schedel (d. 1514), compiler of the lavishly illustrated 
Liber chronicarum (1493), near the beginning of his history of the world.

More than a century passed before European scholars in any number believed that 
Adam and Eve might be only two of many human progenitors, relativizing the impact 
of their sin; or that the story might be an ancient myth, eliminating the historical argu-
ment for why humans are depraved.2 At the end of the Middle Ages, all through the 
Reformation, everyone was to be a child of this couple, designed as perfectly good, 
plagued by corruptible bodies, leaning instinctively toward evil from birth, destined to 
eternal punishment— unless Christ’s redeeming sacrifice were received as a gift of God’s 
grace. This was the storied moral binary of a majority religion.3

Of course, Luther uniquely disrupted traditional practices and beliefs.4 His fol-
lowers applied and adapted his arguments for “justification by faith alone” to sup-
port several elements of a reform platform, breaking down barriers to the free flow 
of grace:  the elimination of penance as a sacrament, a reconceptualized Eucharist, 
the reconstruction of the priesthood into a non- intercessory pastoral office, and a 
reorganization of clergy that eliminated popes and bishops as conduits of sacramen-
tal power. Catholic scholars certainly defended tradition, refining earlier scholastic 
arguments to describe “justification” as a process by which the gift of grace heals or 
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embellishes human moral powers, and they went beyond late medieval practices to 
renew the church spiritually, in part to undermine Protestant appeal. The depth and 
vigor of polemic between the “confessions” can hardly be exaggerated. Intellectuals, 
most of whom were clergy teaching in schools or working in the retinues of popes, 
prince- bishops, princes, bishops, and cities, drew on the combined arsenals of scho-
lasticism and humanism to formulate and refine their competing “confessional” 

Figure 2.1 Adam and Eve, choosing to eat fruit from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil 
in their plush garden (right), then being expelled from Paradise (left). Hartmann Schedel, Liber 
chronicarum (Nuremberg: Anton Koberger, 1493), f. 7r.

By permission of the Master and Fellows of St. John’s College, Cambridge.
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positions. They fought by pen and podium to separate cities, territories, and king-
doms into competing religious camps.

But Catholic and Protestant theologians also agreed about many things.5 They agreed 
that Adam and Eve were created physically and morally flawless, with painless bodies 
that would not grow old or die; that the progenitors should have propagated a flawless 
species; that they enjoyed exceptional knowledge and complete mastery over the natural 
world; that they lived non- violently in a perfectly balanced environment, an actual gar-
den located somewhere on earth; and that they possessed strong, persistent willpower, 
allowing them to choose freely to continue in this moral condition of “original right-
eousness” forever. Catholic and Protestant theologians agreed that God’s command not 
to eat of the fruit of a particular tree was an arbitrary proof of obedience; that the origi-
nal human parents were tempted by an actual snake; that this temptation was a textbook 
case of deception; and that after Adam and Eve sinned, their descendants inherited both 
the guilt and the penalty for committing it. Official opinion on both sides said original 
sin is transmitted through lineage, not by imitation, and human sinfulness could only 
be remedied by divine grace. They agreed that Jesus did not inherit original sin, by vir-
tue of his mother Mary’s virginal conception. Both parties of theologians were willing 
to regard those who denied any of these agreements, such as the followers of Faustus 
Socinus (d. 1604), as religious criminals.

In addition to these converging opinions, Protestant and Catholic scholars discussed 
some of the same open questions within their separate camps. They debated whether 
the original transgression involved: contempt for God’s Word, doubt, distrust, pride, 
disobedience, murder (by causing their progeny’s death), theft, rivalry, concupiscence, 
Adam’s wrongful submission to his wife, Eve’s failure to be subordinate to her husband, 
and/ or demonic deception. They considered whether Adam or Eve’s sin was the worst in 
human history, and they argued between at least four different theories of the creation of 
individual souls.6 Above all, they struggled among their own to agree on the exact rela-
tionship of divine agency and human will in moral action.

The process of Protestant– Catholic differentiation, so important on the whole, does 
not explain the entire effect of the religious controversy on an older moral system. It 
took time to reconfigure an established ethical culture, if that is what theologians were 
meaning to do.

A Scholastic Background

Theological innovations of the sixteenth century stand on two distinctly western– 
Christian notions about evil and goodness: that evil is an inherited trait (original sin) 
and that being good requires divine aid (a gift of grace).7 Implicit here is an inverse 
proportion of human moral disability to divine agency. The more disabled, the more 
constant and unilateral was God’s intervention with grace. The more autonomous the 
human power of volition, the more collaborative was God’s grace with nature.
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Evil

People bore the marks of an ancient crime in their living bodies. To explain the inher-
ited disability, theologians, since the rise of universities in the late twelfth century, 
defined the trait of sin in negative terms, either as a “privation” of being, rather than a 
“substance,” or as a privation of rectitude.8 Either way, as a morbid quality in the soul, 
original sin aged and killed the body while amplifying physical desires. Desire, concupis-
centia, and death bespoke the primeval origin of evil.

Adam and Eve’s transgression, like every subsequent human sin, violated an infinite 
God’s perfect dominion, argued Anselm of Canterbury (d. 1109), the early adapter of 
logic to theological uses in the west. The offense must be measured by the rights of the 
offended party, a perfectly just and infinite God. It was a transgression of infinite dimen-
sion.9 Transmitted to all Adam’s descendants (in quo omnes peccaverunt, Romans 5:12 
Vulgate), it was why all people tend to be bad.10 They were also guiltworthy, responsible 
for paying a debt they could never repay; nor could perfect justice stand if the debt were 
blindly forgiven. Only God as a human could satisfy a perfect and infinite God.

Medieval theologians argued that people were restored to a condition of righteous-
ness by having Christ’s flawless life or innocent death accepted by God as satisfaction for 
sins, or sinners were restored by following Christ’s moral example. These two theories, of 
“satisfaction” (or “penal substitution”) and “moral influence,” developed by Anselm and 
Peter Abelard (d. 1142) respectively (and often contrasted by theologians in the nine-
teenth century and today), were elaborated in many ways by medieval and early modern 
scholars. Most began with theories of satisfaction (Abelard himself did not deny it).11

European theologians also agreed that through the sacrament of baptism (a ritual 
application of grace), a human being, normally an infant, is freed from eternal punish-
ment as a gift of divine grace, but concupiscence lingers as the persistent desire to do 
wrong.12 In Paradise, Adam and Eve enjoyed moral perfection, an “original righteous-
ness.” Evil began with the loss of this condition. Take righteousness away and bodily 
desires run wild. Aristotle’s psychology then helped medieval scholars describe physi-
cal desire as a constant potentiality, even in Paradise before sin, and break evil down 
to deliberations between information, calculations, and wants. Some, most famously 
the Franciscan John Duns Scotus (d. 1308), a master of theology at Oxford and Paris of 
extraordinary influence, insisted that Adam and Eve in the state of innocence received a 
gift of grace to help preserve their original righteousness.13

Grace

Grace was simply the remedy for evil. A strong consensus regarded grace as a real thing, 
a substance, transmitted by sacraments and other pious practices to living, ensouled 
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bodies. Grace was “infused” at baptism and when the Eucharist is eaten, and given in 
other sacraments for special purposes, such as priesthood or marriage or death, or nur-
tured by means of pious deeds and practices. It transformed the self from transgressor 
to righteous or just: “what else are the justified but those who have been made right-
eous (iusti facti), namely, by him [God] who justifies the ungodly so that the ungodly 
becomes a righteous person?”14 According to Peter Lombard’s (d. 1160)  topical col-
lection of opinions, the Four Books of Sentences, which served as one of two principal 
base texts of lectures in medieval theology faculties (the other text was the Bible), an 
endowment of caritas effected the return from evil to righteousness. To Lombard, on the 
strength of passages in the writings of the apostle Paul, this gift of grace, given at bap-
tism, was actually an inpouring of the Holy Spirit and a requisite to any active and effec-
tive exercise of faith.15 Such an “infused” faith “by which” (fides qua) a person believes 
was also meritorious, that is, it had tangible, positive value, in contrast with mere “belief 
that” (fides quae) the articles of faith are true. All other meritorious virtues stem from 
Spirit/ love, divine affinity, injected right into the corrupt soul.

Three principal variations of Lombard’s concept of infused, enabling grace grew 
with scholasticism in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Theologians variously 
stressed the role of free will and contrition (Bonaventure, d. 1274), contrition (John 
Duns Scotus, d.  1308), or the infusion of grace (Thomas Aquinas, d.  1274).16 The 
Dominican Aquinas emphasized the priority of the divine gift, but he insisted it was 
a qualitas in the soul that produces faith and a habitus of virtue. This virtue comes 
without any prior cause: it is simply an expression of divine will, or election, although 
a soul must be “disposed” to receive it. Aquinas, like Lombard and others, called the 
entire process (the initial gift of grace, the remission of sin, and the effects of the 
“operating grace” apparent in the faith, love, and penance of a Christian person) jus-
tification.17 The Franciscan Scotus agreed that grace is an infused habit given by God, 
but he stressed human moral capacity by insisting that a sinner can prepare for grace 
ex puris naturalibus, by natural power alone, while conceding that grace is routinely 
necessary to preserve goodness, even in the Garden of Eden, where a donum super-
additum helped Adam and Eve remain righteous. In addition, Scotus argued that both 
the gift of grace and a person’s cooperation with it depended ultimately upon God’s 
free choice to accept the sinner as gracious. He even speculated that, de potentia abso-
luta (that is, as a matter of logical possibility but not in the actual world that God has 
ordained), mortal sin and grace could coexist and that sins could be forgiven without 
the infusion of grace; in fact, God could also refuse to reward deeds performed with 
the aid of caritas (this was based on his principle that a natural cause cannot limit 
or restrict how an infinite God acts).18 Grace comes from beyond natural order but 
works within the natural order. Scotus’s younger contemporary, the Franciscan Pierre 
Aureol (d. 1322), pressed the discussion of grace in a still more anthropocentric direc-
tion, when he argued that caritas infused in the soul pleases God ex natura res and de 
necessitate, such that a person with caritas necessarily merits eternal life, and that even 
de potentia absoluta, no one can merit eternal life without caritas.19 Grace, in this per-
spective, is subject to natural order.
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Scotus’ speculations about moral action ex puris naturalibus and Aureol’s absolute 
natural order illustrate an early point in prolonged debate over nature and grace. To 
expose the powers and limitations of a grace- substance, scholars commonly discussed at 
least seven distinct sets of contrasting forms: “created and uncreated grace,” “grace given 
gratis and grace that makes gracious,” “operating grace and cooperating grace,” etc., 
each set juxtaposing the agency of divine giver and human recipient by subtle degrees.20 
Arguments built with these terms were generously ridiculed by Luther and Erasmus. But 
there were few alternatives to fighting over the conditions and implications of the forms 
of grace in late medieval schools. Radical alternatives to this approach were few, such as 
the opinion of Uhtred of Boldon, an Oxford master active in the late 1350s, who recon-
ceived grace as a “relation,” not a substance at all.21 William Ockham (d. 1347) experi-
mented with the idea that God could override the ordinary mechanism of grace by sheer 
power, de potentia absoluta, accepting a sinner by pure act of will; but this, as Alistair 
McGrath has emphasized, was a hypothetical exercise. 22 He was more famously thought 
to argue that gifts of grace were predicated on meritorious acts of will. Along with the 
contrasting forms of grace came the question of moral merit and worth: does the peni-
tent’s action have intrinsic moral value (meritum de condigno), or does it have partial 
value, as a limited, maybe miniscule pledge toward future moral growth (meritum de 
congruo)? In this as in all subjects, late medieval scholars were trained to argue creatively 
from their sources, and the best freely did.

Agency

Linked to the question of grace was a question of divine agency. The Dominican Aquinas 
and others, especially scholars in the Augustinian Order, such as the Parisian masters 
Thomas of Strasbourg (d. 1357) and Gregory of Rimini (d. 1358), and eventually Martin 
Luther (d. 1546), each in distinct ways argued that divine choice must precede any con-
sideration of future merit or worthiness. God gives grace freely in an act of premeditated 
love, unconditioned by human dispositions or choices. In this way of thinking, God’s 
beneficiaries were predestined to receive grace without any consideration of their wor-
thiness or interest; whether or how remained an ongoing debate in Martin Luther’s reli-
gious order, where opinion usually stood close to Aquinas.23 A complex logic explored 
alternative emphases on divine and human moral agency. Some, especially Franciscans, 
argued the possibility of human beings initiating the gift of grace, either by appealing to 
God’s freedom to accept such actions as meritorious (Scotus) or by appealing to God’s 
foreknowledge of future moral dispositions and actions (as William Ockham was, per-
haps wrongly, said to argue).24

The varieties of grace, natural moral power, original sin, and divine agency formed 
a fourteenth- century storehouse of ideas from which scholars studying evil and grace 
drew for more than three hundred years. A shrewd Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (d. 1716), 
looking back over the Reformation, reduced this tangle to its quintessence: a debate 
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between just two positions on the relationship of divine agency to future contingent 
actions.25 But theologians were bound to a tangle of religious concerns. How was the 
flow of grace set in motion? What exactly did grace change and how? What exactly were 
the divine and human actions that healed the morbid self?

There were three general sets of contested opinions before the Reformation. 
Dominican and Augustinian friars variously emphasized God as the initial cause of 
grace and virtue as the outcome of human cooperation with God’s free gift. Franciscans 
and others emphasized human initiative and natural preparation for grace. And some 
theologians debated whether God is bound by the natural order to reward merit or does 
so as a free act of acceptance. Beneath it all was the challenge of describing the connec-
tions between nature and grace, human and divine action, a problem imposed by the 
limitlessness of traditional monotheistic concepts of God.

Luther

Luther modified two medieval ideas. First, he amplified and extended the effects of 
inherited evil. Beginning with his sermon on the feast of the Immaculate Conception in 
1514, three years before his conflict with the papacy began, he started to describe original 
sin and concupiscence as one and the same thing, returning to pre- scholastic usage.26 
Furthermore, he came to believe that not only the carnal desires associated with original 
sin but also personal guilt for Adam’s deed remained in all people until death, whether 
they received the sacraments or not. Luther argued that original sin creates a corruptio 
naturae that disables reason, will, and emotion from doing good in a manner that can 
contribute to salvation, leaving all people incapable of iustitia coram Deo, “righteous-
ness before God.” In 1515, he reiterated the point in connection with his interpretation 
of St. Paul’s Letter to the Romans. “Can a person be perfectly just? No. A person is at 
once a sinner and just (simul peccator et iustus), a sinner by actual deed, and just by a 
certain consideration and promise of God, that God could liberate (liberet) one from 
sin, until one is perfectly healed.”27 Perfect healing is always future to mortals— a healing 
“in hope” of a sinner “in fact” (in re). This conviction of lifelong unrighteousness and the 
alien source of goodness before God helped Luther develop his critique of indulgences 
and his rejection of a priest’s divine authority to pronounce the forgiveness of sins— a 
priest’s penitential power— in 1517 and 1518 for the first time with true clarity. The soul 
must always be desperate for the grace it receives by believing God’s mere promise. 
Grace preserves, remains predicated on, this lifelong, desperate need. In the words of 
Philip Melanchthon’s Augsburg Confession, “after Adam’s Fall all human beings … in 
the mother’s body and after, are entirely full of evil desire and addiction and can have, by 
nature, no true divine fruit, no true faith in God.”28

His second modification of medieval ideas follows from this. He made God’s agency 
absolute in the remedy to sin. In The Bondage of the Will, Luther’s famous 1525 rebuttal 
of Desiderius Erasmus’s moral theology, he argued that evil constrained human nature 
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“necessarily” (but without compulsion, non coacte) to make sinful choices, unless one is 
under the direct influence of the Holy Spirit.29 Only God’s choice could cause this spir-
itual gift. A divine “predestination and foreknowledge” determines not only who would 
be saved but the course of all events, Luther argued, expanding the idea of predestina-
tion beyond his predecessor’s in the Augustinian Order, Gregory of Rimini, author of 
one of the most theocentric theories of grace in the late Middle Ages. Luther adamantly 
rejected the more naturalistic speculations of medieval Franciscan theologians, but he 
also viewed Aquinas as a defender of autonomous moral power, perhaps relying on 
Gabriel Biel’s misleading presentation of the famous Dominican.30

Reflecting back on the beginning of the religious controversy near the end of his 
life, Luther pointed to the importance of a particular concept, which he called “pas-
sive justice” (iustitia passiva). He claimed that righteousness, in St. Paul’s usage, refers 
not to an active but to a passive moral quality of human personality. 31 A believer is 
iustus by faith alone; or in the Pauline phrase, iustus ex fide vivit, “the just shall live by 
faith” (Romans 1:17). The Pauline concept of righteousness refers not to a quality but 
to a relation, a state of “being in” or “existing toward”— not an internal possession.32 
It is “imputed” to, never cultivated within, the just man or woman. And the person 
accepted as “just” by God remains evil, “a Christian person is at once just and a sin-
ner (simul iustus et peccator), holy, profane, an enemy and a child of God,” as Luther 
famously said in 1531.33

Luther first began to use the concept of iustitia passiva, although not the phrase, 
in the long series of lectures he gave at Wittenberg on the Psalms, from 1513 to 1516, 
three years before the religious controversy began. It appeared there alongside his 
revision of original sin and other reworked concepts— faith, imputation, promise, 
gospel, law, merit, grace, and human freedom.34 He also adapted a medieval mysti-
cal theme of passive resignation to God (Gelassenheit) as he tried to find confidence 
in his pursuit of perfection.35 In 1517, the concept of passive justification encouraged 
Luther’s rejection of indulgences, and it framed his criticisms of tradition during the 
quickly escalating controversy with other theologians and the papacy in 1518 and 1519. 
When Luther turned against “non- evangelical” monasticism in 1521, the concept of 
justification helped him see his own changing position as a stage in the conversion he 
began as a monk.36 The new concept of justification removed an ethics of virtue from 
the realm of spiritual formation: being good could in no way help free a person from 
divine punishment or give the penitent confidence in God’s grace. One could only 
believe that God’s promises to forgive, accept, and receive the follower of Christ are 
true. Assurance came purely from faith, itself a gift given by God and produced by the 
action of the Holy Spirit.

Luther created a new binary, a new theoretical extreme. Permanent moral injury and 
guilt were coupled with grace as a unilateral gift. Grace was separated from any recipro-
cal exchange between heaven and earth.

This was a bold innovation, or rediscovery, as Luther’s followers would say. If pas-
sive justice was the axiom of a Protestant ideology of reform, it emptied monasteries, 
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destroyed shrines, reduced and repositioned the means and media of divine power, 
recalibrated the measure of holiness, reconfigured emotions, and more. For or against, 
each side of the controversy over Luther had much to study and defend.

“Forensic” Justification

The indictment against mortal human nature was repeated and paraphrased frequently 
in Protestant confessional documents, all equally dire. The vast majority of Protestants, 
including most Anabaptists and even esoteric writers like Jakob Boehme, followed 
Luther’s identification of original sin with concupiscence, and they agreed that this 
sinfulness continued throughout mortal life. Enduring sinfulness became a distinctive 
element of all Protestant theology. The solution to evil had to come from outside. In a 
sharp restatement of Luther’s concept of iustitia passiva, Protestant theologians often 
described justification as “forensic,” “ ‘to justify’ signifies here [in St. Paul’s usage] not 
making a just person out of a wicked person but pronouncing a person just in the usage 
of the court (in usu forensi).”37 Philip Melanchthon (d. 1560) originated the idea. Most 
Protestants accepted it. Although the two biblical sacraments, baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper, remained tangible “means of grace,” in John Calvin’s (d. 1564) famous phrase, 
their power depended on the promise communicated or on the atonement symboli-
cally represented by them and the faith of the person receiving them, not on an intrin-
sic power in the physical sacrament created by a priest performing the rite. The media 
transmitting grace and the action of receiving it were distinct from the judicial declara-
tion of forgiveness, justification— distinct from grace. In this manner, the new theolo-
gian demoted the priest and his rites. God, it seemed, was distinguished from the world 
by a generous, transcendent splendor.

Yet, tensions between nature and grace persisted among Protestants. A range of con-
troversies suggest how the strain between embodied holiness on earth and alien right-
eousness from heaven diversified and grew over the course of the sixteenth century, for 
example, in conflicts about: the extent and mechanisms of publicly enforced religious 
discipline in south German and Swiss cities; the status of moral law in Christian life; 
the concept of participation in Christ’s righteousness (after the imputation of right-
eousness); liturgical and theological compromises imposed by the Imperial Diet after 
Protestants lost the War of Schmalkalden; the mystical theology of the Queen of Navarre 
Marguerite d’Angouleme; Remonstrants and Counter- Remonstrants in the early Dutch 
Republic; and the Academy of Saumur during the Jesuit- centered, Catholic renewal cul-
tivated by Cardinal Richelieu in France. 38 By the end of the sixteenth century, Protestant 
theologians were keenly sensitive to the gradations of moral power. To the most theo-
centrically anxious, generally Reformed Orthodox but also “Gnesio- Lutherans,” a tiny 
element of contingent, human input in the overall process of salvation could ignite furi-
ous debate.
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Powers of Self

More intriguing still, to the medievalist at least, Protestants of all stripes found ways 
to describe a person’s moral apparatus positively, as a natural component of the liv-
ing, ensouled body. Martin Luther insisted that a believer, and the gift of faith, exist “in 
Christ,” citing another common Pauline phrase, in which condition a believer wants to 
do good in an overflowing sense of gratitude. He divorced this from the language of 
virtue in suspicion. Melanchthon carried over Luther’s distinction between justification 
and the transformation of the soul, but he was perfectly at ease with virtue, and like 
scholastic theologians since Peter Lombard, he admitted that supernatural virtues fol-
low grace.39 To him, the body’s natural affections, its natural concupiscentia, was morally 
neutral, their dishevelment (ἀταξία omnium affectionum) renders natural concupis-
cence bad.40 He emphasized the freedom of the will under divine influence to decide 
between right and wrong, and he, like John Calvin, granted moral law a positive func-
tion in spiritual life: “the law is to be promoted to the reborn, that it may teach certain 
works in which God wants us to exercise obedience.” Both he and Calvin used Aristotle’s 
Nichomachean Ethics in ways comparable to late medieval commentators.41 In fact, 
among Protestant scholars of all kinds, as among their Catholic peers, there emerged 
over the course of the sixteenth century some dozen Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic 
ways to conceptualize moral weakness and its remedies.42 The effects of grace were still 
analyzed in their natural human domain.

William Tyndale (d. 1536) fully embraced the Lutheran concept of imputed passive just-
ice, but he never saw the imputation of righteousness and moral renewal as  opposites43; 
nor did later Puritans or, presumably, their influences (Calvin, the Zurich reformer 
Heinrich Bullinger, and Reformed Orthodox theologians on the continent). Puritans 
were keen on the idea of the imputation of an alien, external righteousness, “a men-
tal boundary that divided true reformed Protestants from works- righteous papists.”44  
But their stress on biblical covenants as the model of divine– human interaction placed 
moral obedience and virtue at the center of religiosity. They were ready to pounce on 
anyone setting grace against moral law.45

Lexical Borrowing

Protestants could allude to the proximity of their vocabulary to a medieval Catholic 
lexicon. Justification by faith, according to the Augsburg Confession, blossomed as 
justification by faith formed by love, a clear allusion to the Pauline phrase central in 
Peter Lombard’s discussion of “infused grace,” as long as love is understood as a “rel-
ative noun,” not a substance or endowment poured into the soul.46 The religious use 
of the term iustus in the bible could refer to both passive justice “imputed” at baptism 
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and “inherent” justice after, according to Protestant and Catholic theologians in their 
famous agreement on “double justification” at the Diet of Regensburg (1541).47 Political 
circumstances encouraged theologians to collate opinions they would rather have jux-
taposed. Johannes Brenz (d. 1570), Lutheran theologian in the retinue of the Protestant 
Duke of Württemberg, criticized the re- Catholicizing Augsburg Interim’s (1548) notions 
of faith, grace, and merit.48

He also said the justified should exercise the supernatural virtues of faith, hope, 
and love and do good works by the favor and grace of God, alluding to a doctrine 
common among Catholic theologians since Peter Lombard. Martin Chemnitz (d. 
1586), one of the two most influential Lutheran theologians of the later sixteenth 
century, described a person’s communion with God as a kind of participation in 
the union of divine and human in Christ, alongside the imputation of Christ’s alien 
righteousness, and he used medieval scholastic language to describe a sequence 
of experiences of grace in the soul:  the purely divine disposition toward human 
beings (gratia praeveniens), a divine action preparing a person to believe (gratia 
praeparans), and a divine influence over human dispositions and behavior (gratia 
operans).49

In the Elizabethan church, the enemy of the Puritan’s doctrine of predestination 
looked popish (Peter Baro, d. 1599).50 Yet the Puritan emphasized the methodical pur-
suit of virtue after grace, matching the rigor of Jesuit casuistry in an evangelical mode 
(William Perkins, d. 1602) or adapting the medieval distinctions of “grace freely given” 
(gratia gratis data) and “grace making acceptable” (gratia gratis faciens) (William 
Whitaker, d.  1595).51 “We do not disallow the philosophy of your schoolmen,” said 
Whitaker. Then he repeated the distinction between a first justice imputed to the sin-
ner and a second justice of infused virtues, alluding to the concept of double justifi-
cation agreed at Regensburg. Broad church Calvinists like Richard Hooker (d. 1600), 
dismissive of Calvin and Perkin’s predestinarianism, were comfortable with Aquinas 
and Aristotle— all this in a vibrantly anti- Catholic, anti- Spanish Habsburg environment 
where doctrines continued to serve “myriad political narratives” for years to come.52 
One can discern, among Luther’s followers, the adaptations of a medieval ethics of 
virtue.

In these controversies, the Protestant repertoire of interlinked arguments illustrating 
and explaining evil and grace grew, energized not only by Luther’s discovery of passive 
righteousness but by Catholic accusations of antinomianism. By century’s end the new 
Protestant repertoire included sequences of arguments about the powers and relation-
ships of intellect and will, divine decrees, the relation of God’s knowledge and will, the 
connections of divine action to God’s being, and the biblical diction, in Hebrew, Greek, 
and “Chaldean” (Aramaic), that supported a theologian’s standpoints. They argued 
about nature and grace like never before. When the Reformation was said and done, 
Protestant theologians expanded the theological vocabulary of human nature and 
divine grace. They extended a debate that had begun with the rise of universities three 
hundred years before Luther was born!
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Catholics

Cardinal Wolsey read the papal condemnation of Luther, Exsurge Domine, and burned 
several of the heretic’s books in St. Paul’s churchyard, London, on May 12, 1521. The 
Bishop of Rochester, John Fisher (d. 1535), then preached a sermon. He said, the “one 
grete grounde of Martyn Luther” is that “faythe alone withouten workes doth Iustifye 
a synner. Vpon ye whiche ground he byldeth many other erroneous artycles.”53 Exsurge 
Domine alluded to Luther’s doctrines of original sin and justification, but the condem-
nation centered on his criticisms of penance. Scholars pointed to Luther’s critique of 
active righteousness as the lynchpin of criticisms Luther meant it to be. They included 
reform- minded scholastics, friends of humanists, humanists, quasi- humanist scho-
lastics, and of course high churchmen.54 So it would be in Catholic theology up to the 
twentieth century. No clearer dichotomy can be imagined:  orthodox versus heretic, 
Catholic versus Lutheran, at the matter of evil and grace.

Yet between the Diet of Augsburg in 1530 and the end of the first period of the Council 
of Trent (1547), while the religious controversy seemed to linger in an unsettled transi-
tion state, prominent Catholic intellectuals took positions approximating Luther’s own. 
Theirs has often been called a mediating, Erasmian stance, and Erasmus certainly repre-
sented it. He, too, discovered “a true and new grace, that is the free gift of the truly justi-
fying faith of the gospel” in Paul’s Letter to the Romans.55 Although he rejected Luther’s 
concept of the bondage of human choice to evil, Erasmus also worried over monks 
and theologians “who attribute too much to man’s merits.” Moreover, from 1527 to the 
end of his life in 1536, through the later editions of his Paraphrases and Annotations, he 
increasingly emphasized the role of faith and the uselessness of good works in justifica-
tion, approximating Luther’s interpretation of key New Testament terms and phrases, 
to support authentic goodness and the trim, Christ- centered spirituality Erasmus pro-
moted from his earliest writings.56 In spite of Erasmus’s “charming and very agreeable 
intellect,” one could wonder— people did wonder— that “either Erasmus Lutherizes or 
Luther Erasmizes” (aut Erasmus Lutherizat, aut Lutherus Erasmizat), in the concerned 
and polemical report of the Jesuit Peter Canisius, d. 1597.

Italian humanists began accusing Erasmus of instigating Luther’s rebellion as early 
as the 1520s. Suspicion never abated. By the publication of Pope Paul IV’s Index of 
Prohibited Books (1559) with Erasmus’s name on it (in the all- books- prohibited cate-
gory), a line had been drawn, even though a vigilantly orthodox theologian had trou-
ble putting those biblical and patristic commentaries and editions aside. Juan de Valdés 
(d. 1541) kept an Erasmian read of Paul alive in the sodality of spirituali around the 
Colonna heiress Giulia Gonzaga (d. 1566) and the influential clergy at the court of Pope 
Paul III (Gasparo Contarini, Jacobo Sadoleto, Reginald Pole, Pietro Bembo, Giovanni 
Morone).57 Valdes also wrote a commentary on Romans to support Contarini’s team 
negotiating with Protestants at the Diet of Regensburg in the year he died. It relied heav-
ily on Erasmus.58
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Double Justice

Johannes Gropper (d. 1559), a Cologne theologian, developed a concept of “double jus-
tice” in his Enchiridion christianae institutionis (1538), drawing on the fifteenth- century 
Augustinian, Jacobo Perez of Valencia and perhaps also the late Dominican Tommaso 
de Vio Cajetan (d. 1534).59 It was the source of the “double justification” doctrine 
accepted by theologians of the old and new faith at the Diet of Regensburg, including 
old friends of Valdes: Gasparo Contarini (d. 1542), papal legate to the Diet; Giovanni 
Morone (d. 1580), papal diplomat and future organizer of the Council of Trent; Albert 
Pighius (d. 1542), Gropper’s more famous teacher at the University of Cologne; Julius 
Pflug (d. 1564), the former jurist of the old- faith defender Duke Georg of Saxony; not to 
mention the Protestants Martin Bucer (d. 1551), Philip Melanchthon, and even, in a way, 
the uncompromising John Calvin, who wrote comfortably of a “double grace.”

Pope Paul III rejected the Regensburg Colloquy’s agreement on justification, but a 
Catholic mediating theology survived the condemnation. The issue was, could Catholic 
theology make place for passive justice, the axiom on which Protestant redefinitions of 
grace hung? Albert Pighius published two books in the year of his death. These sug-
gested the parameters of Catholic experiment in the turbulent days preceding the 
Council of Trent (1545– 1563). One book, De libero arbitrio (1542), attacked Calvin to 
defend the will’s natural moral sovereignty.60 Another book, a report of the Regensburg 
Colloquy, defended a doctrine of double justice, which, at least to one of his Cologne 
colleagues, was influenced by John Calvin himself.

Pighius noted that the issue was justitia not within the Holy Trinity or in humans 
among themselves but in people before God (in creaturis, hominibus coram Deo, as an 
anonymous reader pointed out, Figure 2.2). Justice in humans before God may refer to 
God’s punishment of sin (iustitia per contentionem). But it may also refer to a justice 
that corresponds to a divine standard (iustitia per correspondentiam). This “justice by 
corresponding” is manifest either as “the absolute and most perfect correspondence to 
God’s rule” (ad suam regulam … absolutam et perfectissimam, in the marginalia), which 
since the fall of Adam and Eve only God incarnate achieved, or as a relative correspond-
ence accommodated to human frailty (ad suam regulam … quatenus nostrae infirmi-
tati attemperata [iustitia] est). At this point, Pighius made the decisive concession. He 
argued that justice so qualified involves imputed righteousness, “in him (Christ) we are 
justified before God, not in ourselves; not our righteousness but his, which is imputed 
to us with him when we are participating in him.”61 Gesturing toward the new faith, 
Pighius said that imputed righteousness comes by faith. But those with faith always 
intend to fulfill God’s commands. Faith merely begins conversion. And good works are 
meritorious by virtue of God’s acceptance, not because God is indebted to doers of good. 
It was a both/ and formula, nature and grace, with passive justice worked in.

The Gropper– Pighius doctrine of double justice contributed to the evangelical 
Catholicism that almost brought the Elector Prince- Bishop of Cologne, Hermann 
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of Wied, into the Protestant party in 1545 and 1546.62 Less influential scholars also 
embraced it (the Catholic schoolmaster in Zwiefalten, Bernhard Ott) or otherwise rec-
onciled a Lutheran form of justifying faith to the sacrament of penance (the Franciscan 
cathedral preacher of Mainz, Johannes Wild, d.  1554)  or adapted justifying faith to 
the freedom of the will (the Catholic teacher in the Protestant gymnasium illustre at 
Dortmund, Jacob Schoepper, d. 1554) or adapted it to the gamut of traditional devo-
tional practices (the former Lutheran Georg Witzel, d. 1573). Julius Pflug went on to play 
a central role in negotiations with Melanchthon over the Augsburg Interim, accepting 
a basically Protestant concept of justification in exchange for concessions on Catholic 
rites and hierarchy. For a while, Catholic experiments were trickling down.

Lexical Cleansing

Other Catholics were cagey. Protestants seemed anxious to claim that Contarini 
accepted Protestant doctrine.63 One of the Italian spirituali, Bernardino Ochino 
(d. 1564), claimed it was the cardinal’s private report that encouraged him to flee Italy for 
Geneva, and another, Pietro Martiri Vermigli (d. 1562), was said to have run to Zurich 
and Strasbourg after hearing Contarini tell his story.64 Both became prominent among 
continental reformers supporting Cranmer during the reign of Edward VI. Double jus-
tice was crumbling from within.

The threat of loss helped erect a wall at justifying faith in the 1540s. The Council of Trent 
ultimately strengthened the wall. But first theologians experimented. Early in its business, 

Figure  2.2 Anonymous notes in a contemporary hand outlining Pighius’ Controversiarum 
praecipuarum in comitiis Ratisponensibus tractarum sign. F6(v).

Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin— PK/ Abteilung Historische Drucke/ Signatur: 4” Dg 3738: S16.
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after composing and publishing canons and a decree on the standard doctrine of origi-
nal sin, in June 1546, theological delegates drafted a decree on justification. Further debate 
produced three more revisions of the draft over the next seven months, until the council’s 
general congregation published the fourth and final draft as its decree on 13 January 1547.65

It looked like a fitting complement to the emperor’s rapid success in the war against 
the League of Schmalkalden in Germany in exactly these months. The debates at Trent 
put Catholic versions of iustitia passiva on full display. It was defended especially by 
members of the Augustinian Order, as an element of “double justice.” The display ran-
kled. Dionysius Zannettino (d. 1566), a bishop in Crete and a member of the Franciscan 
Observance, was horrified to hear Augustinian friars echoing Luther in the sanctuary 
of Trent’s Santa Maria Maggiore:  “Si vede manifestamente quella religion esser tuta 
infecta!”66 On the other hand, Reginald Pole (d. 1558), at this point one of the council’s 
three presidents, and Girolamo Seripando (d. 1563), general vicar of the Augustinian 
Order and now the principal defender of the idea of double justice, warned their peers 
how zeal against Luther could go too far, driving Catholics into error.67

Catholics were experimenting with passive justification per solam fidem (Giulio 
Contarini, d.  1575, nephew of Gasparo Contarini), justification as divine acceptance 
with congruent merit in the preparation for grace (Franciscan Andrés de Vega, d. 1549, 
most important Scotist at the council), and double justice as a two- step righteous-
ness: (1) unrighteous to righteous; then (2) righteous to more righteous (the Franciscan 
Anton of Pinarolo).68 Seripando worked duplex iustitia into the second draft of the 
council’s decree. Enemies carefully sifted it out.

By the fourth draft of the decree, iustitia passiva was gone. Debate moved to the late 
medieval problem of prevenient grace and human predisposition (Thomists stressing 
grace, Scotists stressing human choices), under cover of “the certainty of faith.” Self- 
consciously excluded was Luther’s conviction that faith is itself the assurance of sal-
vation. Dominicans at Trent denied certainty of grace in this life, while Franciscans 
asserted actual righeousness as assurance. The council’s prelates were neutral, deter-
mining that certainty might be possible only to those in a state of grace.69 Grace, it was 
agreed, must be a transformative power in the soul. But the council left the exact rela-
tionship of human power and divine grace unresolved.

Soon the inquisition set to work showcasing the heresy of passive justice in Italy and 
Spain. Their most famous victim was the Dominican Archibishop of Toledo, Bartolome 
Carranza, a veteran of the council and professor of theology in Valladolid. When the 
tribunal threatened him with the penalty of death, he was dismayed.

I will die for having said that [God’s] Son, Jesus Christ Our Lord, has justified his 
chosen ones with His Passion and Death; and that it was Jesus Christ alone who 
made peace between us and God; and that our works have no role in such a supreme 
work as this.

He added that while “our works are necessary, they are not the cause of our sal-
vation.”70 Was this Lutheran? In the proceedings, a friend protested that Caranza 
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agreed with Luther only where Luther agreed with tradition. No matter. Carranza was 
removed from his see and died in the obscurity of an Italian convent. Others were less 
fortunate. 71

The council had effectively neutralized passive justice. But Catholic debate over the 
relationship of human power and divine grace continued long after Trent, well over a 
century, under an increasingly complex vocabulary of terms and concepts. Conflict 
was provoked by assertions of the autonomy of nature’s moral order in Paradise (the 
Louvain professor Michael Baius, d. 1589), by a definition of God’s concursus generalis 
that distinguished between the “merely sufficient” and “efficacious” modes of divine will 
and proved their necessity in predestinarian fashion (the Spanish Dominican Domingo 
Bañez, d. 1604), by the formulation of human will as an extrinsic cause acting on God 
(the Portuguese Jesuit Luis de Molina, d. 1600), and by a reassertion of Augustine’s anti- 
Pelagian doctrine of grace as the predestined cause of holiness in and after Paradise (the 
Flemish theologian, Cornelius Jansen, d. 1638, with the Cistercian nuns of Port- Royal 
des Champs in Paris and Jean Duvergier, abbot of Saint- Cyran in central France).72 
These debates were answered by strings of papal commissions, censures, and decrees— 
and very many books. All this, too, sharpened and intensified the problem of human 
nature and divine- action grace. The Catholic repertoire of interlaced arguments illus-
trating and explaining evil and grace had grown.

This is where the religious controversy left evil and grace in Catholic theology. 
Erasmus, Valdes, Gropper, Pighius, and Contarini brought the concept of passive right-
eousness into the Catholic vocabulary, and the Council of Trent pushed it out. The coun-
cil confirmed the conviction that justice must be a human moral condition produced by 
grace. The council’s aftermath intensified internal Catholic debate over the relation of 
divine agency and natural power. A new, modified theological vocabulary evolved, but a 
medieval problematic survived.

Conclusion

So it was that Martin Luther catalyzed both Protestant and Catholic theologians when 
he attacked indulgences and dramatically redefined righteousness, goodness seen in the 
pure light of God. Theologians in the religious controversy did not hide their ideological 
purposes. To party theologians, grace was about the concrete relations of God to human 
nature in everyday life under one or another form of religious discipline. Ideally, the 
entire clerical enterprise, of whichever church, was professionally committed to a set 
of concrete mediations of grace. All their erudition was meant to tear down or build up 
religious hierarchies and devotional practices.

But if the significance of Luther is bound to the reception of his theology, one notices 
how Luther’s great innovation, the doctrine that a mortal human being can only be pas-
sively just before God, did not escape turbulent, persistent debates about nature and 
grace. This counts for something, too. Their study of evil and grace was not just about 
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Protestants dismantling, Catholics defending, an established religious culture. It was 
about trying to give it new life.

Notes
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a substance; John Duns Scotus, Quaestiones in II. Sententiarum, d. 37, q. 1, Ioannis Duns 
Scoti opera omnia, 27 vols. (Paris: Ludovicus Vivés, 1891), 13:356– 357; in general, Karlfried 
Froehlich, “Justification Language in the Middle Ages,” in H. George Anderson, T. Austin 
Murphy, and Joseph A. Burgess (eds) Justification by Faith (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 
1985), 143– 161.

 9. Anselm, Cur Deus homo, Anselm of Canterbury: The Major Works, edited by Brian Davies 
and G.R. Evans (New York: Oxford, 1998), 260– 356.
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 10. Thomas Aquinas, ST IaIIa 85. 3 ad 2. Cf. Peter Lombard, who defined evil simply as a priva-
tion or corruption of the good (II Sent. D. 35, 3– 4).

 11. Thomas Williams, “Sin, Grace, and Redemption in Abelard,” in Jeffrey Brower and Kevin 
Guilfoy (eds) The Cambridge Companion to Abelard (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2004), 258– 278.

 12. Gabriel Biel (d. 1495) summarized opinions. Gabriel Biel, II Sent. D. 30 q. 2 a. 1, Gabrielis 
Biel, Collectorium circa quattuor libros Sententiarum, edited by Wilfrid Werbeck and 
Udo Hofmann, 4 vols. (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr Paul Siebeck, 1984), 2:562– 568. Froehlich, 
“Justification Language,” 145– 146.

 13. Scotus, II Sentences, d. 23, c. 4; Scotus, Opera Omnia (Lyon: Laurentio Durand, 1639), 6/ 
2:851.

 14. Augustine, De spiritu et litera, xxvi.45, edited by C.F. Urba and J. Zycha (Corpus Scriptorum 
Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, 1913), 60:199; Froehlich, “Justification Language,” 157.

 15. Otto Hermann Pesch, “Gnade und Rechtfertigung am Vorabend der Reformation und bei 
Martin Luther,” paper presented to the Ökumenisches Forum, University of Heidelberg, 
20 July 2007. http:// www.uni- heidelberg.de/ md/ fakultaeten/ theologie/ oek/ forum/ 
13.1.pdf (accessed 6 January 2015); Froehlich, “Justification Language,” 143– 161. Galatians 
5:22, 1; Corinthians 13:13.

 16. Froehlich, “Justification Language,” 158.
 17. Pesch, “Gnade,” 6; Froehlich, “Justification Language,” 143, 158.
 18. Joseph Hefner, Die Enstehungsgeschichte des Trienter Rechtfertigungsdekretes 

(Paderborn: Ferdinand Schöningh, 1909), 22– 25; Werner Dettloff, “Die Akzeptationslehre 
des Johannes Duns Scotus,” in Camille Bérubé (ed.) Regnum Hominis et Regnum Dei, 2 vols. 
(Rome:  Societas Internationalis Scotistica, 1978), 1:195– 211; Dettloff, Die Entwicklung der 
Akzeptations-  und Verdienstlehre von Duns Scotus bis Luther (Münster: Aschendorff, 1963).

 19. Dettloff, “Akzeptationslehre,” 198– 199.
 20. The seven contrasting groups: gratia creata —  gratia increata, gratia gratis dans —  gra-

tia gratis data, gratia gratis data  —  gratia gratum faciens, gratia operans  —  gratia 
cooperans, gratia praeveniens —  gratia concomitans —  gratia subsequens, gratia prima —  
gratia secunda, gratia sanans —  gratia elevans. Adapted from Adolar Zumkeller, Erbsünde, 
Gnade, Rechtfertigung und Verdienst nach der Lehre der Erfurter Augustinertheologen des 
Spätmittelalters (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag, 1984), 617.

 21. David Knowles, “The Censured Opinions of Uthred of Boldon,” Proceedings of the 
British Academy 37(1951):405– 342, here 328– 329, 332– 334; Christopher Ocker, Johannes 
Klenkok: A Friar’s Life, c.  1310– 1374 (Philadelphia, PA: American Philosophical Society, 
1993), 36– 41.

 22. Alistair McGrath, Iustitia Dei: A History of the Christian Doctrine of Justification, 3rd ed. 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 152– 155.

 23. Zumkeller, Erbsünde, 1– 18 and passim.
 24. James Halverson, Peter Aureol on Predestination: A Challenge to Late Medieval Thought 

(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1998), 111– 173, here 117.
 25. G.W. Leibniz, Theodicy:  Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man and the 

Origin of Evil, trans. E.M. Huggard (Peru, IL: Open Court, 1985), 61– 62, 144– 146; Calvin 
Normore, “Future Contingents,” in Norman Kretzmann, Anthony Kenny, and Jan Pinborg 
(eds) The Cambridge History of Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1982), 358– 381.
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 26. WA 1:107. José Martín Palma, Gnadenlehre von der Reformation bis zur Gegenwart 
(Freiburg: Herder, 1980), 11.

 27. For this and the following, Martin Luther, Römervorlesung 1515/ 1516, WA 56:272.
 28. Augsburg Confession, ii, Die Bekenntnisschriften der evangelisch- lutherischen Kirche 

(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 2010), 53; Reformierte Bekenntnisschriften, vol. 1, 
parts 1– 3, edited by Eberhard Busch et al. (Neukirchen: Neukirchnerverlag, 2002– 2007), 
1/ 2:154– 155. For the following, Reformierte Bekenntnisschriften, vol. 1, parts 1– 3, edited by 
Busch et al. (Neukirchen: Neukirchnerverlag, 2002– 2007), 1/ 1:578, 1/ 2:45– 46, 1/ 2:58– 59, 
1/ 2:87, 1/ 2:106– 107, 1/ 2:226, 1/ 3:93– 94, 1/ 3:238, 1/ 3:305, 1/ 3:348. Original sin was rarely chal-
lenged, e.g. by Palatine Anabaptists in conventions at Worms and Strasbourg, 1556 and 1557. 
George Hunston Williams, The Radical Reformation, 3rd ed. (Kirksville, MO: Sixteenth 
Century Journal Publishers, 1992), 675, 733, 1218.

 29. Luther, De servo arbitrio, WA 18:618, 634– 635; Luther, The Bondage of the Will, edited by E. 
Gordon Rupp and Philip S. Watson (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1969), 121– 
122, 139– 144. For Luther and Rimini, Manfred Schulze, “Luther and the Church Fathers,” 
in Irena Backus (ed.) The Reception of the Church Fathers in the West, 2 vols. (Leiden: E.J. 
Brill, 1996), 2:573– 626, here 581.

 30. Pesch, Theologie der Rechtfertigung bei Martin Luther und Thomas von Aquin: Versuch eines 
sytematisch- theologischen Dialogs (Mainz: Matthias- Grünewald, 1967); Denis Janz, Luther 
and Late Medieval Thomism: A Study in Theological Anthropology (Waterloo, IA: Wilfrid 
Laurier University Press, 1983). Biel, Collectorium circa quattuor libros Sententiarum, 
2:562– 568.

 31. Dietrich Korsch, “Glaube und Rechtfertigung,” in Albrecht Beutel (ed.) Luther Handbuch 
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 372– 381, here 375. In the 1545 preface, WA 54:185, 57. 
The phrase iustitia passiva also appears in Luther’s Annotations on Paul’s Letter to the 
Galatians (1531), WA 40/ 1:48.

 32. Palma, Gnadenlehre, 17 n. 36 with numerous references.
 33. Annotationes Martini Lutheri in Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas (also known as the Second 

Galatians Commentary), chap. 3, WA 40/ 1:368.
 34. Luther, Adnotationes Quincuplici Fabri Stapulensis Psalterio manu adscriptae (1513), WA 

3:174, 282, 438– 439, 488.
 35. Volker Leppin, “Transformationen spätmittelalterlicher Mystik bei Luther,” in Hamm 

and Leppin (eds) Gottes Nähe unmittelbar erfahren. Mystik im Mittelalter und bei Martin 
Luther (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 165– 186.

 36. Wolf- Friedrich Schäufele, “‘iam sum monachus et non monachus.’ Martin Luthers 
doppelter Abschied vom Mönchthum,” in Korsch and Leppin (eds) Martin Luther— 
Biographie und Theologie (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 119– 139.

 37. Philip Melanchthon, Confessio Ausgustana apologia altera, CR 27:491. For the fol-
lowing, Olli- Pekka Vainio, Justification and Participation in Christ:  The Development 
of the Lutheran Doctrine of Justification from Luther to the Formula of Concord (1580) 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2008), 10 with n. 31; McGrath, Iustitia Dei, 238– 240. Michael S. Horton, 
“Calvin’s Theology of Union with Christ and the Double Grace:  Modern Reception 
and Contemporary Possibilities,” in J. Todd Billings and John Hesselinck (eds) Calvin’s 
Theology and Its Reception:  Disputes, Developments, and New Possibilities (Lousiville, 
KY: Westminster John Knox, 2012), 71– 96; J. Todd Billings, “Union with Christ and the 
Double Grace,” in Calvin’s Theology and Its Reception, 49– 70.
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 38. For debates over discipline, Ocker, “Calvin in Germany,” in Ocker et al. (eds) Politics 
and Reformations:  Histories and Reformations— Essays in Honor of Thomas A.  Brady, 
Jr. (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2007), 323 with note 44; Amy Nelson Burnett, “The Social History 
of Communion,” Past and Present 211 (2011): 77– 119. For moral law in the “Antinomian 
controversy,” Karl- Heinz zur Mühlen, “Im Zeitalter der lutherischen Bekenntnisbildung 
und Orthodoxie,” in A.  Beitel (ed.) Luther Handbuch, 462– 472, here 462; Christian 
Peters, “Luther und seine protestantische Gegner,” Luther Handbuch, 121– 134, here 132– 
133. For Andreas Osiander and participation in Christ’s righteousness, Zur Mühlen, 
“Im Zeitalter,” 462– 463; Ronald Rittgers, The Reformation of the Keys (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 2004). Vainio, Justification, passim. For the “adiapho-
rist controversy” and theological compromises, Ocker, “The German Reformation 
and Medieval Thought and Culture,” History Compass 10 (2012): 13– 46, here 14– 18; 
Luka Illic, Theologian of Sin and Grace: The Process of Radicalization in the Theology of 
Matthias Flacius Illyricus (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 2014), 203– 211. For 
Marguerite’s mystical theology and the “libertines,” Mirjan van Veen ’s introduction 
to Contre la secte and Contre un certain Cordelier. Ioannis Calvini Scripta Didactica et 
Polemica, 4  vols. to date (Geneva:  Droz, 1992– 2009), 1:9– 23, and Jonathan A. Reid, 
King’s Sister— Queen of Dissent: Marguerite of Navarre (1492– 1549) and Her Evangelical 
Network, 2 vols. (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2009), 1: 553– 563. For Remonstrants and Counter- 
Remonstrants:  James D. Tracy, Europe’s Reformations, 1450– 1650:  Doctrine, Politics, 
and Community (New  York:  Rowman and Littlefield, 2006), 157– 158; Richard Muller, 
God, Creation, and Providence in the Thought of Jacob Arminius: Sources and Directions 
of Scholastic Protestantism in the Era of Early Orthodoxy (Grand Rapids, MI:  Baker, 
1991), 143– 207, 154. For Saumur, François Laplanche, Orthodoxie et prédication: L’oeuvre 
d’Amyraut et la querelle de la grâce universelle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 
1965), 253– 262.

 39. Nicole Kuropka, Philipp Melanchthon, Wissenschaft und Gesellschaft. Ein Gelehrter der 
Kirche (1526– 1532) (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002), 180– 181.

 40. Loci communes 1559, iii, “De peccato originis,” CR 21:673.
 41. “Lex renatis ideo proponenda est, ut doceat certa opera, in quibus Deus vult nos exercere 

obedientiam,” Loci communes 1559, De usu legis, CR21:715. Palma, Gnade, 24– 25. Risto 
Saarinen, Weakness of Will in Renaissance and Reformation Thought (New York: Oxford, 
2011), 164– 209.

 42. Saarinen, Weakness, 210– 219.
 43. Brian Cummings, “Justifying God in Tyndale’s English,” Reformation 2 (1997): 143– 171.
 44. David R. Como, Blown by the Spirit: Puritanism and the Emergence of an Antinomian 

Underground in Pre- Civil- War England (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2004), 
189. For Antinomianism as a form of anti- Puritanism, Peter Lake, “Anti- Puritanism: The 
Structure of a Prejudice,” in Kenneth Fincham and Peter Lake (eds) Religious Politics in 
Post- Reformation England (Woodbridge, UK:  Boydell, 2006), 94. For the relation of 
Puritans to Calvin (and modern debates about it), Richard Muller, After Calvin: Studies 
in the Development of a Theological Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 
2– 21, 63– 102. Also, Richard A. Muller, “Covenant and Conscience in English Reformed 
Theology: Three Variations on a 17th Century Theme,” Westminster Theological Journal 42 
(1980): 308– 334. Muller, After Calvin, 175– 189. Andrew A. Woolsey, Unity and Continuity 
in Covenantal Thought (Grand Rapids, MI: Reformation Heritage Books, 2012), chap. 4, 
reviewing scholarship.
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 45. Randall J. Pederson, Unity in Diversity:  English Puritans and the Puritan Reformation, 
1603– 1689 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2014), 75– 82.

 46. Palma, Gnade, 26. Melanchthon, Loci praecipui theologiae (1559), “de vocabulo fidei, CR 
21:750.

 47. Ocker, Church Robbers and Reformers in Germany, 1525– 1547 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2006), 
244; Ocker, “Calvin in Germany,”, 313– 344; Ralph- Peter Fuchs, Confession und Gespräch. 
Typologie und Funktion der Religoinsgespäche in der Reformationszeit (Cologne: Böhlau, 
1995), 429– 456. Historical theologians sometimes quibble with the claim that 
Melanchthon, Bucer, and Calvin admitted a concept of double justification. Anthony 
Lane, Justification in Protestant- Catholic Dialogue (Edinburgh: T. T. Clark, 2002), 58; Brian 
Lugioyo, Martin Bucer’s Doctrine of Justification: Reformation Theology and Early Modern 
Irenicism (New York: Oxford, 2010), 43– 53.

 48. Martin Brecht, “Abgrenzung oder Verständigung. Was wollten die Protestanten in Trient?” 
Blätter für Württembergische Kirchengeschichte 70 (1970): 148– 175, here 157– 158, 170.

 49. Vainio, Justification, 133, 144, 152– 157.
 50. Lake, Moderate Puritans and the Elizabethan Church (New York: Cambridge, 1982), 222, 

227– 242.
 51. William B. Patterson, William Perkins and the Making of Protestant England 

(New  York:  Oxford, 2014), 107– 108 and passim; Muller, “Covenant and Conscience,” 
309. For the following, Bryan D. Spinks, Two Faces of Elizabethan Anglican Theology: 
Sacraments and Salvation in the Thought of William Perkins and Richard Hooker (Lanham, 
MD and London: Scarecrow Press, 1999), 159– 162.

 52. For the quotation, Lake, “Anti- Puritanism, 80– 97, here 87, 89; Lake, Moderate Puritans, 97– 
99; Lake, “Anti- Popery: The Structure of a Prejudice,” in Richard Cust and Anne Hughes 
(eds) Conflict in Early Stuart England (New York: Longman, 1989), 55– 76; Anthony Milton, 
Catholic and Reformed: The Roman and Protestant Churches in English Protestant Thought, 
1600– 1640 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 31– 32.

 53. Cummings, The Literary Culture of the Reformation: Grammar and Grace (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2002), 187– 189. Cummings, “Justifying God,” 152– 157.

 54. David V.N. Bagchi, Luther’s Earliest Opponents:  Catholic Controversialists, 1518– 1525 
(Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1991), 159– 163. For the following, Avery Dulles, “Justification 
in Contemporary Catholic Theology,” in H. George Anderson, T. Austin Murphy, and 
Joseph A. Burgess (eds) Justifications by Faith:  Lutherans and Catholics in Dialogue 
(Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1985), 256– 277. Susan K. Wook, “Catholic Reception of the 
Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification,” in David E. Aune (ed.) Rereading Paul 
Together: Protestant and Catholic Perspectives on Justification (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 
2006), 43– 59.

 55. Greta Grace Kroeker, Erasmus in the Footsteps of Paul (Toronto, ON:  University of 
Toronto Press, 2011), 24, her translation; 26 for the next quote. In what follows, Daniel A. 
Crews, Twilight of the Renaissance: The Life of Juan de Valdés (Toronto, ON: University of 
Toronto, 2008), 52– 53 for Italian humanists against Erasmus. Erasmus is said to Lutherize, 
but Erasmus is hard to avoid: the opinion of Peter Canisius. Hilmar Pabel, “Praise and 
Blame: Peter Canisius’s Ambivalent Assessment of Erasmus,” in The Reception of Erasmus 
in the Early Modern Period (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2013), 129– 159, here 142, 144, 147.

 56. Kroeker, Erasmus, passim.
 57. For this and the following, Crews, Twilight, 91– 112 and passim; Camilla Russell, Giulia 

Gonzaga and the Religious Controversies (Turnhout:  Brepols, 2006), 91– 126; Elisabeth 
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G. Gleason, Gasparo Contarini: Venice, Rome, and Reform (Berkeley, CA: University of 
California Press, 1993), 191– 192, 98– 99, 102– 103, 143– 151; Maria Celia Ropero Serrano, “Los 
Comentarios de Juan de Vald és a las Cartas Paulinas a los Romanos y a los Corintios 1” 
(Ph.D. dissertation, Universidad de León, 2013), 557– 558 (http:// dialnet.unirioja.es/ serv-
let/ tesis?codigo=40009, accessed 18 February 2015).

 58. But of the relation of text to printed text Maria Celia Ropero Serrano cautions, “los 
ejemplares de la edición no nos muestran un texto descuidado, como el que hubieran 
podido publicar con escasos fondos unos discípulos nostálgicos.” Ropero Serrano, “Los 
Comentarios de Juan de Valdés,” 85.

 59. Suggested by Girolamo Seripando. Concilium Tridentinum, ed. Goerres Gescellschaft, 
13  vols. (Freiburg:  Herder, 1901– 2001), 12:664– 671 (hereafter abbreviated as CT). 
For this and the following, Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 172; Reinhard 
Braunisch, Die Theologie der Rechtfertigung im “Enchiridion” (1538) des Johannes 
Gropper (Münster:  Aschendorff, 1974), 360– 438, 431; Adam Patrick Robinson, The 
Career of Cardinal Giovanni Morone (1509– 1580):  Between Council and Inquisition 
(Farnham:  Ashgate, 2012), 37– 192; Stephan Walther, “Vier Theologen für Morone. Ein 
unbekantes Gutachten im Prozess der römischen Inquisition gegen Kardinal Giovanni 
Morone (1555– 1560),” Revue d’histoire ecclesiastique 106 (2011): 452– 470; Ocker, Robbers, 
253 and the literature noted in n. 24. John Calvin, Institutes (1539), x.1. CR 29:737; Institutes 
(1559), III.xi.1. CR 30:319.

 60. It was made famous by Calvin’s mocking rebuttal. Calvin, The Bondage and Liberation of 
the Will: A Defence of the Orthodox Doctrine of Human Choice against Pighius, trans. G.I. 
Davies, ed. Anthony Lane (Carlisle: Paternoster, 1996); Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 
84, 169. Ruard Tapper, Explicationis articulorvm venerandae Facultatis Sacrae Theologiae 
Generalis Studij Louaniensis circa dogmata ecclesiastica ab annis triginta quatuor con-
trouersa, vnà cum responsione ad argumenta aduersariorum, 2 vols. (Louvain: M. Verhaselt, 
1555, 1557), 2:32, for the allegation Pighius adapted Calvin.

 61. “In illo ergo iustificamur coram Deo, non in nobis: non nostra, sed illius iustitia, quae nobis 
cum illo iam communicantibus imputatur.” Albert Pighius, Controversiarum praecipuarum 
in comitiis Ratisponensibus tractarum (Cologne: Melchior von Neuß, 1545), sign. F6(v)- 
G4(r). Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 170– 175, working from the 1542 edition.

 62. Ocker, Robbers, 246. J. V. Pollet, Martin Bucer, Études sur les relations de Bucer avec les Pays- 
Bas, 2 vols. (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1985), 161– 177, 187– 199. For the following, Ocker, “Between 
the Old Faith and the New: Spiritual Loss in Reformation Germany,” in Lynn Tatlock (ed.) 
Enduring Loss in Early Modern Germany (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2010), 232– 258, here 253– 254.

 63. Such an incident involving Melanchthon was reported by Marcello Cervino, President of 
the Council of Trent, in his private notebook. Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, Appendix 
p.  7, no.  10. Bucer claimed that Contarini accepted Protestant positions. Hefner, Die 
Entstehungsgeschichte, 197, Appendix p. 7, no. 10.

 64. Ochino, by his own testimony. Bernardino Ochino, Prediche di Bernardino Ochino da 
Siena I (Geneva: no publisher, circa 1550), x, sign f3(v)- f4(r). Josias Simmler, Oratio de vita 
et obitu clarissimi viri et praestantissimi theologi D. Petri Martyris Vermilii, divinarum liter-
arum professoris in schola Tigurina (Zurich: Christoph Froschauer the Younger, 1563), f. 9r. 
Cf. Gleason, Gasparo Contarini, 257– 303.

 65. In general, Hefner, Die Enteshungsgeschichte, 84– 155, which remains a thorough and 
insightful account; Hubert Jedin, A History of the Council of Trent, 2 vols., trans. Ernest 
Graf (St. Louis: Herder, 1961), 2: 166– 196, 239– 316; McGrath, Iustitia Dei, 324– 338. Ocker, 
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“The German Reformation,” 14– 18 and the literature noted there. For the war, Thomas 
A. Brady, Jr., Protestant Politics:  Jacob Sturm (1489– 1553) and the German Reformation 
(Atlantic: Humanities Press, 1995), 294– 317.

 66. Dionysius Zannettino to Alexander Farnese, 25 June 1546. CT 10:539. Eduard Stakemeier, 
Der Kampf um Augustin. Augustinus und die Augustiner auf dem Tridentinum 
(Paderborn: Bonifacius Druckerei, 1937), 59 (where the reference is incorrectly noted as 
CT 10:359).

 67. Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 84. Herculis Severoli commentarius, 8 Oct. 1546, 
CT 1:105.

 68. For Giulio Contarini, Acta 10 Iul. 1546, CT 4:322 no. 127; 4:325– 327 no. 129; Herculis Severoli 
commentarius, 10. Iul. 1546, CT 1:88; Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 149– 150. For 
Seripando, Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 110– 113; CT 12:703– 715. For experiments, 
Hefner, Die Entstehungsgeschichte, 91, Appendix 24– 25 no.  58. For de Vega, McGrath, 
Iustitia Dei, 320– 322; Henricus Recla, Andreae Vega, OFM: Doctrina de iustificatione et 
Concilium Tridentinum (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1966), 
37– 66. For Pinarolo, Hefner, Die Entsteshungsgeschichte, 86– 87.

 69. For this and the following, McGrath, Iustitia Dei, 334– 338. Hefner, Die 
Entstehungsgeschichte, 155.

 70. The Spanish Inquisition:  An Anthology of Sources, ed. and trans. Lu Ann Homza 
(Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 2007), 197. Ulrich Horst, “Bartolomé Carranza (1503– 1576),”  
in Erwin Iserloh, Heribert Smolinsky, Peter Walter (eds), Katholische Theologen der 
Reformationszeit, 6  vols. (Münster:  Aschendorf, 1984– 2004), 6: 69– 86. For the friend 
mentioned next, Fray Bartolomé Carranza: documentos historicos, ed. Ignacio Tellechea 
Idigoras, 2 vols. (Madrid: Real Academia de la Historia, 1962), 2: 153– 156.

 71. E.g. Servites in Bologna between 1547 and 1549, the Valdesian Pietro Carnesecchi in 
1567, and Reginald Pole’s friend Carlos de Seso and Agustín Cazalla at Vallodolid in 1559. 
Hefner, Die Enstehungsgeschichte, Appendix 101 no. 197. Russell, Giulia Gonzaga, 172– 208; 
James S. Amelang, “Italy and Spain: Culture and Religion,” in Thomas J. Dandelet and John 
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