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It may appear that the question which serves as the title of
this paper is an idle one, but many recent and diverse expres-
sions of opinton force one to take the question seriously. It is
sttl] not uncommon, however, to see such an antithesis between
Luther and things Marian that even the possibility of raising the
question seems to be precluded. Consider the recent statement
of Fritz Viering, the Supertntendent of the Evangelical Church
at Hamm 1n Westphalia, Germany:

In the Jesutt Church of the Gesti in Rome, one can observe the
majestic monument at the grave of Saint Ignatius of Loyola...;
it is a giganttc Marian representation, In one hand, there 1s a cross;
in the other, a formation which one can well take as flames Under
Mary's foot are entwmned forms which symbolically represent the
heretics Among one of these forms is found a book on whose rear
cover is priated Marisn Lauther. Mary, the conquerer of the heretics,
of the Reformation, the conquerer of Martin Luthe: ! There are many
ways of presenttng Roman Cathohic Mariology but anyone who
overlooks what this statue on the grave of Ignattus of Loyola sig-
nifies does not understand Roman Catholic Mariology!*

The author can testify that a simular explanation has been
given of a figure lying beneath the feet of an Immaculate Con-
ception statue outside the former college and church of the
Jesuits in Paderborn, Germany

Contrast this attitude with the one which has gained some
ascendancy since the Council In the semi-popular Marian
magazine Mary Today, 1 an atticle entitled “Aschbishop Gaw-
lina, Mactin Luther, and the Magpificat,” the editor, Father
Charles Lees, S M., introduced his subject with this declaration:

1 Die Romischhatholiche Manologie und die Botschaft der Reforma-
fion, Hamm, Schuftenmission, 1955, p. 45 f.
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In modern dialogues between Catholics and their separated brethren,
it is often ignored that, historrcally, the Protestant reformers did
‘ npot attack devoton to Our Blessed Mother; that such an attack
came from their successots. Catholics would find it difficult to dis-
agree with Archbishop Gawlina's excerpts from Martin Luther?

He then went on to quote from the well-known address of the
Archbishop to the Fathers of the Vatican Counal at a time
when the schema of the Blessed Virgin Mary was being de-
bated. The point that the Archbishop was making was that
Mary as Mother of the Church, far from being an obstacle to
union among separated brethren, was “‘the bridge and the road
to true ecumenism,” He adduced as support for this opinion the
zeal of the Orentals 1n honoring Mary, and then went on to
claim “even the founder of Protestantism himself has wrttten
many things about Mary in a spirit of great devotion” The
Archbishop not only sustained his opinion by extensive quota-
tions from Luther’s dissertatton on the Magnificat, written in
1521, but also from his mature pericd, eg, from 1533, 16
years after the publication of the 95 theses: “The creature Mary
cannot be praised enough,”

These opinions seem to be widespread In a recent article
written for the Irish Catholic public by Bishop Daly of Ardagh
entitled “Luther Loved Mary,”* the author cites Luther’s state-
ment of 1522, after he had broken with the Church: “The
veneration of Mary 1s inscribed in the very depths in the human
heart” and proceeds to use Luther’s own statements from the
last period of his life (which he claims represents the Re-
former’s final teaching on Mary) to support his proposition
that a return to the Marian teaching of the Reformation’s
founding fathers (espectally Luther) would help to promote
Christian unity. After citing some of Luther’s doctrinal stands,
he recalls his statement mn a Christmas sermon of 1531 de-

2 Vol. 56, No. 2, (March-April, 1965), page 26-28

8Lees, Charles SM, ars. cit., page 27.
+ The Word, May, 1969, page 24-26
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scribing Mary “as the most exalted of all women, the most
precious gem in Christianity after Christ, and the woman who
could never be praised too much” After applauding Luther’s
recommendation n a sermon on the Visitation in 1544 which
asked that the Magnificat be sung 1n all churches every day, he
goes directly to hus last sermon at Wittenberg, in January, 1546,
in whtch Luther asked the question:

Is Chnst alone to be venerated?

Rather is not the Mother of God, too, to be honored?
She 15 the woman who crushed the serpent’s head
Listen to us, Mary.

Your son honors you,

He refuses you nothung *

He then concludes-

We can surely find in these passages good reason to hope that Mary,
whom Luther loved, may be the heavenly means of leading Luther’s
sptritual children to rediscover the place and significance of Mary in
Christian faith and devotion. It can scarcely be gainsaid, that, in this
domatn, as well as in others, a retuen to Luther would be for many
modern Protestants 2 considerable step closer to Catholic tradition,

The Bishop rests his case with the conviction that he has proved
that

right until the end of his Iife, Luther preached on Manan feasts,
expounded Marian themes, especially the Magnificat, extolled
Mary's privileges, practiced and urged devotion to her ¢

In the same month a German Lutheran, Anna Paulson, writing
a review on a full-length treatment of Luther’s positton on the
veneration of Mary came to the categorical conclusion that, at
least at the end of his life, Luther was not a devotee of Mary.
She takes strong 1ssue with recent Catholic omron:

§Page 25
8 Ibid,
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It is significant that recently from the Catholic stde there has been
proposed the optnion that Luther was a devotee of Mary and re-
mained such and that the Evangelical Church whuch has gotten away
from this devotion has lost something of the genumne doctrine of
the Reformation

She claims that .

This optruon 15 supported among other things by certain individual
items of Luther’s explanation of the Magmficat which 15 so am-
bivalent that even evangelical theologians have not been able to
master it?

Finally she rejects any possibility of “devotion” on Luther’s
patt.

If we were to accept any of these simplistic, uncatical, one-
stded evaluations of Luther’s Martan stance proposed by Bish-
ops Gawlina and Daly, Father Lees, Supermtendent Viering ot
Anna Paulson, we would simply have to answer “Yes” or “No"
to our questton and then show that Luther did or did not prac-
tice devotion This response we find impossible.

Although the author of the most complete wotk on the sub-
ject of Luthet’s position in regard to the veneratton of Mary,
Hans Dufel® claims that the question of Luther’s attitude to-
wards Marian veneration was scarcely treated in evangelical
theology up to the present time, he himself adduces many testi-
monies to the fact that this theme has been a constant attraction.
It has, indeed, been a point of controversy since the time of the
great Reformer

Through four centuries his attitude towards Mary has been
defended, excused, or mdicted by theologians The diversity
of opinion among evangelical theologians has continued to the
present day Dufel ventures the optnion that one looking
through the available matertal might be inchined to write a

7 Anna Paulson, Bvangelische Kommentare, Vol 2, No 5 (May, 1969),
reviewtng Hans Dufel's book Lathers Stellung zur Marsenverebrung,
Vandenhoeck, Goettingen, 1968
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“"History of the Judgment of Luther’s Mariological Attitude in
Evangelical and Catholic Theology "°

While it mught be possible, using the sources brought to light
by Difel, to show that there were Protestant and Catholic theo-
logians since the 1500’s who disputed Luther’s position n re-
gard to Mary, for our purposes it will suffice to indicate the dif-
ference of opinion among selected theologtans of this century,
which cuts across confessional lines.

2. Protestant Posstsons in Twentieth Century

First, the Lutheran authors Already in 1919, a cty of alarm
had been rassed by an evangelical writer against Mary's exclu-
ston and an appeal was made to follow Luthet’s own attitude
towards Mary

The departure from the Evangelical Church has begun  The army
which gathered around Luther becomes smaller. ., , Many leave. ..
who can no longer be warm in the Evangelical Church And the
Evangelical Church 1s cold What must we do to hold Lutheran
men of value? We must make our church warm, Who makes it
warm? .., We must call back our mother Maty 12

Five years later in his work The Prereformation Luther'
George Merz expressly treated Luther's devotion to Mary
Merz sees the years between 1513 and 1516 as decssive not only
for the works which led to the Reformation but also Luther’s
attitude towards Mariology He cites Luther’s commentary on
the Epzstle to the Romans as well as Marian sermons as an in-
dication that even at this time Luther was changing in his atti-
tude towards Mary.® In opposition to Merz, Bruno Margraf,
refernng to Luther's invocation to Mary in the Magnificat,

slznger: Stellung zur Marrenverebrung, Vandenhoeck, 1968, page 14.

9 Ik

ocf H Dufel, op. at, page 23.

11 Max Jungnickel from “The Post”, Berlin, Nov, 19, 1919 as cited
in Hochkirehe 13 (1931), 170

12 Der vorreformatorische Luther, Munich, 1924
13 ¢f page 51 ff
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thinks that one has to admit that “he overcame the veneration
of Mary much more slowly than 1s generally thought.”**

These opinions which differed only as to the time that Luther
overcame his Maran devotion were vigorously opposed by
Friedrich Heiler, a member of the Lutheran High Church, who
wrote at great length on Martan Devotion in general and Lu-
ther’s in particular:

This rejectton of Marian venerabon I can m no way pustfy by
Luther, On the contrary, Luther belongs in the ranks of the great
devotees of Mary Martin Luther fought only agamst certain forms
of the Middle Age worship of the Madonna which appeated to
him—partly wrongly, partly nightly—as aberrations from the true
Marian veneration and as threatening the honor of her Son?®

How does Heuler justify such an extreme positton? After
ctting the usual passages from Luther’s early hife and concluding
with the Magntficat, Hetler makes the pont that “Luther’s pious
childlike soul knew how to sing the prasse of the Mother of
God just as well as the greatest Catholic devotees of Mary."”
In fact, he claims, that “in Luther there existed 1n newer evan-
gelical form the German Marian veneration of the Middle
Ages” and that one should accord Luther a “place of honor
the history of the Marian cult” He maintans that Luther's
evangelical veneration of Mary is displayed 1 the confessional
documents of Lutheranism and is a very spectal way in the
Apclogy to the Augsburg Confession. And so profound was
Luther’s influence, Heiler claims, that his custom of preaching
Martan setmons on the Marian feasts continued in the Lutheran
Church a hundred years after his death. Following the example
of Luther other great songwriters of the Reformation glorified

M Doy punge Luther als Geme. Beutrag zur Lutherpsychologre. Leipug,
1929, page 162

15 Friedriech Heler, "Die Gottesmutter 1m Glauben und Beten der
Jahthunderte,” Hochkwche 13 (1931) page 172-203, but especially Dize
Marienverebrung 1m Protestantisms, pages 198-203, For the zbove see

page 198.
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the greatness of Mary’s divine materuty. This lasting prety
towads the Mother of God found an outlet in piety so that
generally the celebrated pictures of the Madonna and her statues
from the Middle Ages were retained in Lutheran churches
According to Heiler, it was only the spirit of the enlighten-
ment with ts lack of understanding of mystery, and especially
of the mystery of the Incarnation, which 1n the 18th century
began the work of destruction

During the same petiod the works of Hans Preuss, concerning
the history of devotion, painted in glowing colors Luther's
image of Mary and suggested a parallel with the artistic rep-
resentation of Mary by Thirer.”” Probably the most significant
book of this period was the classic work of Robert Lansemann
about the feast days of the samnts at the time of the Reforma-
tion It contained a thorough treatment of Luther’s thought
about the veneration of Mary with the purpose of making the
attitude of the entire Reformation tn this question frutful for
the liturgical movement of the present time™*

After the war, the question again preoccupted Lutheran au-
thors. In 1949 Helmut Lamparter with the help of atations
from Luther presented an evangelical picture of Mary but
without putting any accent either on the positive or negative
declarations of Luther. We might consider it a neutral
treatment.” This was not the case with the treatise of the
ecumenical Lutheran pastor, Hans Asmussen, who 1n his little
book Maria die Mutter Gottes™ showed Luther 1n a very posi-

art ert, 200; of also Friederich Heiler, “Evangelische Martienvere-
hrang”, Eme Hedige Kirche 28 (1955-56), fascicle 1, page 20f and 25

7 Martin Luther der Kiénstler, Gutersloh, 1931, pages 32, 97, 194,
etc, and Marisn Luther der Christenmensch, Gutessloh, 1942, pages 106f,
208f; cf also Dise destiche Frommighent im Sptegel der bildenden Kunss,
Berlin, 1926, pages 143, 139

8Dye Heiligentage beronders die Maren-Apostel und Engeltage in
der Reformanonzest, Vandenhoeck, Gottingen, 1939, 209 p.

1 Dye Magd des Herrn, Metzingen, 1949 <f, also H Dufel, op, o,
page 25

20 Stuttgart, 1950
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tive light 1n regard to devotion to Mary. This “tevolutionary”
work was followed very shortly by the work of a librarian
Reintraud Schimmelpfenmug about Martan veneration 1n Ger-
man Protestantism? Her book along with that of Asmussen
was severely criticized for a lack of the critical spint inasmuch
as she and Asmussen placed Luther in the ranks of the greatest
devotees of Mary.® Hans Dufel claims that the particular ten-
dency of Schimmelpfennig’s book is already clear in the title.
He asks,

“Can one 1n general—so we demand—speak about 2 hustory of the
veneration of Mary in Protestantism® Do not Manan veneratton
and Protestantism mutually exclude one another.”'#

We might say that this very question of Dufel’s is an indication
of his own attitude

Around this same time (1953) an esteemed German author
1n the 4th edition of his classic work on the History of Dogma
was categorically asserting that Luther completely gave up devo-
tion to Mary as well as to the Saints®

How then can we describe the Protestant position on Luther’s
Mariological attitude?

In no way ts it sufficient to describe him as 2 munimalist who crit-
iczed excesses and thereby rematns halfway, He nses up aganst

2L Dye Geschichte der Martenverebrang 1n demtschen Protestantismus.
Padetbotn, 1952

22 Jbrd , page 18

23 op, cit, page 26.

24 Myt der Hedligenverehrung (1dolomania santorum W 44, 727) hat
Luther auch die Verchrung der Mama aufgegeben, Ihr stehe Ehre nur
zu wegen der Inkarnation, aber jede weitere personliche Verehrung, wie
auch Anselm und Betnhard ste gelehrt haben, st vetkebet (T1 1, 210
W 42, 143), denn nur Gott gebuhrt Gebet und Vertraven (W. 10. 2,
407) Vor allem zber verwirrt Luther die Praxis, Mara als patrona und
Muttlenn anzurufen, damit sie uns vor dem strengen Ruchter, threm Sohne
verttete, e g W 15, 477, 30, 2, S06 658. 671, 299, 34, 2. 255; 42, 134,
(Seeberg, Reinhold, Lebrbuch der Dogmen-geschichte, Vol 1I, Basel,
1953 (4th edit }, p 227.
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the motive of all devotion and is not ashamed to say that one has
made of Mary a goddess and a mediatnx with Christ the judge,
and all forms of veneratton of Mary and the smats, all hturgies
and pilgrimages, are accordmng to lum novelties which man must
ehimunate 25

Can we accept this extreme posttion, the one taken by Hans
Difel, (op at, passim) which has recerved the complete ac-
quiescence of the above reviewer, Or are we to adopt as rep-
resentative of Protestants, or at least Lutherans, the opinton
of authors such as Heiler, Asmussen and Schimmelpfennig:

Luther sharply criticrzed everything which was not related to Christ
and he reckoned among those things many exaggerabions in Marian
veneratton, Nevertheless he belongs in the ranks of the greatest
Christtan venerators of Mary.2e

Prudence would indicate that neither extreme be fully embraced,
but that we should seek the middle path,

3. Catholic Positrons i Twentreth Century

Has the Cathelic evaluation of Luther’s Manan attitude
escaped the pitfalls of extremism? A cursory examination
would lead one to believe that it has not. Along with Protes-
tants, Catholic theologians of this century, espeaially the Ger-
mans 1n closer contact with evangelical thought, were redis-
covering Luther’s attitude toward Mary. The Jesuit, Stephen
Beissel, in his two-volume work about veneration of Mary
written 1n 1910, referring to the numerous positive Mariological
declarations of Luther, thought he could declare “Luther praises
Mary’s privileges with a certain warmth, especially in his later
writings.” He then constdered the question of the polemic of
the reformer against the proliferation of Martan devotions and
declared that just as clearly and strongly as Luther recognized

25 Anna Paulson, ari, cir., 293,

28 Renstraud Schimmelpfennig, “Die Manenfeste im Luthertum”, Ocks-
menische Embert 3 (1952), 94f
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the privileges of the Mother of God, so much did he mveigh
against the kind of veneration which was shown to her m the
Catholic Church already by the Fathers of the Church and in
the old liturgy *

One of the most renowned, if superseded, commentators on
Luther in this century was Hartmann Grisar. He presents
Luther’s attttude toward Mary in a very positive vein.™

Probably the greatest living Catholic scholar on Luther,
Joseph Lortz, made this judgment about Luther’s Martology 1n
his work Dse Reformation in Dentschland >

Luther did not renounce the veneration of Maty and the saints and
he did not cease preaching on her feast days.

He demonstrates that through the abolishing of these feasts
which took place in the following centuries there was an m-
poverishment 1n the Protestant Church and claims that condi-
tions became such that Lutherans became proud about “the
conquering of the Catholic or Middle Age remains which
Luther himself had not succeeded mn setting aside ™

In the 1930 edition of Buchberger's Lextkon far Theologie
und Kirche, G Soll declared:

Luther wished first of all only to fight aganst abuses, not to abolish
the veneration of Mary tn iself. This way of looking at Luther
remains true for many Lutherans in ancient and modern times®

Father Saturnin Pauleser, O.F M. n hus book Alaria und die
Reformation™ advances the opnion that Luther himself was
not only onginally a fervent devotee of Mary, but also—at
Jeast tn the essentials—he remained so his entire life. His
claim 1s that the many declarations which warn against excessive

27 Geschichte der Verchrung Maras um 16 and 17, Jabrbunderte,
Freiburg, 1910, page 100,

28 Three Volumes, Freiburg, 1911 Vol 2, page 571 f and 796

29 Freiburg, 1940, Vol 2, page 304.

30 [hid.

3 Fretburg, 1930, Vol 6, Column 897
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Marian veneration can be explained by the fact that it was im-
portant to say this in Luther’s time  Brushing aside innumerable
opposing passages in Luther, he interprets the Reformer as
summarizing the idea of all Marian veneration in the words
admitting her role as a mediatrix Luther had said, “She does
not wish that you come to her, but through her to God.”
Saturnin comments: “What is this 1f not the fundamental
Catholic position: “through Mary to Jesus”?** This s certainly
to take the statement out of context and to go agamst the
patent elimination of any mediation of Mary tn so many state-
ments of Luther. It would be hard to find any scholar now who
would defend this judgment. However, even as balanced a
theologian as Albert Brandenburg calls Luther “a renowned
(ausgepragter) Marian theologian and personally a devotee of
Mary” and speaks of his agreement with the confesstonal docu-
ments which spoke of Mary as “worthy of the highest honors.”*

We come full circle with a recent xeroxed manuscript of a
sermon of Rev F J Ripley given 1n Ireland entitled “Mary and
the Modern Christtan” m which the author dismisses Luther
with the following statement “In the sixteenth century the
attack of heresy concentrated on three vital matters: the pope,
the mass, and the Aothe: of God.”

Perhaps we can close our listing of representative Catholic
theologians of the present day with one who 1s constdered
typical of the way in which Luther's Mariological attitude is
constdered from the Catholic stde. The Jesuit, Albert Ebneter,
in an essay entitled “Luther’s Image of Mary,"*" speaks of an
anti-Manan prejudice prevalent throughout the world of Prot-
estantism today and thinks that a consideration of the Mariolog-
ical attitude of Luther would be a surprise for Protestants and

sz2Multenberg, 1931

as page 9

34 Apology, XXI, f Albert Brandenburg, Marts wn der Evangeluschen
Theologre der Gegenwart Bonifactus, Padetbora, 1965, p, 85,

35 “Martin Luthers Marienbild”, Orrentterung, Zunch, 1956, No 7,
pages 77-80 and No 8, pages 85-87 See especually pages 77-79
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Catholics alike, He then gives posttive declarattons of Luther
concerning the Immaculate Conception and not surpristngly
refers to the wnvocation of Mary by Luther 1 his explanation
of the Magnificat Throughout his short essay he induces
numerous examples to suppot hus stand that Luther preserved a
veneration for Mary to the very end of his ife But he has been
severely crittcized by men such as Hans Diifel for exaggerations
of the import of certasn statements of Luther and for faling to
take 1nto account the entire context of Luther's declaration For
example, when Ebneter says that Luther apparently had no
difficulty speaking about the queenship of Mary, Dufel replies
that 1s not correct because the reformer never used the term of
heavenly Queen 1n the Roman Catholic sense and this 1s clear
from the very explanation of the Magnificat (which Ebneter
had cited) and the preaching of Sept. 8, 1522, in which Luther
commenting on the Sa/ve Regina asked “Ts thts not doing a dis-
honor to Christ that one gives to a creature what belongs to
God alone?” And Diifel s claming that in the context that the
idea of dominion or reign over people belongs to Christ alone
according to Luther's thought.™

So 1t would seem that whether we consider Catholic or Prot-
estant theologtans, it is just as difficult to arrive at a consensus.

1. Reasons for Difficulties in an Assessment of Luther's
Marzan Artatude

Before delving mto Luther’s own life and works 1n order to
answer our questions, it seems necessary to point out why both
the scholats and popularizers of Luther’s thought have encoun-
tered such difficulty Then betng fotewarned, we may have the
modest hope of ourselves avoiding the consequences of such
difficulties.

There is a connected series of facts which seem so obvious
that they should not need to be recalled except that experence

38 1hsd, of H Dufel, op e, page 291
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has shown that 1n practice authors tend to forget them: the
gradual evolution of Luther’s reformational and Martological
thought, hts own religious personality, his personal theological
struggle, and even the contradictions which appear here and
there m Luther's writings and which seem to have been no
great disturbance for um The point, in short, is that there is not
just one, but many Luthers Thus, as Father Thomas O'Meara
has pointed out so well:™

During any discusston of Luther and the Blessed Virgin we must
keep uppermost in our munds that there was a development tn his
ideas, a change mote or less drastic 1n each aspect of Marian the-
ology This development has 1ts beginning 1n Cathohasm; it passes
through contradictions, struggles, 2nd uncertanties, and terminates
in 2 new Martan viewpoint, one which Luther deaded was christo-
centric, btblical, unexaggerated, and edifying

We mught add that Luther’s own religious personality con-
tained two sources of his recasting of medieval Mariology. The
first was hus suffering under popular devotional abuses Super-
stitton and exaggerations tn the veneration of Mary wete not
difftcult to discover, and Luther felt them keenly, He went
to Rome m early 1510, and as he made the usual pilgrimages
through the aty, he was shown some milk from the Virgm’s
breast and some of Mary’s hair,®*

Because authors have not been sufficiently aware of the
dynamtcs of change, works on Luthet’s Mariology have some-
times given a false picture. It 1s said Luther accepted the
Assumption and yet forbade the singing of the Salve Regina;
he preached an mmmaculately concerved and sinful Macy The
time element, the dating of Luther's vemarks, is all-important.
Luther’s Marian theological evolution tn the years 1513-1527

81 O’'Meara, Thomas, Mary tn Protestant and Catholie Theology, Sheed
and Ward, NY, 1965, page 113
s8ef 1bid.
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has its own coberence, but the reformer’s thought is definitely
changing, and not always in the same direction.™

What Luther said in regard to the possibility of a reader
being led into error regarding his attitude toward the Pope
because of his eaclier writing (very favorable up unti 1519)
can be applied to hes attitude toward his veneration of Mary.
In his Latin writing of 1545 he asked his readers to read hus
earlier writmgs “with judgment and even with much compas-
sion” He then goes on to say, “Good readers you will attribute
this error to my ineptitude I was alone at first and surely inept
and unlearned for treating such things ™

Add to these difficulties, related rather personally to Luther,
those associated with the situation of the times, and one can
readily see that it 1s no easy thing to fully grasp Luther's
thought First of all, as Martin Elze showed so well m a talk
given at the Untversity of Tubngen m 1965, the prety of the
Middle Ages was deeply imbedded 1n Luther’s theology.*

One Catholic author has recently described the century pre-
ceding Luther's as one “of profound faith, but with devotton
often very unenlightened and burdened by many supersh-
trons,”**

Secondly, there ts the open-ended situation, as far as Mario-
logical dogma is concerned It is certainly not of minor moment
to be aware of Mariologrcal edifices of later centurtes. Certain

®cf [bid, p 114
<40 WA 54, 179, 22f and 36/ All references are to the Weimer edition
{WA) and zll translations are the author’s own unless noted otherwise
WA Tr (Tischreden = Luther's Tabletalks WA Br (Briefe) = Lettets
The first number indicates the volume the second the page, and a thud
(if given), the lne

#1Published as “Zuge Spatmttelaltenscher Frommighest mn Luthers
Theologie”, Zertschrift fir Theologie und Kirche 62 (1963), 381-402

42 Fou profonde, mais dévotion souvent mal éclatée et écrasée parfors
sous les scomes de maintes superstitrons  ams: poutrait-on qualifier
la moyenne du sentiment religieux du XV sizcle Au plan de lz théologie
proprement dite, 1l faudrait &tudier 1a Sacrs Canonis mussae Expontto de
Gabriel Biel (1488) (Baciocchi, J. de, SM “La Crise du XVIe Siécle sur
I'intercession”, BSFEM, Vol 24 (1967) p 5



110 Was Luther a Devotee of Mary?

importaat declarations about Mary were three and four cen-
turies away from solemn definition, While it may be true that
scholars are aware of the theological note according to the
Immaculate Conception and the Assumption in the 16th cen-
tury, yet it seems right to assume that there may be a certain
unawareness of the “suppleness” permitted in the area of
Marological thought *?

The latest French ecumenical work on Mary claims that st 1s
not astonishing that the Reformers showed such little interest
in Marrology, since, “in many respects it was an open and dis-
puted question "'

Preoccupied above all with the restoration of preaching the
Gospel, they showed less concern for a yet “unfixed” Marian
doctrine than for the practice of the Marian cult which seemed
to them mixed with superstitions and contradictory to the glory
which belonged to God and Christ above®

Thus 1t would be a mistake to think of Luther as being pre-
occupied with Mary He was crtical in the measure 1n which
Marnological declaration conflicted with what he constdered
essential points© the primacy of grace, the transcendence of
God, the unique Mediatorship of Christ, etc*®

3 Bosc, Jean, La Marwologte des Réformatenrs, BSFEM (1963), p 17.

“ Donc dans ces domaines &tre extremement prudent en face des af-
firmattons comme aussi des silences des réformateurs Clest aprés eux
surtout que les lignes de clivages' vont affirmer, les opposittons se durcir
et la mariologie catholique va se developpet et ajouter 3 son corps de
doctrines de nouvelles defintions; c'est ensuite également que le pro-
testantisme deviendra de plus en plus méfiant & P'egard des manifestations
mariologiques, jusqu'a envelopper parfois d'un total silence la personne
de l2 Vierge Matie Par rapport A4 ces developpements ulterseurs, les
reformateurs apparaissent comme des témomns gardant dans le domame de
la manologie une liberté trés large
Il n'est donc pas etonnant que les Réformateurs du XVI siécle se soent
peu nteressés 3 la questton marale Cell-ai reste encore 4 bien des égards
une question ouvette et controversée, le dogme sur ce point n'étant pas
encore défim par 1'Egllise (Phiibert, Zobel, Maryvonne Caplan, Hébert
Roux, and Alexis Knazeff, La Vierge Marze, Pans: Mame 1968, p 71

8 Ibrd

6 cf Jean Bosc, ap. at,, p 17
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Finally, we must be awate of the situation of Marian devo-
tion at the end of the 15th century It 1s well resumed in an
article by Fr, J de Bacrocchu*”

Martan devotion, already very fervent and widespread, increased
stll more 2t the end of the Middle Ages and developed new and
typical aspects The calamities undergone during the 14th and 15th
centurtes (the Hundred Years' War, the Great Western Schism,
the Eastern Schism, the eprdemucs) had certainly developed among
Christians a terror of divine justice and the need of taking refuge
in the Mother of Mercy. ... It 1s not by chance that the iconographtc
theme of the protecting mantle of Mary became widespread for the
most part during the 15th century In order to escape the Pest,
one mvoked especially Our Lady of Grace or Our Lady of Succour
This recourse to Mary .. was stumulated and encouraged by the dif-
fusion of the accounts of ruracles, several collections of which
“became the vogue” in the 15th century. It ss at the end of thus
century and at the beginning of the next that the cult of Our Lady
of Loretto becomes widespread .and at the same tune, under
the influence of the Domuaican, Alan de la Roche, the rosary de-
votion regzins its populanty, . In a more general way, it 1s on
the eve of the Reform that the cult of the Saints realtzed 1ts greatest
expansion,*®

It 15 1n this ambiance that we must now consider Luther's
life and works

I Luther's Marian Attniude Before the Reformation

As a Catholic theologian, Luther was a man of his times as
he himself recalled on many occasions

Like every pious man, Luther called upon the saints.*® The
attitude of Luther toward Marian veneration 1s like hss attitude
toward the veneration of the smnts Mary for im, as for all

AT art, ¢, p 320
8lbd, p 5.
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men of the time, was the greatest of the Saints, to be called
upon 1n a very special way.*

As a young student, when he accidentally wounded himself
with lus dagger n the neighbothood of Erfurt (April 16, 1503),
he was in danger of death and called upon Mary: “O Mary,
help.” About this invocatton he remarked later, “At that time
I would have dted trusting in Mary.” At mght when the wound
reopened, he again called upon Mary. He tells us that he
wished to die calling upon the Mother of God ** This experi-
ence shows clearly how steeped Luther already was n the piety
of the Church,

As Fr O'Meara has sad:

Before hus ideas began to change, Luther was imbued with that
Martan piety almost natural to the medieval Chasttan  In his table
talk he remunisced on an event which lughlights his early ltfe, At
that catical moment when he was so frightened by lightning that
he vowed he would enter a monastery, he cried to Mary’s mother:
“Help, dear Anne; I will become a monk 52

Fr. Lostz says® “Over the band of saints and holy patrons the
mother, Anne trumphed, in whose enthusiastic veneration a deep
respect for motherhood was expressed. And over her, the Blessed
Vicgin, The strongest homage was given to her. Everything was
dedicated to her and bore her name .. her prase never ceased at
this time,"53

He refers to certain Marian practices of his youth such as

wef WA 49, 712, 17 and 20, 36, 388, 20; Tr 3, 95.

5o Cf, W Delus, art, cit,, 410

5t Da habe ich 1n Todesnot geschrien: “O Maria, llf" (Ich war, fugt
¢r hinzu, auf Marnam dahingestorben—nicht auf den Herrn Christus,
will er sagen ) Endlich sei der Chirurgus gekommen, und man habe ihn
nach der Stadt zuruckgeschafft Aber in der Nacht habe die Wunde
wieder zu bluten begonnen, und wieder er die Muttergottes anrufen mussen,
(WA TR, 1, 46, 18, No 119 (1531) (cf Messinger, K, Katholische
Luther Die dentsche Tragddie, 1521, p 192)

520p. at, p 114

83V Lortz, Die Reformation m Dentcheland, 1, p 98
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“vowing to fast on bread and water on Saturday for the Blessed
Virgin”* and calling upon Mary and the samnts for help,™ and
judges them very harshly His vow, he claims was “made, not
to God, or to Mary, but to the dewil, because it was not com-
manded,” and invoking Mary for help came about “because I
was not able to know that Christ could help me as well as the
mother. I even looked upon him as a Judge."™ In fact this
description of the medteval prety with which he was imbued is
a theme he frequently returns to throughout life Ths is the
tmage of Chrst he claims he had.

Christ the Judge... frnghtful, and we have looked upon him as a
strict angry Judge with 2 sword 1in His hand and threatening us as
if He wished to give us a blow on the head 57

With this Chrst 1n mund, he claims he and his fellow Chns-
tians were led by the Papacy to see Mary and the sants as inter-
cessors > On one occaston he even goes so far as to say that he
and hts fellow Christians “confessed wath the mouth that Christ
had redeemed them from the tyranny and the servitude of the
Law, but nevertheless we really felt in our hearts that He was
a lawgiver, a tyrant and a judge more formidable than Moses
himself.”®

5 WA 23, 510.

ESTWA 34, 1, 38

WA 25, 210.

57 Jbid.

e WA 17, 1, 430, 18

B2NUA 45, 86, 1

B0WA 40, 1, 561 Chnstus judex Allgemeiness (Christus haben
wir) schredlich gemacht und thn gehalten fur emen strengen zornigen
Ruchter, als der ein Schwert in der hand fuhre und droben sitze, als wollte
er uns fur den Kopf schlagen” (17, 1, 430, 18) .. Sub papatu Christum
inculeavimus, quod venerit ad judicandum. et quod debeamus pro pec-
cates nostrs satesfacere et postea constituere sanctes intercessores et Martam,
Quando Chostum inspex:, vidi diabolum™ (43, 86, 1)}, Men herz hatte
diesen Gekanden von Christo geschopft, das er em Richter, ware, dem 1ch
am Jungsten Tage muste Rechendchaft geben von allen Weorten und
Merten” (47, 99, 35). of Preuss, Hans, Martzn Luther der Kinsiler,
Gutersloh, Bertelsmann, 1931



114 Was Luther 2 Devotee of Mary®

There are almost innumerable examples to prove that Luther
regarded Chrst as a terrible judge during hts eatly period *°
So much for his life tn general, especially before he became a
religious  As an Augustintan monk Luther found himself in a
circle 1n which the Maran cult was very highly honored and
practiced ®* In Mary’s honor the Augustinians wore a white
robe and scapular A legend of the order recounted that St.
Monica had recetved this habit from Mary herself. Everyday
the Augustinians greeted Mary in the afternoon with a hymn
and there even existed among them a fraternity of the Cincture
of Qur Lady When Luther came to Wittenberg, he encoun-
tered the grant Catholic Church which supposedly contained
among other things pieces of hair, the garments, the mantle of
QOur Lady, and even wax from the candle she held in her hand
as she lay dying® In a sermon on August 15, 1516, after
praistng Maty very highly as the “Purest adorer of God” who
extols God alone himself above all and “who is without an
idol,” he adds, “She does not put forth any mert of her own,
no work; she only passively acknowledges herself to be the
mother and the rectpient of good works, not the doer of them.”®

80 Kommentar zum Galaterbrief, 1531, 10 Okt; Gal 4, 5; WA 40,
1, 561 Hs, Ego ex pestdents doctrina sic Chrtstum habeo im Kopff,
ut non etc ,., Ego semper contemplabar Christum ut rdicem, non quod
sic, ut Paulus, ,! Ego falsum Chnstum non possum ex corde ireiben,
quod semper metuo Chnstum, quod velt occidere et quod expostulare
mecum velit hoc pon feast’' hunc finxi exacte, saevertssime et hab mich
gehalten ad Maniam et Sanctes.. Nos adults, pestifera Papsstaram imbuts
doctrina quam imues ossibus ac medullis imbibimus, de Christo concepimus
opimonem prorsus diversam ab ea, quam Paulus hic propomit Ut maxime
enim fatebamur ore Christus nos a Tyrannide et servitute legis redemisse,
revera tamen cotde senticbamus eum esse legislatorem, Tyrannum ac
indicem mages formidabilem pso Moyse. Cf, Scheel, Otto, Dokamente
zur Luthers Ennwicklung, 20d Edit, 1929, Tubingen, Mahr, (Siebeck,
p 27.}

61 Cf Stephan Beissel, Geschichte der Verchrang Martens in Dentsch-
land, 1909, p 269f

€2 According to ©. Scheel, Aartinr Lather, Book 1I, third edition, 1930,
p. 333 and 8 Bochmer, Der junge Luther, fourth edition, 1951, p. 51,

8B WA 1, 60f, 77
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In the Marian Augustinian atmosphere, Luther was greatly
influenced by some of the most influential Matian Saints and
writers Along with Saints Bernard and Anselm, Luther had
accepted the Manology of the Church  Other influences on him
were Nicholas of Lyra and Cassisdorus®* We can declare the
agreement of Luther with this Mariology of this period He
accepts the old church meaning of Mary's name as Amara Masis
or Strlla Maris, as “bitter sea” or as “‘a most pure drop of the
sea of the condemned mass of the human race "** Luther agrees
with the anctent Church that not only the genealogy of Luke
but also that of Matthew gives the family tree of Mary He
declared himself in favor of Mary’s descent from David by
reason of Isaias 11:1.°° His acknowledgement of the perpetual
virginity of Mary, that is, virginity before bicth, in birth, and
after brrth, 1s exphicit and he uses such formulas of Mariology
as de ventre clauso wutero,” without the seed of man®® ever-
virgin ®® Agreeing with Duns Scotus he accepts the Immaculate
Conception as a truth,™ and the Divine Mothethood and the
Council of Ephesus. With Jerome he defends Mary against
Helvidtus, whom he considers a fool ™

By reason of this theology of Mary one can easily cite, espe-
cally in the pre-Reformation period, many honorable declara-
tions of Luther about Mary “The Vugin 15 the most pure
adorer who sees God 1n all things She depends upon no crea-
ture. Everything leads her back to God "™ He closed a sermon
for the feast of Mary's Assumption 1n 1516 with the invocation:
“Oh most blessed Mother, Oh wosthiest of Virgins think of us
and grant that also to us the Lord should do such great

4 WA Tr 5, 154; WA 43, 581
ssYWA 1, 107.

86 WA 25, 132, 18

STWA 3, 136

WA 3, 459, 10

@ WA 17, 2, 474

0WA 53, 640.

WA 53, 640

1WA 1, 61, 78
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things.”™ In the resolutions of the 95 theses Luther rejects
every blasphemy against the Virgin and thinks that one should
ask for pardon for any evil said or thought agamst hec™ If,
later on, Luther recalled the time of his Manan veneration and
said he had called upon Mary and had put her in the place of
Christ and had gtven Chrst the place of Judge,™ the fact of
his ardent devotion cannot be questtoned. He even maintamned
that he had given "many kisses” to Mary.”® "Looking back, he
reminisced, I see that my heart was accustomed to depend upon
her”™ He even declared at this tune he called upon Mary and
Jerome rather than Christ.™

As a theologian, in treating the subject of Marian veneration,
he took St, Bernard of Clairvaux and St Anselm as models.™
Bernard was especially dear to him, since he had a special love
for Jesus in his humanity.® But later on he was to find fault
with Bernard because of his statement in the sermon Massus
est angelus and other places in his writings ** He was espeaally
incensed against Bernard since he claimed that because of his
writings a blasphemous picture of the Last Day had been
pamnted. In the picture the Son falls before the Father and
shows him his wounds, John and Mary intercede for us with
Chrst, and Mary shows the son her breasts with which she
had fed him *

Scotus, too, was probably known to Luther in his teaching
on the Immaculate Conceptron, for Luther explatns clearly the
Catholic position on this pomnt, however, as O'Meara writes,
we do not find any mention of that distinctly Scotist contribu-

1WA 1, 79

1WA 1, 622

WA 30, 2, 299, 22, 37, 205, 23,
16 WA 46, 663, 34

WA 47, 644, 7

1BWA 47, 344, 38

1WA Tr 1, 219, 7

B0WA Tr 5, 154, 6, 43, 581, 11,
s1\WA Tr. 1, 45, 24

82WWA 33, 83, 20
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tion to the doctrine—Christ's preserving and prevenient redemp-
tion of Mary.®® The mfluence of Gabriel Biel seems important
to some, but 1s yet unproved ** Summarizing Luther's theologi-
cal and devotional athitude towards Mary we can say that there
is no doubt that he was thoroughly imbued with the Marian
doctrine and practice of the time. As O’Meara observes:

We have sermons on the Assumption where he asks Mary to make
us good servants of God We have a eulogy of Mary as God's finest
creation. Reflecting upon this time in his Iife, Luther says that his
mentality was Catholic, embracng the commonly accepted though
not yet defined teachungs on the Immaculate Conception and the
Assumption.®*

We see no reason not to accept Luther’s own assessment of
this period of which he says, referring to Mary, that he had
“hung his heart upor her.”*

IV Luther After The Reformation

1 Doctrine

Although the chief concern in this paper is Luther’s devotion
to Mary; yet, since devotion 1s (or should be) based on doc-
trine, we must rapidly review the Reformer’s principal doctrinal
positions relating to Marian theology

A Divine Maternity

Luther admitted the two doctrines which had been defined by
the Church before the Reformation without any qualifications.
Here the dating is unimportant, since the firmness of Luther’s
conviction never varted. He always had the greatest respect

83 0p, e, p 115

sacf W Delius, ars. cit 410,

8 0p ¢, 115, :
© BWA 47, 644
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for the definition of the Council of Ephesus In 1539, in a
treatise entitled T'he Councils and the Churches, he declared:

The Council of Ephesus did not establish anything new in the
faith but it defended the ancient faith against the novel obscurity
of Nestorius The article, according to which Macy is the Mother
of God, was really in the Church since the begianing. It was not
something completely new made by the counal; but, on the con-
trary, 1t was supported by the Gospels or the Holy Scriptures.

In St Luke (1:32) we find that the angel Gabrel announces
to the Virgin that it is of her that the Son of the Most High is
to be born. St. Elizabeth says, “What 1s this to me that the Mother
of my Lord comes to me?” The angels proclam together at Christ-
mas “today a Savior 15 born for us, who is Chnst the Lord ™
In like manner, St Paul (Galatrans 4:4) says, "God sent his Son
bomn of a woman.” ‘These words which I held for true, really
sustain quite firmly that Mary 1s the Mother of God.5?

Luther often msists that Mary gave birth to Christ as a true
Person, with his humanity and drvimty. She did not bring forth
a “separate man” Like the Fathers of Ephesus, he sees the
“Theotokos™ as a necessary concommtant and defense of Christ’s
Divimuty*

Non solum Maria est mater es qui natus, sed e1us qui ante mundum
natus a Patre in aetemnum, a matre in tempore et instmul homo et
Deus Ideo Marna Deum et hominem peperit 8

8TVWA 50, 591, 22 to 592, 5.

88 WA 40, III, 708 In Enarratione Isaiae (53) Luther declares Peperit
Marta non separatum hormnem, quasi seotstm 1psa haberet Fillum et
scorsim Deus suum Filum  Sed eundem, quem ab aeterno Deus genuit,
peperit ipsa in tempore Erlanger Ausgabe, ex. cop, lat, 23, 476 cf zlso
Stakemeier, E “'De Beata Matia Virgine ejusque cultu juxta refermatores,”
De Marologia et Qecumenismo, Rome, Pontifiia Acaderma Manana
Internationalis, 1962, p 427. For other places mn Luther's wrtings 1n
which he professes and defends the Divine Maternty, of WA Tr 5,
629, WA 40 (3), 703.708, WA 53, 642; 47, 702, 53, 610, 25, 132,
10, 325 K would really be 2 monumental task, as E. Stakemeier intimates
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B. Perpetnal Virginity

Agam it cannot be doubted that Luther professed faith in
Mary’s perpetual virginity throughout his entire life and in the
corporal sense mn which 1t had always been understood For him
it was an atticle of faith®® whether 1t 15 a question of the vir-
ginity ante partun® in paria® or post partum® It 15 a great
miracle that Chnst received his origin from a woman alone,
and this is the meaning he attaches to St. Paul’s description mn
Gal. 4:4 “born of a woman "** He defends the absolute reality
of Mary's concerving and giving birth to Christ 1n true human
flesh and humanity against the Manichaeans who claimed Mary
gave burth to Jesus as a Sprrt *

In defending Mary’s perpetual virginity, he uses the argument
from Scripture which is exactly the contrary of the one he and
the Augsburg Confesston will use aganst the invocation of
Mary and the saints:

Undoubtedly there is no one so powerful that, depending on his own
intelligence, without Scripture, he would maintarn that she did not
reman a Virgin ®5

With the Catholic tradition, he unswervingly mamntained that
it would be entirely false to conclude from Mt 1.25—"before
they came together,” that Mary did not reman a Virgin after
the birth of Christ This 1s nerther to be said nor to be be-
lieved ®

(art ctt; p 427), to even enumerate all the places 1n which Luther
preached this truth,

8YWA 11, 319,

%OWA 2, 535; 17 (2), 457; 11, 320; 49, 174, and 182; 51, 176; 54,
207; 45, 436; 40 (3), 656

9117, (2), 457; 7, 549; 11, 320, 3, 136, 19

9211, 320; 49, 174 and 182; 31, 176; 34, 207.

BWA 2, 535

WA 27, 474-486

WIA 11, 320

% Quare ex his vethis non concludendum est Mariam post partum
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He even becomes quite vehement at the clatm that Mary had
Christ and other children by Joseph ®* If the Gospel speaks of
the brothers of Christ, thts is no difficulty for Luther For him
they are simply relatives ® He firmly maimntawns that after Mary
“knew that she was the Mother of the Son of God, she did not
wish to become the mother of the son of man, but remained
in that gift.”* '

So far did Luther go in defending Mary’s virginity, not only
as realized in the New Testament, but also as undeniably pre-
dicted 1n the Old Testament, that he brings a smule to the faces
of modern exegetes and perhaps a wish that they could have
lived at an earlter time. He declased that Isaias 7°15 prophe-
sted the virginity of Mary™® and was so certain of his interpreta-
tion of “almah” that he promised to gitve one hundred gold
preces to anyone who could prove that the word did not signufy

“virgin” but simply ‘a2 non-adult woman .
5 Py

C Immaculate C onception

Following in the footsteps of St Augustine, Luther saw some
kind of intimate connection between maternity, virginity, and
the Immaculate Conception, since he together with the Doctor
of Grace taught that onginal sin was propagated by generation,
inasmuch as concupiscence dommnates in the generative act.’®
Much more of an influence than the Doctor of Grace was the

tori sociam fuisse Quod ideo nec dicendum nec credendum est, WA 11,
323; cf. 5 Hreronymus, Commentartum in Evangeluim Matthaer, Lib.
Lincp I

WA 11, 314,

®3 5i evangelia loquuntur de fratbus Christi, hoc de cognatis est intel-
ligendum—S7A 46, 723; 48, 998, WA Tt 5, n. 5839

B3 WA 48, 579; cf. also 41, 630

100 7A 47, 7043 11, 71; 11, 320; 36, 143f

01 WA 53, 640; 53, 634f

102 WA 17, 11, 282-288; S Augustinus, De nupis, 11, 21, 36 (PL 44,
457): “'Sic insinuantur haec duo, et bonum laudandze conmunctions, unde
fili generentur, et malum pudendae libidints, unde que generantur rege-
nerindi sunt ne damnentur ™
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thought then current. At the time of the Reformation, the idea
that Mary was exempted from origimnal sin (Immaculate Con-
ception) was the subject of controversy, and was even denied
mn Domunican circles; however most theologians maimntained a
muddle position. They taught that the physical generation of
Mary had been submutted to onginal sin (according to the Au-
gustinzian doctrine which teaches that the animation of the
embryo is after conception), and Luther concurred In a long
sermon for the day of the Immaculate Conception of the Mother
of God, 1527, he espoused this conviction *** It is noteworthy
that Luther lumself with considerable consistency down to the
time of his death in 1546 accepted the Immaculate Conception
of Mary *** Luther overcame the knotty problem of untversal
original stn, which he also mantamned, by suggesting Mary was
concerved in stn, but in the moment when her soul entered her
body sometime after conception, a direct mterventton of the
Holy Spint preserved her from the taint of onginal sin. The
redemption of Cheist was thus appropriated to her in a special
way before the completion of Christ’s work as 1n the case of
the Old Testament church,***

The objections brought up against Luther's retention of be-
lief in the Immaculate Conception can usually be solved by the
distinction he repeated so many times between the active and
passive conceptions on the one hand and the inchoative and
perfect passive conception of the other ‘The active conception,
1e; the generative act on the part of the parents, to which cos-
responded the begunning or ichoative passtve conception on
the part of the offspring, mterested Luther only inasmuch as

193 ¢f, Thurian, Max, “Problémes posés aux Protestants par la Mario-
logie” BSFEM 20 (1963), p 83

104 Festpostille—two 1527 editions, WA 17 (2), 287-289. Serman at the
First Vespers of the Annunciation of the BVM--WA 36, 143, House
sermon for Christmas (1533)-—WA 37, 231; Vom Schem Hamporas und
vom Geschlecht Chrutr (1543)—WA 53, 640 Wider das Papstum zu
Rom (1545)—WA 54, 207,

105 cf, Andrew Weyermann, “Mary in the Church; A Lutherzn Po-
sition”, Vol. 49, No 5 (American Lutheran, May, 1966}.
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he thought along with Augustme that it is by this means that
onginal sin 1s transmitted For hum thus is only physical con-
ception, ie., of the body before the animation or the infusion
of the soul. Although for moderns, it is difficult even to speak
of the body’s being the subject of sin apart from the soul,
Luther apparently saw no difficulty i attributing original sin
to Mary, but not to Chrust, i #his sense*® But with regatd to
the infusion of the soul in the perfect passive conception, 1n
which the person comes into being, Luther would not admit
any original sin 1n Mary.* Thus for Luther, Mary remains

in the middle because Chnst who 1s tmmedately hving as soon as
He is concetved, 1s at the same time moment full of grace; other
men are devord of grace at both the first and second conceptions.
Now, even though the Blessed Virgin Mary was devoid of grace
in the first conception, she was full of grace i the second, and
rightly so, because she was also the medium among all generations. 8

Luther then goes on to distinguish very beautifully between
body and soul in the various kinds of burths:

She was bom from a father and mother, but gave bicth without
a father, she became a mother of the Son, partly spintually and
partly bodily, since Christ was concerved of ber flesh as well as of
the Holy Spirit. But Chnst Himself 1s the father of many cluldren
without a carnal father and mother, Just as she is truly the middle
between camnal and spiritual generation, finishing the carnal and
beginning the spiritual, so she is rightly 1 the muddle among con-
ceptions. Whereas other men are concerved 1n sin in soul as well
as in body, Chust is without stn tn soul as well as 1n body Maty
1s in between these two 1n body, devoid of grace, but in soul,
full of grace1%®

106 cf, WA 4, 653; 10 (3), 331, 46, 136, 47, 860 Stakemerer, op. 2
435 calls this last atation ambiguous

107 WA 4, 694; cf. also Buel, op. e1#, 43 and Stakemeter, op. e 435,
Luther may well have depended upon Biel for this distinction.

108 WA 4, 694

109 Fhrd,
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Luther's final attitude can probably best be described by
saying that he believed the truth of the Immaculate Concep-
tion himself, but did not consider it necessary to impose it, since
he did not find 1t formally and expressly taught 10 Scrptures.?
Although Protestant authorities dispute the fact that Luther
contrnued to believe in the Immaculate Conception until the
end of his life, the Luther scholar Arthur Carl Piepkorn, of
Concordia Seminary after a long and careful study, has sus-
tained Luther's unswerving acceptance of the Immaculate Con-
ception

D Assumption

For Luther the Assumption seems not to be so much a mat-
ter of doubt as of Ittle importance and this is perhaps the
reason, as Max Thurian affirms,** that Luther did not pronounce
clearly on thus subject, but was content simply to affirm it It
15 in this sense that Walter Tappolet interprets the Reformer's
sermon of August 15, 1522, the last time Luther preached on
the Feast of the Assumption. Luther had said:

There can be no doubt that the Virgin Maty 1s i heaven. How
it happened we do not know And smce the Holy Spirit has told
us nothing about tt, we can make of it no article of fatth,218

and then explained the significance for hum:

It is enough to know that she lives in Christ, as God is described
in Mt 22, “God is not the God of the dead, but of the liv-

mng ..

If 1n 1530, he uses strong language 1n his Admonition to the

10 ¢f Stakemeier, op. csh, p 450

11 Interview with author on Nov 29, 1968,

N2 Mére du Seignenr, p 124

13 WA 10 (3), 268, 13 to 269, 1 Tappolet, op cit., p 35
114 [hrd
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Ministers, calling for the elimsmation of the Assumption as an
aspect of the “hypocritical Church,™** the accent should be
placed more on his animosity towards the Church and the cele-
bration of one of its feasts than on the fact of the Assumption.
Even what Tappolet considers “the most important place,” a
sermon on the Feast of the Visttation 1544, is capable of this
benign interpretation:

The feast of the Assumption 1s totally paprst, full of idolatry and
without foundation in the Scriptures But we, even though Mary
has gone to heaven, should not bother how she went there We
will not invoke her as our special advocate as the Pope teaches
The Pope takes away the honor due to the Ascenston of our Lotd,
Chnst, with the result that he has made the mother Iike her Son
in all things 118

In summary, we can say that 1f the Feast 1s rejected, it 1s for
reasons extraneous to the fact itself, which Luther never denied
Essentially, as Luther himself said in the same sermon the reason
he does not celebrate it, “although she has gone to heaven™ is
that he sees it is a source of justifying 1nvocation of Mary

“We should not call upon her because of 1t and trust in her nter-
cession .., and thus shame and dishonor the Ascension of our dear
Lord...and (like the Pope) make the Mother like to the Son in
everything."*3?

E. Non-Defined Doctrines

Although not part of Catholic defined dogma on Mary, thete
are two other generally-accepted privileges or functions of
Mary which are found 1n Luther’s writings and we treat them
here, stnce they are of some consequence for an undesstanding
of Luther’s own devotional stance No one acquamnted with

HSWA 30 (2), 35L
116 WA 52, 681
1T Ibid.
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Luther finds the first doctrine surprising: Mary as a figare or
model of the Church; but the second, although closely allied to
the first 1n Luther’s thought, seems at first glance to be alien
to a Lutheran framework. I refer to the “spiritual maternity”
of Mary »

1) Fegure of the Church

Betng convinced theologically that Mary as presented by
Scripture is the figure of the Church Mother, Luther makes his
own interpretation about the sword 1n the prophecy of Simeon:

What is the stigmficance of the fact that Siymeon addresses himself
solely and personally only to Mary, his Mother, and not to Joseph?
Thts undoubtedly means that on earth the Chrstian Church re-
mains the sparituzal virgin Mary and that 1t will not be destroyed al-
though even s preachers, its faith and its Gospel, the spintual
Christ, will be persecuted; even though Joseph will first die, then
Christ will be martyred and Mary will become a widow, being
deprived of her son, she will nevertheless remain constant and great
sorrow will pierce her heart Thus, the Christian Church will re-
mamn always a widow, and her heart will be pterced because Joseph
and the holy fathers die and the Gospel is persecuted; she will have
to suffer the sword, however she will remain always even to the
last day 128

Luther applies an ecclesiological typology to the personages
of Mary, Elizabeth and Anne by way of a spiritual meditation

Now anyone who wishes to can meditate more deeply on the spirit-
ual signtficatton. Marty represents Chrishanity after the synagogue.
Ehzabeth rematns at home, This 1s the people under the Jaw of the
synagogue Although they were a pious people, they were enveloped
by many exteror precepts Mary, who goes over the mountans,
but with modesty, represents the Christian people who march freely
here below under the sky. but who in thetr libetty are filled

112 Kyrchenpostille 1322—NFA 10, 405, 12, to 406, 3
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with humulity, not making 1t a covening of propaganda as among
false Chrstians 119

In his Table Talk, Luther calls Mary “the new Church” com-
pacing her with the old prophetess Anna, who representing the
Synagogue perceves the prophetic sign when Chrst enters the
temple.

“She (Anne) 1s old at the time of Christ’s burth, but Mary 1s young.
In reality she was beginning 2 "new Church.”220

If Mary is the figure of the young, free, suffenng Church,
she 15 also the figure of the Church Mother'

According to our phystcal birth we differ, but in Baptism, we are
all the first-bom of the Virgin, that is of the Church, who s the
pure Viegin, in Spirit; she possesses the pure Word of God, she s
pregnant with 1t; (as Max Thurian indicates there is a play on
words here 1n German  “schwanger gehen” which means concretely
“to be pregnant” but also figuratively signifies “to meditate 1 one's
heart®®') then we are truly fist fouts m order to belong to our
Savior, 1%

Pastor John Bosc claums that along the lines traced for us by
Luther

it 15 completely normal to see in Mary a figure of the Church, for
she 15 truly the exemplary sign of grace and at the same time the
witness closest to the Incarnation, By the same token, she is the
very type of the Church m its relation with Chrst.2**

If Luther’s innumerable references to Mary as a figure of the

118 Sermon of July 2, 1523—WA 12, 615, § to 616, 1

120 W7A tr V, No 5840, 377, 33 to 35

2108 ¢, p 258, note 52

122 Sermon of February 2, 1534—WA 37,287, 35 to 288, 2.
28op o, p 24
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Church are accepted by Protestants, the same cannot be sasd of
a doctrine which for the most part he connected with it—Mary
as a spiritual mother 1n Christianity.

2) Spititual Maternity

Because of its evident practical application in a life of devo-
tion, Luther’s thought here should be treated more completely.
As Max Thurtan observes:

Luther considered Mary tn her role as a Figure of the Church, and
he considered her also as a spurttual Mother 1 the Church, by
reason of our mbtimate communion with Jesus, the son of Mary,
Surely these affirmations often very poetic, should not be detached
from the context of his predication, All the same, the coherence of
his thought on this point shows that Luther gave 2 real place to
Mary in his faith and his prety and he had a family conception of
the Church .. He rediscovered tn Mary a spinitual mother in the
Church  Mary is his tmie mother, Chast, his brother, God his
father,124

Let us trace Luther's thought in the Reformation perod. In
a sermon for Christmas, 1522, he waxes lyrical;

Oh, this 1s the great joy, of which the angels speak. It 15 the con-
solation and the superabundant goodness of God, that man 1s able
to exult m such a treasure Maty 1s hus true Mother, Chest is his
brother, God 1s his father 125

At Christmas the following year, Luther declares:

I do not believe that there 1s a person among you who would not
abandon his mother to be the son of Mary, And you can obtain
this More than this—it is offered to you, and 1t 1s a much greater
joy than 1f you embraced your mother physically.126

2 art oot , p 93, cf also Marte Mére du Seigmenr, p 251
138 Kyrchenpostille, 1322--N7A. 10, 72, 19 to 73, 2
1WA 11, 219, 34
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The following morning he added.

This chuld is given to us a gift, and we are the culdren of Mary;
we can hear the song of the Angels**

Five years later, in 1528, he returns to the same theme; but
adds a note of caution’

Truly Mary is our Mother but 1f we wish to build on her (auf sie
bauen) to take from Chmst hus honor and lus function and give
them to hus Mother, that would signify a denial of the sufferings
of Christis®

The next Christmas Luther insists on Mary's motherhood of
believers as a consequence of their union with Chrst,

Mary 1s the Mother of Jesus and the Mother of all of us even
though 1t was Christ alone who reposed on her knees. .If he is
ours, we ought to be in hs situation; there where he is, we ought
also to be and all that he has ought to be ours, and his mother 15
also our mother%2

The French Protestant theologian, the recently-deceased Jean
Bosc, advises some cuircumspection in interpreting what he calls
the “extremely vigorous affitmations of Luther on thts point "
If one can say with Luther that Mary 1s our Mother, yet, follow-
ing the Reformer’s own precistons, it can never be so proclaimed
that it weakens i any way whatsoever the unique honor of
Christ. It 15 the solicitude for the central place and the suffi-
ciency of the person and the work of the Lord Jesus Chnst,
which conditions the place given by Luther to Mariology.*™

Ths 1s not idle advice, since Luther himself, i spite of his

12T WA 11, 224, 8

10N A 28, 402, 29

181 WA 29, 655, 26 to 656-7.
182 grt. it 24

133 [bid,
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proclamation of Mary's spiritual motherhood, sharply criticized
what he considered an idolatrous misuse of this doctrine. On
a number of occasions he put it quite clearly:

Idolatry has been fashioned out of Mary by the papssts who tell
us that Maty was given as a mother to whom we should have
recourse But you should remain n Christ cruafied ... They have
said (about Jehn 19, 26) John accepted her mto b1y own, namely,
as a medratrix; they are speaking impiously. I understand: 1mio
b5 own, namely, home, He takes care of her as a poor widow in
his house I will take the child and forget the mother, as much as
it is possible If I have this Savior, I can set up no sant as a
Savior 134

It is clear that this new interpretation of Luther means a
rejection of the hallowed tradttion which designated these
words as a “small gospel.” It was a custom 1n the Middle-Age-
Church, in the tume between Easter and Pentecost, to use this
passage in the Mass According to Otto Clemen no place in
scripture was preached more than the passage from John 19:25-
27 which was called the “Pearl of the Passion” And since the
time of Bonaventure no other passage had led thouands of
thousands of Christrans to the fervent practice of Marian devo-
tion.'* Even the teacher of Luther at Erfurt, Johann von Paltz
in a book which appeared in 1490 (Hunmlische Fundgrube)
had praised Mary by reason on this passage of Scripture to such
an extent that he claimed that she had suffered with her son,
and in a certatn way 1n hts place, and with still greater pains ****

2 Devotion

After considering 1n a general way Luther’s doctrinal stances,
we can now approach his devotional position. Since we have

134 WA 28, 616, 29, 43; 32, 263 and 268.

188 gp, o2, p 17,

1350 Th, Kolde, Dre deutsche Angustiner Congregation und  Jobann
von Staupuz, Gotha, 1876, p. 178
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just treated hss doctrine on Mary as a figure of the Chusch, it
scems logical that we begin with the fact that Mary was for
Luther an entirely admirable creature,

A Praise and Honor

There cannot subsist any doubt that for Luther Mary was
the most praiseworthy of women No matter what period of
his life we consider his writings are replete with the most beau-
tiful pratses of Mary.

In presenting Luther’s thought as the major part of a mag-
nificent collection of the Marian thought of the great re-
formers™® Walter Tappolet introduces the section “Our praise
of Mary according to Luthet’s thought,” by this question “How
can we not honor, praise, and esteem Mary when the Holy
Ghost humself praises her?” and then quotes from a wnting of
the Reformer i the last period of his life:

She (Elizabeth) cannot deny that she (Mary) 15 2 woman to whom
no other woman in the entire world 1s comparable, and her fruit
cannot be likened to any other conception. This she cannot deny,
since the Holy Ghost does not lie who speaks about this through
the mouth of Elizabeth, who s filled with the Holy Spint Mary
herself sings about it, The Holy Ghost prases her above all women
.. . 80 she sings and gives prasse to God  the Magnificat s her song
which she sings in response to the words of Elizabeth and it 15 like-
wise from the Holy Spint .. 1%6a

Let us consider a few of the innumerable tributes of Martin
Luther to Mary’s privileges, functions and virtues

It 15 evident from the Foreword of Luther’s Explanation of
the Magnificar (1521) how much he respects her as he asks
“this same tender Mother to obtain for him the grace to explain
her song 1n a profitable way.”"*** This entite work, in spite of a

136 Dus Martenlob der Reformatoren, Katzmann, Tubingen, 1962
136 July 2, 1539, WA 47, 832, 6214
127WA 7, 544 £, f also Hans Preuss, Martin Luther der Kiinstler, 194.
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qute discerruble reformation tone regarding God's transcend-
ence and man’s nothingness, 1s filled with the greatest respect
for Mary. Besides the invocation to Mary at the beginning and
end, we have the famous passage in which Luther most beauti-
fully extols the Mother of God

“This Divine Matermity gained for her privileges so lofty, so
immense, that they surpass 2ll understanding In fact, from it
comes to her such honor, such beatitude, that she is, out of the
entire human race, the unique person who 1s supenoc to all, who
has no equal, because she alone possesses such a Son . common
with the heavenly Father.. Therefore, this sole fitle of Mother
of God contans all honot, for none can say of her nor announce
to her greater things, even though he had as many tongues as the
eacth possesses flowers and blades of grass; the sky, stars; and the
sea, grains of sand What 1t means to be Mother of God must be
considered 1n one’s heart13?

In spite of the most strenuous criticisms of the actual prac-
tice of Marian devotion, Luther never deviated from this opin-
10n to the end of his ife: Mary was always to be honored, as a
matter of record Luther himself never stopped preaching on
her feast days and remained true to hus own statement of Sep-
tember 1, 1522: ““The veneration of Mary is inscribed in the
very depths of the human heart.”**

In a Christmas sermon of 1531, Luther speaks of Mary as
the “highest woman and the noblest gem in Chrsstianity after
Christ ” He goes on to claum that “she is nobility, wisdom, and
holiness persontfied We can never honor her enough Still
honor and praise must be given to her in such a way as to injure
neither Christ nor the Scriptures.’”*?

Luther never ceases to exalt her. In a burst of lyric enthu-
siasm, on the Feast of the Visitation, 1532, he describes his
own reaction:

188 WA 7, 5723

12 WA 10, III, 313
140 WA 34, 2, 497 and 499
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She, the mustress of heaven and earth, is to forget all her goods,
to have a heart so humble that she had no shame to wash the
dizpers and to prepare the bath of John the Baptist Itke 2 domestic
(1n the house of Elizabeth) What humility! It would have been
perfectly night to prepace for her 2 golden carnage led by 5,000
horses, and to cry out and shout as the carriage passed, “Look, the
woman who is passing by is above all women, 1 fact above the
entite human race!” . but no, she travelled the long journey on
foot...and she is alrexdy the Mother of God! It would have
been proper that all the hulls skipped and danced 1342

Five years later, likewise preaching for the Feast of the
Visttation, he marvels at Mary's humility in the face of Eliza-
beth's great praise, which he makes equivalent to “No woman
is like you. You are mote than Eve or Sara, blessed above all
nobtlity, wisdom, and sanctity "¢

We cannot dispute the fact that Luther honored Mary and
wished her to be honored. As Preuss has observed,

Marty is and remans for Luther worthy of honor or veneration.
He always maintains this although he changed the reason for it.
For lum the main reason 15 not that she has given us Chnst, but
that she is a model for our acceptance of Him. 142

There remains the question Aow. Luther himself responds
in the Magnificat and many other places:

One should honor Mary as she herself wished and as she expressed
it i the Magntficat., She praised God for his deeds, How then
can we praise her? The true honor of Mary is the honor of God,
the prase of God's grace God has given Mary the honor to be
the Mother of God and this honor we all wish to give her, to
prase her highly, and to hold her mn respect. But we must thereby

H1WWA 36, 208, 19-26

14z July 2, 1537 —WA 45, 105, 7 to 106, 1

143 Horst Duetrich Preuss, Marta be: Luther, Gutersloh, 1954, p, 26

IHTTA 1,60, of 7, 193, 553, 560, 565, 568, 575; 11, 60; 15, 477, 480;
17 (2), 320, 32, 265; 34 (2), 496
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straightway enter the right path, and thts way 1s Chaost, for Maty
is nothing for the sake of herself, but for the sake of Chrst and
she bore Christ for me, not herself.1#4

* Putting it negatively,

One must not attach humself to the mother of God and depend
upon her, but through her he must press on to God. Mary docs
not wish that we come to her, but through her to God .24

How this is to be done in a practical way will be shown in
the subsequent sections

B. Mary's Virtues Proposed for Imutation

Luther signaled out a few of Mary’s virtues for praise and
especially for mmitation

1) Model of Virtues i General

There 1s no doubt, as H Preuss has observed, that for Luther
Mary is eminently imitable, since she is for him a very special
illusteation of all that God's justificatton and redemption meant
to him:

Mary is, on the one hand, an example of the dealings of God
with men and on the other hand an example for us men of the
way we should relate to God (exemplum pro nobis).™*¢

It 1s no surprise then that throughout his entire life Luther
prassed the exemplary virtues of Mary and proposed them for
the imitation of Christians.™? On vartous occasions he proposes

HSWA 7, 564, 567, 568, 569, 574, 10 (3), 316; but especially 10
(2), 407,

148 Horst Dietrich Preuss, “Luthers Hauptgedenken uber Mama, die
Mutter des Herrn,” in Luther Mus, der Luther Gerellschaft, 26 (1933),
p. 20
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different groups of virtues. Thus explaming the Annuncation,
he says-

Three virtues of Mary are recommended by Luke the Evangelist, a
profound humulity, a chaste modesty, and especially great farth 148

On other occastons he signals out love and meditation along
with faith ** One pomt seems clear if Luther admutted the
primacy of love of God and netghbor®™® hts accent was on
humility and faith because of their close association with some
of the principal tenets of the Reformation.

2) Humilny

In order to understand the sense in which Luther proposes
Mary as a2 model of humility, we must clearly see from the out-
set that for the Reformer, humility was not properly speaking a
virtue, but rather a state, a kind of nothingness, an annihila-
tion 1n the sight of God. In his celebrated exposition of the
Magnzficat, Luther recalls the words of the Regina Coels: “He
whom you have merited to beac” and rejects them His reasons
are worthy of note if we are to grasp his 1dea of humihty:

These words do mot prove anything, for they are also sung of
the holy cross, which was of wood and could ment nothing. There-
fore, this s how these words must be understood: that she who
was to be the future Mother of God should be a virgin of the
tribe of Juda and should believe the Angel so that she might be
apt, as Scripture says of her* just as the wood has no other ment,
no other dignity, than that of aptness for becomung a cross. Thus
the dignity of thus future maternity was nothing else but an aptness
and an ordnatton to it so that it might be a pure grace (gift) and
not be the effect of any mert whatsoever,2%

ur ¢f Stakemeier, op. cit,, p. 450

18 YA 52, 682

149FA 1, 78, 7, 188, 7, 548, 12, 458; 36, 207, 37, 245, 37, 337.
150 cf WA 36, 209 to 214 and 46, 472 to 473.

1BIWA 7, 573
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How different this 1s from the tradittonal Catholic explana-
tion which we see 10 the Summa Theologica'™

Beata Virgo diatur merwsse portare Dominum Iesum Christum,
non quia meruit Deum wmcaman, sed quia memit ex gratia sibi
data tllum puritatis et sanctitatrs gradum, ut congtue posset esse
mater Ders?

In perfect consonance with this denial of ment 1n any sense
1n the Incarnation of Christ, Luther does not translate bumzlitas
by bumility but by nothimgness os vileness. He makes us mean-
g clear by his explanation of God's way of acting Instead of
choosing some rich, high, noble, mighty queen or duchess or
the daughter of some great man (he names the daughters of
Annas and Caiphas), he casts huis most merciful eyes upon
Mary m order that no one would glory in himself that he would
be or 1s worthy, but would recognize that the grace and bene-
ficence of God 1s not due to his merit or worthiness ***

Luther then explatns the meantng of Mary’s humulity for us

We may learn what the tight honor should be, with which man
should serve her How must we speak to her? Look at the words
and we can learn what to say “O blessed Virgin, Mother of God,
how ss 1t that you were so lttle, nothing and despised and God
has gwven you his grace and nchly looked upon you and worked
such great things in you? You were not wosthy of it and the
grace of God 1 you was incomparably beyond all human ment
Oh, 1t 1s well with you Blessed are you from this hour unto
eternsty that you have found such a God.” You cannot think that
she should take it amiss to heac that she 1s named unworthy of
such a grace, for there cannot be any doubt that she herself

121, q 2, a 11, ad 2
183 T skewise II Sent, dist. 4, g 3 2 I ad 6 non mermut incarnatzonem,
sed supposita mcarnatione, meruit, quod per eam fieret, non quidem mernto
condigne, sed mento congrur Cf Augustinus, De peccatorum merdis I, 24.
154 WA 7, 5689,
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knew her unworthiness and lowliness which God looked upon
out of pure grace and not because of any merit of hers 166

For Luther then, Mary's humility, and especially our imita-
tion of 1, 1s an acknowledgement of one of the principal tenets
of the Reformation God alone 1

It 1s not a surprise, then, that 2 modern author wrting recent-
ly could come to this conclusion at the end of a book devoted
exclustvely to Luther’s views on humility.

Humility is at the center of his theology. For the theological at-
titude of Luther until the very end of hus Iife, it is deasive,
Humility was without doubt the very kernel of the piety of Luther
from lus entrance into the doister until his death 5

3) Fanh

Luther’s views on faith are similar to his opintons on humil-
ity Mary's faith 1s an acknowledgement of the God alone prin-
aple Already i 1516, he looks upon Mary as “the most pure
worshipper” of God “who magmfies God alone above every-
thing.”**® The significance of Mary's faith for Luther is well
described by Jean Bosc

She 15 the human creature typsical of the (receptron to) God's
election, since she receives and holds everything from the gratustous
dispensation of her God and because she places her full confi-
dence in the Word of the Lord.1®

185 Thid, of also 7, 565 and 370, 7, 752-775.

15 Cf, D Flanagan, "Marian Theclogy in the Ecumenical Discussions”,
The Irish Theologieal Quarterly, Vol 33, no 4 (Oct, 1966), p. 355,
352-357.

137 Rudolph Damerau, Dse Demur in der Theologre Luther, Schmitz
Verlag, Giesen, 1967, p. 303; for a further discussion of the meaning
of the word bumilitas as used by Luther f E Ellwein “Das Reforma-
torische Bild der Maria”, Zertuende 24 (1953), 494f,

158 WA 1, 60-61.

150 grt, £rt,, 22
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Thinking of Luther's insistence on this last aspect, Stake-
meier optnes that the faith expounded by the Reformer is not
the theological virtue made perfect by chartty, but "2 fiduciary
faith, which chanty follows.”*

But let us allow Luther to speak for himself as he proposes
Mary's fath for our imutation and indicates its significance.
“Mary teaches us to believe that God alone ss powerful and
to sanctify His Name, i e, to preach God and His Grace alone
and nothing else.”** |

It was especially mn considering the scene of the Annuncia-
tion that Luther extolled Mary's faith:

Mary has a firm f:‘.tith! If she had judged according to reason,
she should have sad that it was a devil speaking to her at the
Annunciation, not an Angel If we meditate upon these things our
fasth will become stronger.1%2

I
He makes the application to the Virgin Birth

The virgin birth 15 a !'nere trifle for God; that God should be-

come man is 2 greater miracle; but most amazing of all is that

this maiden should credit the announcement that she, rather than

some other vitgmn, has been chosen to be the mother of God.e*

|

The greatness and firmness of Mary's faith seems to have
always impressed Luther and he often repeated the conviction
expressed in the last ctation.

|
We shall hear how Mary had such a great faith as 1s seldom found
in Scptute so that we may be led to believe, for this Gospel
offers us doctrine and waming. 1

t

190 gp4, cit,, p 439, of WA 40 (1), 228-230, 40 {2), 353; 5, 3%
6, 202; 8, 106

WBLWA 52, 692,

162 WA 15, 478; cf also 7, 189

168 I51d; translation of O'Meara, op. ceb. 124

104 WA 17 (2), 399 commenting on Luke 126, cf also WA 17 (2).
400 He also adduces Mary's conduct as offerng an “example of frm
faith and confidence ™ (WA 21, 62f}).
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Finally, let this one statement stand for all the others which
testify to the uniqueness of Mary's faith:

Mary was not only holy. She was also the mother of the Lozd.
With trembling and reverence, before nestling hum to herself,
she lud him down, because her fwth sad to her, “He will be
the ‘Son of the Highest.” No one else on earth had this faith,
not even Joseph.:6s

C Imtercesston and Invocation

If the imitation of Mary's virtues posed no real problem for
Luther, this 15 not true of the common devotronal practice of
calling upon Mary 1n order to ask for her intercession with
Christ her Son In any consideration of devotion for the average
Catholic, one of the primary considerations is certainly that of
prayers addressed to Mary, or at least sard in her honor, The
legitimacy of mvoking Mary and the correctness of a belief n
her intercession are unquestioned presuppositions 1n popular
devotion This was true at Luther’s time, but because of the
prevalent abuses and even more because of the prnaples of
the Reformation, they could not remam unexamtned for any
length of time We are now at the very heart of our examina-
tion of Luther's devotional attitude, at least if we understand
devotion as it 1s commonly accepted. We will therefore show
Luther’s gradual rejection of the invocation of Mary, examine
hus reasons, and show what application Luther himself made
in the vadous Maran prayers, the celebration of feasts and
the usage of devotional images

1} Evolution of Luthers Thought on the Invocatton of Mary

First of all, a preluminary remark. If the Martology of the
Reformer must be seen 1n connection with Luther’s sdea on the
veneration of the samts, the contrast should not be forgotten

188 Martin Luther, Christmas Sermons, transl by R Bainton, Muhlenberg,
Philadelphia, 1948, p 39.40
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As Walter Delius has put 1t, “The Reformer has expressly made
a difference 1n his attitude towards Mary and the other saints,
basing hunself upon the gospel.’”* He mamtains that Luther
entirely abandoned the veneration of the samts but he main-
tatned a veneration of Mary hus entire life ™ So if the starting
pownt of any kind of description of what was Luther’s attitude
towards Macy has to be his attitude toward the veneration of the
saints within which 1t is contained,’® yet as O'Meata points out,
“there is much more to Marian theology than reneration and
the wdea of mtercessron, so we can examine its development
independent of the theology of the saints ™*** Thus, we intend
to keep this factor in mind, but not allow it to predominate

The development of the veneration of the saints probably
reached its apex just before the Reformation. So, the estab-
lishment of Luther's position towards the veneration of the
saints must take into consideration the circumstances of the
Church 1n which Luther grew up and in which he dedicated
himself as a monk, priest, and theologian,"

Theologians who have studied Luther's writings generally
tend to agree that there are two penods to be distinguished
in the history of Luther’s attitude toward Mary and the sants:
1) 1513 or 1516 to 1522 and 2) 1522 to 1532 and thereafter.””*
For Stakemeter, the successive alienation of Luther from this
veneration is directly proportional to his growing acceptance
and clarificatton of the reformation principle that God alone ts

168 Geschichte der Marienverebrung., Munich, 1963, 206

167 [p1d. Brandenburg agrees with him even while claiming (correctly
we believe) that Luther wandered far from the Catholic tradition here
op i, 206

168 Walter Delius, “Luther und die Marnenverehrung,” Theologiiche
Luteraturzertung, 1954, number 7-8, p 410

189 gp, ¢¢, p 115, emphasis added

170 cf Q Scheel: Martin Lather, 1921, p 26, following, ] Koestlein,
L Theologre I.11, 1901, Th. Harnack, L Theologre 1, 1862, 1I; 1886;
H Preuss, L. der Christenmensch, 1942, p 104 following, R. Schimmelpfen-
nig, op cit,, and H D Preuss, Marra ber Lutber, Gutersloh, 1934
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operative in such 2 way that even m the just there cannot be any
mer1t.™ Let us trace Luther's odyssey from mvocation to dis-
regard of Mary and the Sants:

a) First Period—1513-1522

The first signs of his criticism of Maran veneration are
shown tn the lectures on the Psalms (1513-16) and specifically
in lus treatment of sola gratis. Here for the first time we en-
counter reserve about the invocation of the saints.’™ The year
1516 can perhaps be seen as a first turning point for Luther.
During that year he criticized the invocation of the samnts and
the legends connected with them,*™ and expressed his fear that
the faith in the power of God and Christ suffered because of
the invocation of the Saints.*” For Luther (from 1516 on) the
saints are seen more as models of the humble believer than as a
precondition or prerequisite of salvation,*™

It 15 curious to observe the different interpretation that
O'Meara and Stakemeier give to the same sermon for the
Assumption, 1516. The latter cites it as a proof that 1n this
fiest period Luther retained the veneration and invocation of the
saints, as well as of Our Lady The former refers to it as an
indication that Luther is giving voice to thoughts (presumably
disturbing ones) which have been on his mind for several
years.'”™ Both are selective in their atations. O'Meara nsists
on the change Luther 1s undergoing whereas Stakemeier stresses
his continuity with the traditional Catholic 1nvocation. Let the
reader be the judge. First O'Meara’s use of Luther—

M1 ¢f Stakemeter, art, ¢of,, p 440 and O'Meara, ep. cit, p 113 sq,

172 Jrd,

178 WA 4, 634, 12 ff

1L WA 1, 150, 412 fF,

378 of Delius, art, cit,, 410, of WA 79, 276, 30

e ef WA 3, 647; 4, 237, 31, 10, 6, 130, 10, 12, 382, 20, 17, 2, 475;
38, 506, 4; 42, 637, 10; 45, 713, 27; 49, 42, 29, 380, 11, 51, 67, 3,
179, 53, 543, 37.

T Stakemeter, art o, p 442; ('Meara, op. ¢, 115
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The Blessed Virgin sees God in all things. ... Although Elszabeth
with great perception sees that Mary is the Mother of God, even
more perceptively the Virg sees God in all things; He alone is
great ‘Therefore, the most pure venerator of God is the Blessed
Virgin, who magnfies God above all things; she has no tdols She
boasts of nothung herself, nothing of ment, no work; she 1s, by
her own admussion, purely passive and a receiver, not 2 doer of
good works 178

Then Stakemeter's:

O beautiful Virgin! How she refers everything to God . (Stake-
meter's omyssions) [mally we should notice that since the
Blessed Viegin prophesied that she would be called blessed by all
generations, it 1§ fitting that every Christian man should applaud,
praise, and rejorce because by her we have recetved the faut of life.
She has served us and stll serves us wallingly.. (Stakemeer’s
omission). O happy mother! O most worthy Virgin! remember
us, and grant that to us the Good Lord may do great things ™

The reader could be pardoned for wondering if we are
considering the same sermon, but we are  Probably O'Meara is
on the right track, since he refers to* “other Marian sermons
during ths year” 1n which Luther “protested against the figures
of Mary and the saints obscuring the power of God and of the
saving blood of Christ,”**

The next year the question of mdulgences led Luther to the
denial of human ment and especially of works of supereroga-
tion Naturally this influenced his attitude toward the venera-
tion of the sants. There are important declarations of Luther
in this regard in thesis 58 and i the Resolutions **!

His developing thought on indulgences led him to make a
clear distinction between “intercession” and “the power of the
keys "

18 WA 1, 61, 77-79

A 1, 7879

180 Jpyd, p 116
181 Cf WA 1, 236, 605 &
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Communtonem sanctorum, quod quilibet pro altero laborat, sicut
membrum pro membro, sed hoc fecerunt 1n vita, et si nunc facecent,
intercessione potius quam potestate clavis 1d fierettisis

In 1519, on a number of occasions, Luther expressed his be-
lief in the invocation of the saints. In February he declared:

I say and profess thes with all of Chestianity that we should honor
and 1nvoke the saints, for who would deny that God even today
works wonders through the bodies of the samts and their burtal
places.182

Towards the end of the same year, in an oft-quoted sermon,
Luther still recommended that, as a preparation for death, one
should call upon Mary It 1s interesting to note the context in
which thts statement appears, since 1t reaffirms so clearly the
Catholic consciousness of the communion of samnts, especially
at the more umportant moments of life:

A Christian does not die alone, but God looks upon hum, and then
the angels, sats, and all Christians, the total body, as 1t were,
tuns to the member to assist him 188

In the same sermon, referring to the reception of “the most
holy body of Christ,” he calls Holy Communion “the sign and
promise of the communion of all the angels and saints, who
love me, care for me, pray for me "%

‘The consequence of this union is that one should *“invoke all
the holy angels and especrally his angel and the Mother of
God..."™ since God has commanded “that the Saints should
love and assist all who believe.”"*%¢

1BaWA 1, 607-608 Resolutiones disputationum de indulgentiarum
virtute (1518)

12 WA 2, 69-70

188 WA 2, 695

84 1., 694

185 Ihid 696

186 [y
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In another sermon 1n 1519, entitled “On the Most August
Sacrament of the True Body of Christ,” he describes very beau-
tifully the necessary relationship between this body and the
Communion of Sants:

The essence and wotk of this Sacrament is the communton of Satts
For this reason, the common name s synaxss or communion, that
15 community, and to communicate means to accept this community

and this because Christ with all the Samts ts the Mystical Body.2#7

He then advises anyone who 1s sad to receive Holy Com-
munion and “seek aid among the total community of the Mysti-
cal Body.”™*® In a perceptive remark, Stakemerer™ suggests
that perhaps there 1s an allusion here to the later opinton of
Luther that the commumty of saints, and not ndividual ones,
should be invoked.*™

Whatever may be the truth here, 1t is certain that reformation
principles were already having their influence  Luther was
starting to refer to the “foolishness” of those who “thmnk the
saints have the power to do such things, whereas they are only
petitroners and all things are done by God " Then he lays down
this rule. “Therefore, they are to be mvoked in such a way that
God is invoked and honored through them.”

By the next year (1520) the incipient negative attitude was
gamning momentum. Luther’s principle for Marian theology
appears in a sermon on the Feast of the Assumption: If Mary
detracts from Christ and God (and Luther is becoming more
convinced that she has done so mn the past), then we must
practice christocentric moderation Mary must be honored, but
Christ must be the center of thts veneration Mary exusts for
Christ alone, and this 1s the view of the Bible,'

187 WA 2, 743

1WA 2, 745

189 qrt, cif, 442

100 Cf WA 18, 393

191 WA 2, 69-70

12 WA 4, 634, ¢f O'Meara, p 116,
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Here, 1t becomes clear that he wishes to see Mary only 1n the
light of Christ:

I think that the only reason why nothing 1s found in the Holy
Scripture about the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin, is that
we should not be concerned about how 1t happened and leave Christ
aside and seek our salvation in any other place than where st
should be sought. God has set um up as standard so that we,
in our strrving will hold fast to hum, for when the standard is
lost, then the fighters are killed. One may honor the Mother but
for the sake of the Son1

This last sentence 1s from now on the theological foundation
of all of Luther’s declarations about Mary On it is his com-
mentary on the Magnificat will be bwlt *** Thus work, written
n 1521, must surely rank among the greatest of his writings
on Mary.

Some see i this work a death koell to the Saints and the
traditional viewpoint on the invocation of Mary. It is claimed
that 1t 1s the turning point of Luther's position regarding Mary,
especially because of his explanatton of the text of the Vulgate,
respexst humilitatens ancillae suae. It has been advanced that
up until the time of Luther, at least in popular presentations,
this verse was proposed as a proof that, because of her humulity
—and this was taken as an attribute of merit—Mary became the
Mother of the Son Luther went back to the Greek word
tapeinoses, translated it by nothmgness, and came to the con-
clusion that God looked upon Mary's unworthiness and het
unmerst in calling her to be the mother of God ™ Thus he
replaced the tradittonal dogmatic ontology with the new struc-
ture relating to justification by faith Mary then becomes an

1WITA 4, 634, 12 ff

194NWA 7, 544 ff cf E Ellwein, "Das reformatotische Bud der Mara,”
Zenwende, February, 1953, 494 and H Lamparter, Dre Magd des Herrn,
Metzingen, 1949

1WECE Martin Luther, Commemtiary on the Magmfiear (St Lows:
Concordia, 1960}, p 4
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example, and even the foremost example, of the fact that men
without any mernt of their own are given the grace of God.
Thus any reason for the mediation of Mary i1s removed and
likewtse any grounds for the invocatton n order to obtain her
intercession,*®

However true this may seem to be using hindsight, it 15 prob-
ably much more realistic to accept Grisar's appraisal:

His Exposttion of the Magmficat has frequently been taken as
proof of Luther's great prety. It indeed contains many good thoughts
even apart from those relating to Mary, but in numerous pas-
sages the author uses his pen, .. for vindication of his new teachings
on the state of grace It should be borme i mind that the pnnters
started on the book just before the Diet of Worms, and that it
was intended to attract and secure the support of the future rulers of
the Saxon Electorate Luther was also engaged at that time on hus
work aganst Cathannus, 1n which he attempts to reveal the Pope
in hus true character as anti-Chnist, When, after the Diet of Worms,
he continued lus work on the Magnificat, he was certainly in no
mood to compose a book of piety on Mary, The result was that
the book became to all intents and purposes a controversial tract 17

While tt 1s true that we can detect germunal expressions of
Luther's personal theology, these views, especially his views on
Mary, have not reached their full onginality. Dozens of very
Magan passages could be quoted: Mary 1s Queen, free of sin
—but this commentary ts a wotk of transition ***

It 1s undeniable that the Magnificat Commentary 1s 2 work
of transttion m a pemod of change. Luther himself at this
time did not perceive the contradtctton which he was so keenly
aware of later between a “non-meriting person” and a powerful
heavenly intercessor Listen to Luther’s easy reconciliation of
powerlessness and mvocation

1%¢ cf Anna Paulsen, arl. o2, p. 293
17 H Gusar, S J, Luther (St Lows B Herder, 1915), IV, pp 501-502
188 O’Meara, op. oit., p. 117
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I say Maty does not desire to be an 1dol; she does nothuing; God
does all We ought to call upon her that for her sake God may
grant and do what we request Thus, also, all other saints are to
be invoked, so that therr work may be every way God’s alonet®®

In hus explanation, Luther constdered the abuses introduced
which made Mary not only the final end of veneration, but
led men to attribute to her what belongs to Christ and God
alone. According to Luther, it surely 1s an outstanding grace
that God has destined Mary to be the mother of his son, but is
in no way a reward for her virtues, even if they, i vartous
ways, were extraordinary. God saw that Mary was “apt” for
the assuming of this extraordmary office, which she also im-
mediately proved by the acceptance i faith of the angelic
message But this should not lead men to attmbute to Mary
what belongs to God alone Luther goes so far as to say:

It s better to do mnjury to Mary than to the grace of God Yes,
one cannot do her any greater myury than to say that she is not
likewise created Iike any other creature, But injury has been too
lightly done to the grace of God, this 1s dangerous and contubutes
nothing to the love of Mary,2*

Yet, in the final analysis, it cannot be said that the wating
of the Magnificat in 1521 represents a deasive and radical
rupture with the past. Luther stll writes with some reserve
Besides, there 1s the direct “"Mary is to be invoked so that God,

190 Luther will soon resolve thus problem in lus distinction between
Mary as a vocal intercessor and as an advocate who truly accomplishes
something for her clients, an advocate who has special access to the King,
The first ( a Futbitterin) Luther accepts; the second (a Fursprechenin)
he tejects Mary and the sants, hke ourselves, are poor and weak; they
have no speaal daim on God No other creature’s work can help man
Luthet’s spintual struggle has led him to depend upon God alone, He
would not abandon this confidence to make Mary an intercessor, undet-
stood as mediator Cf Luther, Commentary on the Magnificat, Concordrz,
St, Louss, 1960, p 34 and O'Meara, op. c2t, p. 117.

200 1521-WA 7, 573, 27-30
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through her will, may give and do those things which we ask.”
It does not radically alter Luthet’s verdict, for him to add this
caution: “In this way all satnts are to be invoked so that the
entire work remans that of God alone "#*

b) Second perrod 1522-1532

There was a dramatic change in Luther’s attitude after 1521
Within one year, Luther was stressing the fact that if it hap-
pens that one tn calling upon Mary forgets her son, then it s
something evil, Besides, he began to clatm that involing Mary
and the saints was superfluous when man has Christ In a letter
to John Lang on May 29, 1522, we see the change in his previ-
ous posttion-

The whole world 1s asking about the veneration of the saints so
that I am forced to give a public judgment about it I would wish
that these questions were not ratsed, for no other reason than that
they are not important and so many questtons, as Paul says (1
Timothy 1.4} are endlessly rased.?#2

He attributes this preoccupatton with superfluous and vwrum-
portant questions to Satan and then says that everything should
be directed to Christ so that 1t will become clear that the venera-
tion of the saints was not important, even though 1t can be con-
ceded that it 1s allowed and good. He then gives practical
advice After saying it is foolish to occupy ourselves with unim-
portant things, he predicts that “the cult of the saints will fall
away without any action on our part when it ts ascertamned that
it is not important and that Christ alone was on Mount Tabor
Luther goes on to say something which may appear to us quute
strange in view of the public, official, printed invocation of
Mary the previous year in hts Magnificat:

201 WA 7, 601 Cf also WA Tr, 4, 227-228, n 4331, E Stakemerer,
op. cit. 443
202 BR, II, 501, 547, 548
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For this reason the cult of the saints dried up in my regard so that
1 do not know how and when I stopped calling upon the sants
and was content with one Chnist and God the Father,

He then returns to a more nuanced position.

But I cannot approve of everyone among us who simply condemns
the venerators of the sants, for the weak must be led slowly and
not upset. Tt must be first established that the cult is not important
but that there must be respect for the satnts, My Little book wall
speak about this,2*®

After studying Luther’s writings during the year 1522, we
find it difficult to agree with O’Meara’s contention that we
cannot “pinpoint the moment of change.” True, there are in-
consistencies and reversals, but the fundamental, dramatic shift
does take place in 1522 **

1522—The Decisive Year

Probably the most important declaration of Luther about the
invocation of Mary came in his sermon of September 8, 1522, in
which he claimed that Mary could be our Furbitterin, but never
our Farsprechernr. The distinction he wishes to make was that
one expects of a Firsprechers (advocate) that she reconciles
us to Christ and God by her merit as the holiest of women and
that he call upon her for grace because of it After declaning
that the honor of the mother of God consists in the fact that
she was “a special child of God” and that she was *“graced above
all other women,” he makes the point that he does not wish to
make a goddess or an 1dol out of her. It is in this context that
he explans the difference between Faursprecherin and Frrbit-
terin. He says:

We do not wish to have her for a Férsprecherin but we wish to
have her for a Firbitermn, as we have the other szints, Now we

203 Ihed,
204 Cf, O'Meara, op. ¢, p. 119,
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» have placed Mary so far above all the chours of angels, next to her
son and Lord, that dishonor and harm is done to her loving cluld.
This 15 2 great injushce and I claim that 1f she were on earth that
she would weep blood about such dishonorable honor, Man should
leave her in the honor which has come to her and respect her as

+ a child of God. Yes, even see her as mother of God and praise God
1n her the same way that she herself has done 1n Magnificat. Grim-
mental, Oetigan, Einsiedeln, (pilgrimage centers) ach, and so on,
but go into the house of the neighbor who 15 1n need and what
you would spend on a pilgrimage, give to hum! This I say about
the honor of the saints 205 '

Considering the crucial importance of this one sermon, a
fuller artation is 1 order Luther begins.

You know, my friends, that deep 1 the heart of men is inscribed the
honor with which one honors the mother of God; yes, it 1s even so
deep that no one willingly hears anything against i, but extols her
more and more, Now we grant that she should be honored since we
are enjoined by the Scnpture to receive one another with honor, as
' Paul says (Romans 12 10); so man must also honor her, Above
all she must be nghtly honored, but the people have “fallen” so
deeply in this honor that she is more highly honored than 15 right
and there are two harmful results of all of this: a rupture with
Chost inasmuch as the hearts of men are more directed to her than
to Christ lumself. Chast ss put belund in datkness and entirely
. forpotten! :

The other result is the harm done to the common folk; for when
the Mother of God and her service are held in such high esteem,
poor, indigent Christians are forgotten I gladly allow you to hold
her in high respect, to prasse her greatly, but only insofar as there
is no law made about 1t, Thus the Holy Scripture itself has described
nothing about her btrth so that no one should set his heart on her.
But now the priests (here Luther uses the contemptuous expression
Pfaffe) and monks wish to extol the honor of women and have so

206 September 8, 1522—10 (3), 325, 13 to 326, 17 v
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highly extolled Mary that they have made out of this humble servant
a goddess after the manner of the heathens. To arrive at such a
position they have to use lies and to tum Scripture around to say
things which do not belong to it. You see that the gospel which was
read today refers to Chast's buth and not to Mary’s. .yes T will-
ingly allow that one honors her, but I ask that those who honor
her should not make Les out of Scripture!2°¢

Luther then goes on to explain the two baneful results Of the
first, the weakening of the honor and the recognition of Christ
he says:

We are called Christrans after Christ, because we depend upon hum
alone and are lus chuldren and heritage, 1n this respect we ace like
the Mother of God herself and Mary's brothers and sisters; other-
wise we do mnjury to the holy blood of Christ, for through his blood
all of us are cleansed from sm and made partakers of his goods.
In this respect we are likewise holy as she And if she received
greater grace, that did not happen because of her ment but be-
cause of the mercy of God, for we cannot all be the mother of
God. Otherwise she is Iike to us wnasmuch as, by the blood of
Chust, she has come to grace as we have

All of thts leads to an important conclusion:

Therefore, you can yourselves measure how far we should carty
the honorning of the sants; namely, only so far that we do no mnjury
to Christ This happens when we accept the blood and passion of
Christ, on which alone we set ouwr heart and on no other samnt

. ‘Therefore, honor the mother of God, but do not remain with her,
but press forward to God and set your heart upon him and do not
remove Christ from the center and know that we are all brothers
and sisters 27

The second danger pointed out by Luther 1s the most interest-
ing in our days when we speak so much of the church of the

206 WA 10 (3), 313, 15 to 315, 16
20T WA 10 (3}, 315, 10 to 316, 11.
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poor He claims that when eyes are ratsed to heaven towards
God's holy ones, the sants on this earth are forgotten He says
that he does not forbtd men to honor saints, but nevertheless
he would like them to be acquainted with the distinction which
Scripture makes about those whom we are commanded to
honot** Later on he adds in a practical vein.

You have no command to bwld churches, to make chalices and
mass vestments, but you are commanded to help the poor, and these
are the friends of whom Christ speaks who will recetve us tnto
everlasting dweliings (Luke 16, 9).

He then considers the words of the Salve Regina about the
Virgin Mary:

“"Hatl, queen of mercy, our life, our sweetness and our hope” Is
not this too much? Who wishes to justify that she ts our life, our
sweetness and our hope when she herself indicates that she 1s a poor
vessel? This prayer ts sung through the entire world and bells are
rang! It 15 the same with the Regma Coelr, 1t is not better that
she ts called Queen of Heaven, Is not this a dishonor of Christ
that one gives to a creature what belongs to God alone?200

Near the end of hus sermon, he says:

Gladly will 1 adnut that she prays for me, but that she should be
my confidence and hfe, that I will not admut and your prayer is as
agreeable to me as hers! Why? Because if you believe that Chrst
is hkewise i you as he s in her, you can hkewse help me, as she
does 1210

By 1522 we have a virtual elimmation of saints’ intercession,
which is opposed to the confidence to be placed in God alone.

208 WA 10 (3), 317, 1.4
20910 (3), 321, 15-18
210 September 8, 1522—10 (3), 322
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After 1522

If after 1522 we see some development, the groundwork has
been thoroughly laid this year.

In 1528, he was asked by the authorities of the Wittenberg
Cathedral whether they should eliminate the mvocation of the
saints from the liturgy as had been done for a long time already
in the aty church®* So tn his Confession of the Lord's Supper
(1528), he supported the attack against the wnvocation of the
sants.*?

The same year, in another wrtting, Luther justifies the harsh-
ness of Christ’s answer to his mother at Cana with the remark
that

Chnst must have understood that with the passage of tume his

' mother would be given more honor than Chrst himself, namely
that she would be considered as a mediator and advocate (Fairspre-
cherin) between God and us ..

Luther then proceeds to claim that Christ wishes to show that
in the relationship between God and man, neither Mary or
any other one of the saints, be she ever so holy, can enter. He
concludes that if someone else other than Chrst had said what
our Lord said, then he would certainly have been considered a
heretic, but since Christ htmself has satd this, 1t can be seen
how greatly involved in error are all those who entrust them-
selves to her intercession and who lead the poor commonfolk
to the same practice.” ,

In 1529, 1n the Great Catechism, he takes a dim view of
invoking saints and speaks of idolatry as an act of the heart
which “searches help and consolation among creatures, saints,
or the devils, and has no thought of God . ™"

211 Br, II, 389 f

212 WFA 26, 380,

213 Wanterpostille 1528 WA 21, 65, 5 to 16
714 Baciocchi, art at, p 6
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The following year we have the appearance of one of the
most developed texts of Luthet's on the question. It bears the
curious title of ““The Letter on the Art of Translating and on
the Intercesston of the Saints.” In 1t the intercession of the
Saints is judged as problematic, since there is no scriptural at-
testation But worse still, Luther claims, is the fact that “gods
have been made out of the saints in order to make of them
patrons to be mnvoked. and a spectal force and power has
been attributed to each saint in such a manner that God Himself
has become completely idle and the Saints have been allowed to
act and create in his stead.”?*® He further declared:

In Divine Service one should undertake nothing without God's
command . . The people only too easily allow themselves to be
seduced and to place their confidence in the sants mnstead of Chast
- .. The hght of the gospel is now so bright as the day that no one
is guwliless when he remains in darkness 216

The same year the Reformer confessed that he had managed
to free himself from the veneration (1n the context, it would
seem to mean “mvocation™) of the saints only with the great-
est difficulty Then, no doubt judging from his own experience,
he declares that since the cult of the samnts leads men away
from confidence in Christ, 2ll 1mvocation of the saints in which
we ask them to pray for us must be condemned and abolished
as a human invention not founded on scripture®’

Before the close of this year, the first Protestant profession of
faith had appeared. Composed by Luther's disciple, Melanch-
ton, but approved by the Reformer, it became known 1n history
as the Augsburg Confesston Its importance merits a special
consideration 1n our treatment of the Protestant-Catholic con-

218 Cf, Baciocchi, art. cit., p. 6.

28 WA 30, 2, 643 ff; See also 22, 174 and 26, 108

21 WA 30 (2), 644 However, almost at this very same time he was
perhaps making a very subtle disunction between askmg, but not in-

voking the saints Cf, WA 30 (2), 694: Sicut in hac vitz ab alus orationem
rogamus,
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trovetsy over the invocation of the saints ‘We content ourselves
here with indicating its place at this moment of Luther’s de-
velopment,

It 1s interesting to note that Luther's attitnde toward the
saints influenced hum 1n very practrcal situatrons, For example,
in 1531 1n a letter 1n which he tried to comfost his own mother
in her stckness, he said:

Deac mother, be thankful that God has not allowed you to remain
1n the papist errors in which we were taught to rely on our own wotk
and on our monkish holiness and look upen our Saviour, not as a
comforter but as 2 graesome Judge and Tyrant, so that we had to flee
to Mary and to the sunts and could place no grace or trust in
Him 218

On the Feast of the Visitation the next year (1532) Lutber
commented on what he called the misinterpretation of the verse
in the Magnificat “See, from henceforth all generations shall
call me blessed” (Luke 1-48b) and the faulty translation “full
of grace” in the Angelic Salutation According to Luther, they
lead to the opinton that grace comes from Mary and thereby to
frightful 1dolatry

Here (in the Magnificat) we must not forget the fnghtful idolatry
which we were taught eaclier and which has assumed such terrible
proportions 1n the papacy She, the loving virgin, says+ “All genera-
tions will call me blessed”, that 1s, will prasse God's grace 1n me
and say of me how God has wonderfully honored me that he chose
me among all vicgins that I should bear the saviour of the world in
my womb through the Holy Spintt and should bring him snto this
world; but it does not follow from this that one should call upon
the virgin Mary, that one should entrust humself to her intercession,
and should expect all (from her) in spintual and temporal neces-
sittes—an 1dolatry to which the pope has directed the people It can
be permutted that they rest content simply with praising her! But to

718 May 20, 1531, Br V| No. 1820, 105, 68 to 75
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pray to her, to await her intercession and help—these things should
be teserved for Christ alone, as he says: “Whatever you ask for
n my name, that I will give you" (John 14:13) The pope how-
ever, wishes that we should pray in the name of the virgin Mary,
That 1s not night and means that we do not praise Mary, but profane
her in the worst possible way and make of her an 1dolt21?

c) After 1532

The last period of the Reformer’s life saw no change in the
attitude of Luther, if it were not a progressive hardening
against any form of invocation. In 1537, another confessional
document, the Arsiculi Schmalcaldenses, written by Luther
himself, reiterates his stand, but implies that for the common
people, invocation 15 so much of the essence of the devotion
to the saints that with its discontinuance, the entire cult would
disappear Hits argumentation is as follows, “Even if the
saints pray for us perhaps even m heaven, it does not follow
we should invoke them or honor them as patrons If this tdol-
atrous reverence of the angels and dead saints 1s removed, the
entire remainder of the cult will no longer be dangerous and
will be consigned to oblivion "'2°

This same year Luther appeals once more to his personal
expertence. Looking back on his past life as a monk and re-
viewing hts conduct in temptations and difficulties, he recalls
his penitential practices, his trust in hts own good works, his
invocation of the saints, especially the Blessed Virgin Mary and
desciibes hus state. I would “flee from God as if from the
devil, for there was no heart in me which allowed me to say:
I believe 1n God and trust that He will be gracious to me.”
Quite clearly and simply, Luther now perceives an unalterable
opposition between trust and confidence in God and the invo-
cation of the saints?*

213 WA 52, 692, 316.
220 Articult Schmalcaldenses II, 25, Dre Bekenmimsschrsfien, 425
MOt 6, 1537, WA 46, 660, 15 to 26,
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. Once mote in 1537, Luther complains that Christiamty has
forgotten the principal source which is overflowing with the
nichness and fullness of grace and, mstead of calling upon
Chust, calls upon his mother as one by whom this grace should
be sought He compares two texts of Scripture and says that
“Alone these words® *Hail Mary, full of Grace’ remain in use,
and the text has been entirely forgotten which says: "We have
all recerved of his fullness grace.””

For Luther, a favorite illustration was St. Bernard whom he
accuses of having recommended to the faithful that they call
upon Mary as mediatrix in place of Chast:

St. Bernard has taught that one must have the sunts as helpers in
need and the Virgin Mary as 2 medeatrix and call upon her as Mother
of our Lord so that she will show her Son her breast and that he
will become gracious towards us and will allow his wrath to sub-
stde. No, it 15 not a questton of presenting the breasts of Mary
Something else must be done We must always have in mind this
declaration which Chnst himself gave us—that he has come not
to judge and condemn but to save (make happy) what was Iost
and condemned, When we hear this declaration and true teachung
of the gospel, our spints will be again enlightened and we wall not
ask anything more from the saints.*?

And now Luther mjects a personal note: “'But this I ltkewtse
feel that I now do not pray to God with the earnestness and
energy as I prayed before to the saints!”

The pertod 1540-44 saw some of the harshest judgments on
Marian invocaton In the Protocol and the Introduction to the
Translation of the Bible, Luther compares the Marian cult to
the service of Baal among the Israelites. Referring to the place
i Jeremiah 11-13: “For as numerous as your cities are your
gods, O Juda! As many as the streets of Jetusalem are the

222 September 15, 1537—WA 46, 655, 17 to 22
223 Preaching on the gospel of Matthew 18-24, 1537-1540,, WA 47,
276, 7 to 17.
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altars for offering sacrfice to Baal,” Luther declares that the
Jews had too much to do with Baal just as we have too much
to do with Mary?* Referring to Martan devotions as the rosary
and the Marian psalter Luther in his Sommerpostille of 15447
asked what they were except substitutes for speaking to the
living God. They were honoring dumb Gods who could not
speak with us, who could give us no understanding or trust
In the same year, 1544, he speaks about the shameful lies and
fables of the monks about the rosary.22¢

Towards the end of his life, less than one year before his
death, again looking back on his own conduct and on the de-
votion of the Church to Maty, Luther came to the conclusion
that in the cult of Mary and the saints, Christtans many times do
not act otherwise or better than the heathens He points out
that the heathens called upon Mercury, Diana, Venus and they
changed from one deity to the other He excuses them because
at that time there was no Christ whom they could know. He
then asks, “What have we done?” and replies “that we have
named churches after the saints, after Mary and other saints "
This might seem like a very minor objection and tn no way
probative, but he goces on to say:

The whole world has prayed to Mary, “Mother of God have mercy
cn me” I also did this when I was a papist. I thought evety day
of three sunts i my mass, but I did not think of my lord Christ.
Oh and there were so many pilgrimages Why? We sought for-
giveness, etc,
After pointing out that the papacy still acts in this same way
and after referring to the blindness with which he accepted this
in his youth, he concluded with a questton:

Is this not a lamentable thing that we did not know the Savior,
224 December 13, 1540,—Bi 1V, 96

223 WA 22, 174, 36 to 175, 4
226 Sommerportille 1544 WA 21, 329, 11 to 19
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but were victtms of a gruesome etror? . No one knew the loving
Savior,®=2?

Tn one of his very last sermons, 1 early 1546, Luther returns
to our theme and illustrates the danger of the theological rea-
soning which he saw as the basis of the vocation of Mary
He uses an example borrowed from a sermon by St. Bernard and
becomes highly critical-

God commands that we honor our parents, I will iavoke Mary,
she will pray to her Son for me, and He will pray to His Father,
who will hear the Son. From this we have the prcture which repre-
sents an angry God to whom Christ shows his wounds whereas Mary
shows Christ her breasts Look at what 15 done by the beautiful
bride, the wisdom of reason. Mary 1s Mother of Jesus Christ.
Certamnly Chrst will hear her. Christ 15 a severe judge . I will
invoke St Geotge, St Chrstopher, etc.?

After reviewing all the evidence of the last thurty years of
Luther’s life, 1t seems impossible to agree with O’Meara who
contends that i “the final period of his life Luther does not
forbid praying to ... Mary "** Qur personal conviction would
be 1n full concordance with the judgment of Fr Stakemeter who
contends that “gradually Luther came to deny the intercession
of Mary and dissuaded or excluded her invocation "%

2} Protestant-Catholic Controversy about Intercession and
Invocatton of Mary

a) John Eck, Melanchton and Luther

The sermon of Luther on the Feast of the Nativity, 1522,
was the signal for the beginning of a controvetsy which has con-

2zt Apnl 19, 1545, WA 49, 712, 29 to 713, 24

228 Qeuvres 1X, p 346; of Bacwoccht, art. ¢t p 7.
229 gp, ¢1f, 120

230 grt, o1, 450
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tinued down to the present day. Immediately men such as
Alfeld, Vehe, Emser, and Cochlaus™* entered the fray, but by
far the most important adversary of Luther's doctrine seems
to have been John Eck. Professor of Theology at Ingolstadt
since 1510, he was at first on good terms with Luther, but from
1519 on, he engaged in a polemic with Luther that was des-
tined to endure untid his death three years before Luther’s,
in 1543. He can certamnly be counted among the most active
and detested enemies of the Reform

In 1525 there appeared his Enchiridion Against the Lutherans
which corresponds to the Loc: Communes of Luther's disciple
Melanchton, This work went through 90 editions and trans-
latrons and attempted “with much more erudition than ntel-
lectual penetration,” according to Father J. de Bactocchi,®®
to justify the Roman Catholic doctrine by an appeal to biblical
and patristic sources

According to the Cologne edition of 1600 (pages 144-157),
this is his defense of the veneration of the sants:

The sarats should be invoked, as the friends of God, to intercede on
our behalf, and although they are saints, they should not be adored
with a cult of latria, because this 1s reserved to God, However, a
cult of dulia is therr just due

This thesis 1s supported by two theological arguments which
were not entirely disowned by the Reform

1 Christ intercedes for us 10 his humamity, If then Christ the
Head prays for us, why do not his members, the Sants, follow-
mng his example, do likewise?

2, The faithful on earth tercede for one another. Why would not
the dead saints do the same for the eacthly pilgrims? As a matter
of fact, “They are more perfect in charity, more powerful with
God, and spritually more pure

2L Cf Stakemeter art c¢rt, 430

232 Cf Baciocchy, arf crt, 80
233 Jbsid,
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John Eck tries to antiapate Lutheran objections. If one
should say that it is unworthy of the Saints to occupy themselves
with earthly affairs, then it 1s still more unworthy of Chrst,
whom the New Testament recognizes as one intercessor. If, on
the contrary, it should be claimed that the role of an intercessor
1s something too exalted to be extended to others besides Christ,
then how can one maintain that the faithful on this earth inter-
cede for one another, and we know that God himself wishes this
intercesston He then adduces Ezechiel 22.30-31 and Romans
15+30-32 in suppost.

Before his presentation of these theological arguments, Eck
had proposed some scriptural arguments, which turned out to
be rather weak Among them are found: Jeremias 15:1, Job
33:23-25 and Genesis 48°16>*

Farther on, he presented some arguments from tradition,
summarized the fundamental objecton of Luther and pro-
posed a solution which, it could have been foreseen, would be
unsatisfying, He phrases the objection-

Christ and God alone should be invoked, for He alone suffices,
He alone 15 entirely generous and meraful, loving us more than all
the sants.

'To which, Eck replies.

We recognize that we must pray mn the name of Jesus and with
confidence, but thts does not exclude the sants, since by the mem-
bers, we pray in the name of Jesus, their Head.

He then adduces the liturgical practice of ending the prayers
with “through Jesus Christ our Loxd.”

Here Eck mntroduces another reason for having recourse to
this intercession: God wishes that we respect the order of
things and that 1n raising ourselves to superior levels, we should

23¢ According to the Vulgate, “Angelus...benedicat puens sstis, et
invocetur super ¢os nomen meum, nomina quoque patrum meorum. ..
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follow the “hierarchical order”—an idea dear to Pseudo-Di-
onysius. As for ourselves, we will have less fear of this “con-
suming fire,” who is God, if we are able to reach Him through
the intermediary of the saints '“We have good reason to fear
that we will disappear before his face just like the wax melts
before the fire (Ps 68 3); this is why we look for mediators
and intercessors.” T

Finally John Eck thought that his thesis would be more ac-
ceptable to the Reformer who had brought up the idea of Christ
as the Unuque Mediator (1 Tumothy 2.5}, if he disttnguished
two kinds of mediators: a mediator of redemption and a medt-
ator of intercession. This allowed him to reconcile the unicity of
Christ as mediator of redemption with the multiphaty of
mediators of intercession, the saints

Five years later (1530) the first confessional document of
the Protestant faith appeared, the Awugsburg Confession. Al-
though not written by Luther, it had his full approval. As
Fr Baciocchi has pomnted out™® it was a very moderate docu-
ment, evidently written 1n such 2 way as not to harden the
opposttion of Charles V, for whom it was mtended. Artticle
21 deals with “the cult of the Saints” Starting on a positive
note, it sees no difficulty in proposing the saints as models to
be imitated, and on this pomnt it is perfectly i accord with
many passages in Luther's writings®*® Surprising there was not
even any explicit opposition to the intercession of the saints in
heaven on behalf of their fellow Christians on earth. What is
rejected is the mvocation of the saints “to mvoke the saints
or to ask help from the saints.”

285 g¢i, cit, 7.

286 Some samnts were especially put forward as models by Luther
Franas (WA 8, 579, 26, 27, 123, 25, Tr, 5, 415 f, 616 ) whom he
nevertheless judged entically later on (WA 42, 495, 24; 47, 338, 15),
Elizabeth of Marborg (SWA31, 1, 201, 7, Tr 3, 489, 1), Ambrose, Au-
gustine, Jerome, Bernatd of Clawrvaux (WA 15, 194, 36; 53, 411, 20),
Martin of Tours (WA 49, 709, 3224) and especially Christopher (WA
27, 385, 9; 32, 32, 20; 29, 498 following, 34, 2, 524, 8; Tr 6, 308—Cf.
Deltus, art, cit, 410,
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Two motives are adduced for this refusal.

1. Scnpture does not teach it, but
2 Scripture does teach us that Jesus Chnst s the “sole Medsator,
Propitzator, Pontiff and Intercessor.™

Later on the Apology for the Angsbarg Confession would
point out 2 corollary of the second motive. 1t 1s necessary and
sufficient to invoke Christ

“'Confessio nostra probat honores sanctorum. Narm his triplex honor
probandus est Primus est gratraram actro. Debemus emm Deo
grahias agere, quod ostendent exempla misencordiae .. Secundus
cultus est confirmatio fider nostrae. .. Tertus honor est wmrtatio
ptimum fidei, deinde ceteraram virtutum .. Hos vero honores non
requirunt adversaru  Tantum de Invocatione quae etiamsi nshil
haberet periculi, tamen non est necessatia, pxantur. Praeterea et
hoc largimur, qued angelt orent pro nobis.. De sanctis etsi con-
cedimus, quod, sicut vivi orant pro Eccles:a universa 1in genere, ita
et in caelis orent pro Ecclessa in genere |, ["'237

In the history of the controversy, the Augsburg Confession
15 far less tmportant than the Refutation of the Augsburg
Confession™ and the response to tt, the Apology for the
Augsburg Confession. The former was wratten in 1530, the
same year as the Confession by Lck and a number of other
theologians; whereas the latter was wrttten by the author of
the Confession, Melanchton In the Refutatron we find an
accumulation of proofs from authonty commg from the Fathers
and from Scripture Eck’s application of scripture 1s rather
contestable, although one point seems proved beyond all pos-
sibiltty of dispute’ there are numerous verses in scripture which
point out the itercession of the hving for one another and
they do support Eck’s argumentation about mediators of inter-

23t Apol Conf Aug, XXI; Die Bekenntmsschriften, 317-318
288 Cf Corpns Reformatorum, XXVII, col, 123-128
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cession for this earth But, of course, this was not the main
potnt that he was trying to prove. Eck’s conclusion adds noth-
ing new to his previous work, but does rephrase it:

Christ 1s our fisst and prinapal advocate, but the saints are members
of Christ and conform their will to that of Christ. When they see
Chnst, their Head, praying for us, can we possibly doubt that
they do what they see Christ doing?

For our purposes the Apology for the Augsburg Confession
is much more tmportant than the Confession itself, since 1t con-
tains a detailed response to the Refatarson®® and develops
arguments for the proposals contained in the Confession. A
brief summary follows:

The only points established by the Refumsation, so says the
Apology, are.

1 the sants must be honored
2 fraternal intercesston must be practiced among the faithful on
earth

But this is not the pomnt tn contentron: it 15 the mvocation of
the saints in heaven by the earthly pilgrims, of which Tradition
does not speak before Samnt Gregory.™®

Then Melanchton refers to some posttive statements of the
Confession, claiming that 1t approves the honor given to the
saints ‘The Apology gives three reasons:

1 God is to be thanked for the gifts and the enlightenment which
he spreads through the sants.

2 'The victory of grace over sin 1n the lives of the saints confirms
our faith

3. We can profit by imitating their faith and other virtues,

It is a shame that Catholics show no interest in these pomnts

280 of Article 21,
20 Cf PL, LXXVI, Col, 1238
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!

and only battle in favor of the invocation of the samnts which
not only involves dangers but also 1s unnecessary,

Having said this, Melanchton does not argue agamst every
kind of intercession for the pilgrim Church on the part of the
saints Because of Zacharias 1:12-13, he acknowledges that the
angels intercede for men As for the men who die in sanctity,
Scripture says nothing about them, but one can admit that they
pray for the Chusch 1n its totality just as living Christians pray
for one another™* “It does not follow,” the Apology con-
tinues, “that the saints should be invoked * Thete 1s no direct
denia] of this invocation, but simply the observation that since
scripture gives us no recommendation about it, we cannot have
any certitude concerning 1t

Prayer ought to start from faith, but how are we to know if God
approtes such an invocation? And how can we know this without
the attestation of seripture that the smnts are aware of the prayers of
each one? To attribute to them the knowledge of our secret thoughts
is to divinize them

Melanchton then claims that the papssts cannot answer his
objectton about the lack of a seriptural foundation for the
awareness of our prayers on the part of the sants They have
no right, he claims, to impose a prayer of uncertain value,
which does not proceed from faith. He then makes a dubtous
application of “quod non est ex fide, peccatum est” from
Romans 14:23,

As for the arguments of Tradition brought up by the Re-
futation, Melanchton rejects them as being too recent: the
ancient prayers, he claims, mention the saints, but do not invoke
them.

241 According to P Y, Emery, in hus L'anité des croyants an ciel et sur la
serre, Taizé, 1962, pp 128-130, “there is a certamn advantage 1n this
statement of global intercession It can be afirmed on the basis of the
charity of the saints, without buidding an theories of the knowledge that
they mught possibly possess of our precise needs and our requests ™
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After thus rather able defense, he proceeds with his counter-
attack. Catholics, he claims, not only have recourse to the in-
tercession of the saints, but also to the proprtiatory value of
their merits: “This can n no way be sustained, for here we
have the proper honor of Christ entirely transferred to the
saints” The attempt of his adversaries to escape this objection
by distinguishing a unique mediator of Redemption, Jesus
Christ, and many mediators of tntercession (the saints) is in
vain, for:

1 In practice the saints are considered mediators of redemption
{propitiators)

2. Even the idea of the saints as mediators of mtercession has no
consistent biblical foundation, and 1t eclipses the role of Chmst
and ttansfers to the saints a confidence that we will obtatn mercy
which ought to repose in Chnst. One falsely attributes to Chust
a greater seventy and to the samnts a greater indulgence; con-
fidence 1s placed in the mercy of the saints rather than in the
metcy of Christ, and one flees from Christ 1 order to seek out the
saints, Thus, in reality, the sants are turned into mediators
of redemption.

There follows some reasoning on the part of Melanchton
which would seem to indcate that external conditions (abuses)
had more to do with the above reasoning than 1s perhaps gen-
erally admitted

If only this were a question of popular deviations! But we
have here also the “opinions of the learned,” for example,
Gabriel Bel, who, 1 his commentary on the Canon of the
Mass, has God commanding us to have recourse to the merits
of the Samnts and to their prayets in order to obtan salvation.
And other papists write things “'still more absurd "**

242 For some 1dea of Biels Maran doctrme, see the recently-edited
Canomis Misse Exposttio, Heko A Oberman and Wilam J Courtenay
Stemner, editors, Wiesbaden, 1963, part 1, lectio XXX, p 302-333 in which
the author analyzes Mary’s role of intercession from the viewpomt of her
inclusion 1n the Communicanies
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It is not only the theologtans whom Melanchton takes to
task, but also the liturgical texts themselves, e g, the formulas
which accompany the sacramental absolution in confesston.,

The following formula of absolution is (with the Catholics) 1n wide-
spread use. “the Passion of our Lord, Jesus Chrst, the merits of
the most blessed Virgin Mary and of all the saints  be for you
unto the remussion of your sins” Here absolution is pronounced
that we be reconaled and considered righteous not only by Chnst's
merit but by merits of other sants. Some of us saw one master of
theology die Now they had summoned 2 monk, a theologian hum-
self, to console the dying man with nothing but this, Mother of
grace, protect us from the enemy, recerve us in the hour of our
death Although we grant that blessed Mary prays for the Church,
is it teally she that recetves souls at death, who conquers death, who
gives hfe? What is Chnist domg, if Mary does these things?
Although Mary is most worthy of the most excellent honors (drgnss-
sima amplissimis honoribys), nevertheless by no means does she
intend to be equal to Christ, but rather desires us to consider het
and imitate her example But experience stself shows, that in the
common conviction, the Blessed Virgin entirely replaces Christ.
It 1s she, whom they have tred to appease, as if he were not the
propstator, the reconciler, but only the judge and avenger to be
feared. 'We know that only Christ’s mertts ace propittous for us

..and we cannot trust that we are to be regarded as justified by
the merits of the Virgin or of other saints. 2+

Arguing theologically, Melanchton declares that the func-
tion of propitiator (reconciler) presupposes two condittons

1. A divine ordinance about which we are informed, with the
command to address ousselves to the person who has been se-
lected, according to scripture, this exists only 1n the case of
Christ

2. Ments on the part of the propitator capable of satsfymng for
the sins of others, by reason of a divine imputation. This, too, is

248 The Symbolic Books of the Bvangeltc-Lutheran Church .., Goetungen,
1930, Vol 1, pp 321-323
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reserved to Chnst whose “ments ate given to us so that because
of our faith 1n these ments, we are considered just when we
believe 1 him, just as 1f we had them by the nght of personal
ments
Without these two conditions, confidence, and consequently
prayer, is without a foundation. We simply cannot depend on
the merits of the saints “Nec est confidendum quod justi
reputemur mentts Beatae Virginis aut aliorum sanctorum "
Finally there are two attacks.

1. on the specalization of certan intercessors in conneciton with
special needs or dangers “Samnt Anne 1s charged with the
procurement of financial resources, Saint Sebastian, with pres-
ervation from epidem:cs and so on. These practices ate evidently
dertved from pagan models.

2 on the current abuses a more or less idolatrous cult of the
images of the saints, to which is sometimes attributed a muracu-
lous power, legends about the so-called murracles, devotions which
are more or less superstttious, such as the rosary, etc.

The Atticles of Smalkalde, a profession of faith composed by
Luther himself n 1537, can be seen as 2 complement to the
doctrine expressed by the Reformer’s disciple. In article 1l on
the Mass, we tead-

"The mvocabon of the Samts 1s also one of the abuses introduced by
the Anti-Christ, 1t is contrary to the first and most smportant article,
and destroys the knowledge that we have of Chust. It is Iikewise
neither prescribed not counselled; moreover, there 1s no example
of 1t 1n Scripture, and even if it were a precious good (which 1t is
not), we possess everything a thousand times better in Chust And
even 1f the angels 1n heaven, just as the saints on earth, or pethaps
also those who are in heaven, wntercede for us (as Chast Humself also
does), 1t does not follow that we should voke and worship the
angels and the saints, observe fasts, feasts, and Masses 1 their honor,
offer them sacrifices, dedicate altars and churches to them, establish
foundations dedicated to thetr cult, and serve them in stil other
ways, constdering them as saviors and attributing to them individ-
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ually all kinds of help and to each of them a special power, as the
papsts teach and practice. This is idolatry, for to God alone belong
such honors,

As a Chnstian and samt living on earth, you can mtercede for me,
not in one distress, but in ail situations, However, this does not
oblige me to worship you, to invoke you, to honor you by feasts,
fasts, and sacnfices, to celebrate Masses in your honor and to rest
my hopes of being saved on you. There are many other ways
which T can hener you and show my love and thank you in Christ.
If this 1dolatrous honor given to the angels and dead saints is sup-
pressed, other honor will have no detrimental effect. It wall even
be promptly forgotten As 2 matter of fact, from the moment
when there will no longer be any advantage or help, etther spiritual
or temporal, expected of the sants, they will leave them in peace
both 1n therr tombs and in heaven. for no one will have great
soltattude for celebrating their memory, and paying them respect
and honor in a disinterested manner just out of love for them.

b) Summary of Protestant Doctrine on Intercession-Invocation

L. Intercession of the saints (Mary 1n partrcular):

1. No refusal~—there seems to be a2 positive admission of
intercesston as an authentic form of a communion of
saints

2, This admussion, however, is not whole-hearted, because
of the lack of sufficient attestatton in scripture.

3. The object of the intercession of a saint is limited to the
general needs of the Chuich after the coming of the
Kingdom of God. This is done in order to avotd two
risks:

1 More or less positive speculattons about the psychology
of the elect.
2. Doctrinal and devotional abuses of the “papists” on
the specialization of heavenly intercessors.
2 The complete refusal of the invocation of the saints for three
reasons:
1. This practice is not willed by God, since it 1s found



]

Was Luther a Devotee of Mary? 169

nowhere in scoipture, It is thus completely suspect in its
origin, sinful man.

. No matter what the theories may be, it presupposes and,

n practice, demonstrates a lack of recognition of Christ,
the unique Mediator and Redeemer, who is transformed
into an mexorable judge. If one places this confidence
in the merits of the saint$, he transfers to them the re-
demptive and propttiatory function of the unique Savior
The popular practices in the devotton to the saints op-
pose the first commandment in varying degrees since they
direct toward samnts the adoration due to God alone
and are encrusted with superstition and idolatry.®*

c) Summary of Catholic Doctrine

With the death of Luther in 1546 and the holding of the
Council of Trent (1545-1563}, the first pertod of controversy
on this subject comes to an end. So it would be well to record
here the decisions of this counter-Reformation Council When
it treats the subject of tntercession and invocation, the Council
begins by recommending them and justifying them®*® and then
invites the bishops not only to exerctse vigilance on the mant-
festation of thts cult but also to combat the abuses *

The Holy Counal asks all the Bishops and others who have the task
of teaching that, according to the usage of the apostolic and Cathelic
Chusch which has come down to us from the earliest times of the
Christan religion, and according to the common sentiment of the
Fathers and the decrees of the counals, that they should carefully
instruct the faithful, especially on the mtercession of the saints,
thetr tnvocation, the honor due to their relis and the legitimate use
of their images They will teach them that the saints reign with
Christ and offer to God their prayers for men; that it 1s good and
useful to invoke them. .and to have recourse to thewr prayer, to

. s cf Baciocchi, art, art,, 20
243 Denzimger 1821 or 984
248 Dieprzinnger 1825 or 988,
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their aid and to their asststance, with the purpose of obtaning bene-
fits from Geod through His Son, our Savior Jesus Chnst, our sole
Redeemer and Savior

Those who claim that 1t 15 wrong that one should invoke the sants
who enjoy eternal happiness in heaven, those who pretend that the
sants do not pray for men, that it i1s idolatrous to mvoke them to
pray for us in order to obtain thetr aid for us, that this practice is
contrary to the word of God and opposed to the honor of Jesus
Christ, the sole mediator of God and of men (cf. I Tunothy 2:5),
or finally that it is stuptd to pray vocally or mentally to those who
reign in heaven—all of these have imptous convictions.

It can be seen that in this text of the Council, there is no
involvement n theologtcal reasonings The Fathers were con-
tent simply to recall the traditional doctrines on the veneration
of the saints, their relics and their 1mages, and they based their
positive thests and their condemnation of the contrary opinions
only on arguments of authonty, and more precisely on the
authornity of custom, the Fathers, and the councils.

We have a twofold affirmation here.

1. The samnts in heaven intercede for men

2 It 15 “good and useful”, (the word “obligatory” or “nec-

essary” 1s not used) to have recourse to their intercession
with God, in order to receive atd and assistance and this,
by the medrtion of Christ, (and not outstde it)

Starting with this double affirmation, we have the condemna-
tion of the contrary opinions, which are not called beresy but
snpiety These etrors are put under five headings.

1. The samnts i heaven are not to be invoked.

2 They do not pray for men

3. It 1s idolatrous to solicit thetr particular itervention

4 This invocation contradicts the word of God and fails

to recognuze the unique mediation of Christ

5. It is stupid to invoke the saints {what 1s understood here

is that they have other things to do than to listen to our

M op at, p 118
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supplication and they do not even have any knowledge
of them )
In the same decree, the Council asks with insistence that pastors
of souls combat the abuses which may mamfest themselves n
the cult of the saints, in particular:
1. Celebrations which lead to intemperance, to disorder, to
immorality.
2. Superstitious ideas and practices in the invocation of the
samnts or in the cult of their relics or images
3, Suspect innovations in matters of devotion, iconography,
ot accounts of miracles
To sum up the work of the Council of Trent—while trying
to preserve what was healthy and useful in the cult of the
saints, one should eliminate all excesses and real deviations
which have provoked the denials of the reform and which
justify them in part

3Y Luther's Theological Reasons for the Denial of Invocation

What Brother Yves Pterre Emery writes about the reform
in general can be applied to Luther 1n particular. His teaching
1s partially bound to the crrcumstances of hus time and, 1n a
particular way to the popular devotion of the end of the Middie
Ages, in which the certitude of the prayers of the saints played
a great role and involved a great risk—one which was often
not avoided—of assuming 2 first place in piety and leaving
Christ in the background with a resultant perversion of devo-
tton True as thts 15, 1t seems more just to us to say that it was
Luther's own theology of God and justification by faith which
gave the death blow among Lutherans to the traditional Cath-
olic doctrine on the invocation of Masy and the other saints ***

Following the traditional division of the exclusive Reforma-
tion principles, we would like to analyze Luther’s rejection of
such invocatton by application of the principles.

248 Cf Paul Althaus, Dee Theologie Martin Luthers, Gutersloh, 1962,
256.
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a.) Scripture alone
b) God alone
- ¢) Christ alone
d ) Grace alone -

a) Scripture Alone

While 1t is easy to potnt out that Luther 1s inconsistent in
his use of the prinaple sola scriptura,*® it would be too little to
say, as O'Meara does, that sola scriptura “may be a strong
factor, but is not the guide m his dealings with Mary 2%
Seemingly to grant more werght to “Luther's dislike of what
seemed “papists superstittons” and “his desire to make the
pardon of God through Christ uniquely and freely accessible
to every Christian™** than to Luther’s principles of sola
seripiura 1s to falsify Luther's thought. It was precsely because
of what he believed he saw in Scripture that he evinced such
violent opposition to “paptst” superstition and desired to make
Christ’s redemption available to all without any interference
from Mary or the saints Whether Luther's view of Scripture
is considered “one-sided”*™ or explaned by hts subtraction
from the teaching authority of the church or his own reltance
on personal experience, the fact remauns, as Stakemeier has so
well stated:

Moved by the pnnaple of “scripture alone,” he wished to retain
only those dogmas, which he found enunciated formally and ex-
pressly in scripture 2518 -

*9For example, Luther always maintained the perpetual virginity of
Mary, even though Scripture did not provide lum with arguments for
the Virginity after chuldbirth and on the other hand the Scriptural feast
of the Visitation, even though celebrated and entirely sceiptural, irritated
Luther for the reason that it was apparently linked to Rome

200 0p, e, p 122 -

2608 Ibsd, ¥

21 H ] Brosch, “Eme katholische Antwort auf die evangelischen
Bedenken emner dipolaren Mariologie,” Maria im Kult, 1964, 203, *

2518 4ry, o1}, 448
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Time and time again we encounter this argument. God and
the Bible do not prescribe that we should solwcit the interces-
sion of the angels and the samts He even goes so far as to
say that 1t would be tempting God to mtroduce into cult ele-
ments which God has not approved. Thus

we must not counsel or approve that the dead saats should be in-
voked in order to ask for their intercession, but we should rather
condemn and lead men to avoid such a thing 252

What does this prnciple of “scripture alone™ really mean?
In theory, it signifies that scripture is the one normative rule
of faith Conversely, it tmplies that with the rejection of tra-
dition and infallible magtsterivm of the Church as norms of
faith, 21l dogmas are excluded which are not explicitly and
formally taught by Scripture. If it is true, as Stakemeter mam-
tains, that “all reformers supplemented the ‘scripture alone’
in some way from traditton,” this must be understood of Luther
in a special sense. Not only did he claim, as the rest of the
reformers did, that he retained the doctrine of the first four
councils because it was in accord with Scripture,*™ but he also
interpreted the sense of Scripture 1n a certain way, since he in-
troduced a new conception of nsptration, when he claimed
that the words of Scripture are only mspired inasmuch as they
“show forth Christ "'**

The principle of sola scriptuta has been a source of con-
tentton between Protestants and Catholics down to the present
day Hébert Roux, 1n a recent ecumentcal book®*® stresses the
revolutionary character of the introduction of this principle:

252 cf, Baciocchi, art. ext, p 7

2880p, cit, p 474

254 Here one mught add that it was also zelated to Apostolic tradition
as the Fathers of the Church declared on many occastens, Cf Stakemerer,
arf, ¢, 475, > , T

255 “Chnstum sapiunt” Cf Stakemeter op. cir., 474

258 Lz Vierge Marie, p 75 v
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In affirming the formal prnciple according to which nothing can
be held as a truth of the faith unless 1t 1s expliatly conformed to the
word of God directly received and understoed in Scupture, the
Reform introduced to the methods of thought, and even to the very
conceplion of theology of the epoch, a deadedly new, if not revolu-
tionary way of approachung the truths of the farth

On the other hand, there are Catholic authorities of the
present day who would not only deny the validity of the prin-
ciple but even its revoluttonary character inasmuch as they
would claim that it never existed Here is the way Father Stake-
meier expresses it

In reality the divergence of the doctrine of the reformers from
Catholic Mantology does not come from Scripture itself, but from
the prejudiced reform prinaples by which they interpreted the
Scaptures, neglecting the most ancient traditions, already taught
by Justin the Marctyr and by Iremaeus, which indicated the asso-
aation of the Mother of God with Chrrst 257

No matter what the diversity of Catholic and Protestant
opinion about the validity and even onginality of the Protes-
tant contrtbution of Scriptare alone, it is a fatr question to ask:
what should we think of the argument of the silence of scrip-
ture? It 1s not difficult to admuit with Brother Emery of Taizé
that if we

prove that no passage, no verse of Scripture can give a positive
foundation to an affirmabion, this 1s an argument of weight, but
this 15 not the same thing as proving the falsity of the affirmation,
since theology ts not an argumentation based on separate biblical
verses

It ts rather a reflection “which begins as treatment of the
most ummportant as well as the most essential subject from

2 gp o, 476
23 ap ent, 130,
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the viewpount of revelation taken 1n 1ts ensemble,” Moreover,
it has the task of finding and coordinating as fully as possible
what is explicit in revelatron with “the hidden underlying im-
plications, which are not expressed in the text of scripture ™%
It certainly would be legitimate to demand if in this question
of the invocation of the saints, Luther has sufficiently taken
into account the teaching of Scripture itself on the union which
exists between all the members of the mystical body, be they on
this earth or already glorifted n heaven, with Chust their
Head.

b) God Alone

The principle of “God alone” is so closely allied with the
two following principles of “Chrst alone” and “grace alone”
that we need not be detained long by a specific constderation,
since in general all that we say about “Christ alone” and “'grace
alone” can be applied to “God alone ™ This principle, accord-
ing to Luther, means that in the work of salvation even that
cooperation of the free will which proceeds from and 1s pre-
served by the gift of grace 1s excluded 1If 1t 15 true that the
Reformers did not think of man as a blind instrument, but as
of one who knows his need of God, nevertheless, as Luther
said, “Free will makes nothing except an idol, because it wishes
to act in divine things,”*° or as the Reformer put it on the
Feast of the Puriftcation 1n 1521, “Here free will 1s entirely
dead.”?*®® If we can summatize Luther’s thoughts and make an
application to Mary, we would say that according to the Re-
former, the creature receives from a God who does everything
the dignity of being able to act so as to recetve grace, and in
this sense to cooperate with grace Mary freely consents, obey-
ing God in fatth and chanty, “Fiat mih” are words which
signify that Mary passively accepts as well as freely consents
to God's word >

WA 13, 39

2OWA 9, 573
261 Cf Stakemerer, art cit., 476
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In this connection, Luther’s exegests of the words “Who is
powerful” in the Magmficat is very instructive He explains
the words in this way:

There is no one who does anything as Paul (Ephesians I) said:
“"God alone works all in all,” since all the works of all creatures
are the work of God ... He is so almughty that 1 all and through
all and above all, nothing is done except by His power alone . . . this
1s the opinion of the Holy Mother of God 1n these words: "These
1s nothing that is mine tm all these great works, but He had done
such preat things to me Who alone does all and Whose power alone
works 1n all,,,."” Therefore I says Mary does not wish to be 2n
1dol. She herself does nothing, God does everythung %62

If we interpret this statement of Luther’s literally, we arrive
at the annihilation of man 1n his most important characteristic:
his liberty, his freedom It is therefore rather important to bear
in mind a thought of Karl Barth on this subject:

It can be seen unmediately that the formula “Ged is all, man ss
nothing" as a description of grace, would not only be a ternble
simpleficatton, but also a complete nonsense Nothtng—that is,
vowed to nothingness—such would be and such 1s man without the
grace of God, man, 1nasmuch as he voluntanly deserts God. But
God, by the gift of His Son, and by the fact that in Christ He has
reconaled. the world with Himself, is in reality 4/ in order that
man might not be nothing, but precisely that he should be the man
of God and that, as such, be shonld himself also be 4fl, in hes place,
in his plan, 1n his proper limits %3

¢} Christ Alone

From the principle “God Alone” 1s deduced the principle
“Christ Alone” whose mmportance for the Mariwlogy of the
Reformers was very perceptively described by Scheeben:

22 WA 7, 574-575
202 Dogmattk IV, p 94 following
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Protestantism, inasmuch as it belteves 1n the divinity of Christ,
considers Mary as the shme of the earth, from which, the first Adam
was formed, not as a person associated with Chast 1 an intimate
and mutual spinitual association, Thus 1s ndeed perfectly in accord
with the doctnne of the Reformers concerming the pature of man,
whuch 15, as 1t were, a work which 1s not entirely converted by grace
and which, recetving grace, 15 not able to cooperate, whereas accord-
ing to the Catholic doctrine Mary represents the passive and active
reception of regenerative grace 284

Luthet's conviction about the centrality of Christ and his
corresponding opinton that i theory, as well as in practice,
the invocation of Mary stands in radical opposition to this
centrality, was expressed on many occasions by Luther, and 1t
is the source of some of hts harshest criticisms of Marian in-
vocation and devotion It took a number of forms. The most
frequent one seems to be the absolute exclusion of any idea
of Mary as mediatrix. ““We have no other mediator, not Mary,
not the apostles, but only Christ.”*** He expresses his anger that
the terms mediatrix, advocate and reconciler, which belong
to Chsst alone, are attributed to Mary® Using the support
of Scripture, he says those things which were written of Mary
in the New Testament “were written, not because of her but
alone because of the one person of Christ ™" In this connec-
tion, interpreting Chost's words to Mary at Cana: “Woman,
what 1s this to thee and to Me?”, he says-

Christ knows that the tume will come when men will give Mary

264 Scheeben M J, Dogmatzé V, Par 274, No 1525, and VI, 2,
Freiburg t B, 1954, 309 Scheeben hete 1s spealing of the docttine “De
servo Arbitrio™ as explamed by Luther Cf WA 18, 600-787, especially 18,
720 £ Congar, Y. M J, O P, Christns, Marwa, Kirche, Mainz, 1959,
17-39, shows that Luther even dentes the merit of Chmst in his humanity
This argument 15 more fully enplained by M Lackmann, Verebrung der
Heddsgesn, Stuttgart, 1958, 141-144

265WA 11, 60

268 WA 21, 65.

287 WA 10 (1), 429
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more honor than He Himself receives. They will make her media-
trix and advocate between God and mankind...So He points out
here that it is not to her we should come but to Hun. It 15 Christ
that stands between God and man 268

On another occasion, he explains why there is “nothing of
the life of the divine (Divae) virgin 1 Scripture™:

in order, that what customanly happens should not take place
Leaving Christ aside, we seek our salvation somewhere where we
should not tn the least seek it .. Indeed the Mother s to be re-
vered but on account of the Son. Who would doubt that the Son
is to be more honored. She did not seek her own glory, but always
that of her Son, as her cantrcle shows in such an excellent manner,26?

Luther feared that the invocation of Mary implied an active
role in the work of salvation®™ and thereby obscured the work
of Christ who alone died for us, In this light we can under-
stand his statement. “Since Mary did not die for us, she is
to be honored only as the Mother of God because of Christ '**

Some of Luther’s strongest critictsms are reserved for Saint
Bernard whom he at one time highly revered because of his
love for the humanity of Christ He took this saint to task on
many occasions, because he claimed that Bernard led men to
mvoke Mary as medtatrix *® He even went as far as to say that
by such invocations, Mary 1s venerated as an idol 2™

It was thus idea, that men had made of Mary an idol, that
drew forth Luther’s most biting remarks As the following cita-
tions will show, he often connected this idea with the considera-
tion of Christ as a fearful Judge who was then replaced by His
merciful Mother

2e8 WA 32, 263, 286, see also 21, 65

289 WA 46, 34, Lat —Sermon of July 2, 1520.
210 Cf Zobel, op e, p 92; also p 74
2INTA 29, 243; 4, 634

272 WA 47, 276—between 1537 and 1540
218 WA 52, 692—around 1532
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Unfortunately there has been fashioned out of the humble servant
of the Lord, 2 goddess, an idol. Men have fled from Chrst the
stern Judge to the mantle of Mary

Because of this, Luther even claims that Mary would weep
blood over this if she were on earth at hus tume ***

It was Luther’s contention, one often expressed in his ser-
mons, that the veneration of Mary was based on the fact that
one saw 1n Christ only a strict Judge. He not only crticized
the preachungs and writings of his day for thetr deficiency in
this regard, but he often alluded to the false pictoral repre-
sentations of Chnst as a judge of the world, throned above the
rainbow, with his foot on the world, and with a sword and
a switch i is hands Often this representation is connected
with Mary’s role as an ntercessor, as she shows her Son her
breasts to make him propitious Thts picture, for which Luther
often blames Saint Bernard, draws forth his most caustic com-
meﬂts 278

In short, according to Luther, Chrstians have made out of
the saints, not the models of virtues, especially of faith, but
“'shields and protection” against Christ the judge™

It 1s interesting to note in this connection what Hartmann
Grsar, SJ, had to say about Luther’s accusations concerntng
the obscuring of Christ. He contends that it was quite clear
tn the liturgy of Luther's time that this accusation was simply
not so He gives a number of examples from the official lit-
urgy of the Church However true this may be, Luther's con-
tention was that m popular ptety thus forgetfulness of Christ,
this obscuring of his centrality, actually did take place.®™

Luther’s contribution to Martology is described by the writer

214 WA 7, 568, 29, 10 (3), 325, 5, 21, 25, 28, 616, 1, 30 (2), 299,
3, 30 (3), 312, 3, 47, 198, 31; Cf also Hans Preuss, Luther Christen-
mensch, 107

215 Cf, WA 21, 63, 31 and the references given in the previous atation

26 WA 15, 643,

217 Cf Luther, Volume 11, Freiburg, Herder, 1911, 571
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of the only full-length treatment of the subject, Hans Dufel, as
a restoration of Christ to his rightful place Whereas during
the course of centurtes Christology had been more and more
pushed from its nightful place and replaced with Mariology,
Luther’s contribution was to have joined Mariology once more
with Christology >

d) Grace Alone

" The description of Luther’s thought on the three principles
given above leads mevitably to his thought on grace alone. It
is here that we can most clearly see Luther’s rejection of Cath-
olic Mariology and especally any idea of his invoking Mary
to obtain her help in worcking out salvation If the Reformer
refused Catholic Mariology in principle, it was due to the fact
that this Mariology (1s and was) connected so inextricably with
the concepts of ments and grace (God's work and man’s co-
operation}. It is because the entire action and all the ments
of redemption are concentrated i the sole and untque human-
divine person of Jesus Christ that no place can be found for
Mary. With this idea in mind Luther insisted upon the prin-
ciple of grace alone (and corresponding fasth alone) and was
led to exclude the Virgin Mary “as a cooperating element in
the central event of the history of salvation and to reserve for
Christ alone the total faith of the Church and its prayer.”*®
According to Luther’s viewpornt, all that one could say of Mary
in regard to the salvific plan of God 1s based on God’s election
of her and his predestining her to be the human creature who
would receive the grace of God in the most intimate and the
most immediate way. She is the type of the creature who is
pardoned and receives grace from God and who places all her
confidence 1n him. But anything which would occasion the
placing of Mary in another order than that of grace, that s,

218 Cf  Albert Brandenburg, “De Mariclogta ac cultu Martae apud
Protestantes,” De Marna et Occumensmo, Rome, 1962, page 506 >
218 Cf Hébett Roux, ep. eit, p 73. .
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the idea of an active role in salvation, 1s deliberately avoided,
The commentary on the Magnificat brings this point to light.
There is nothing in Mary’s conduct which is able to be con-
sidered as a cooperation in redemption®** Luther here ex-
pressly declares that God gives us salvation “without any meri-
torious works,”**® and further elaborating this pomt, he inter-
prets the humility of the Virgin Mary as nothing else but her
annihilatron 10 the sight of God, in which Mary 1s the most
noble example of this annihilation above Peter, Paul, and Mary
Magdalene *** The absolute exclusion of merit on the part
of any creature is for Luther a logical consequence of “God
alone” and “Christ alone,” as he understands these principles,
and surely the most decisive and most inclustve point of dif-
ference with the Catholic theology.®* How greatly the exclu-
sion of all merit from the works of men opposes the traditional
Catholic theology can be seen from St Thomas’ explanation:

Merit of man before Ged is not possible without the presupposttion
of a diwvine ordmation in such a way that man receives from God
through his own work a reward, to which God ordered it by lus

power.282

This 1s precisely the point According to Luther’s interpreta-
tion of Scripture, God does not ordain men to do works which
he will crown wtth 2 reward, which is called merit To the
Reformer, this would seem like robbing God of His power and
glory, which can be shared with no man.

D. Practices of Devotton .

The principles of the Reformation, which so strongly in-
fluenced Luther in his atittude towards the Virgin Mary and

212 Cf J Bosc, op. ext, p 22

27T A 7, 559.

280 WA 7, 359, 560; Cf WA 7, 564 and 7, 569

2 Cf WA 1, 77-78 and WA Tr, 4, 4331: January 1539
282 Summa Theol,, 111, Question 114, Artrcle 1,
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which eventually led to a total exclusion of her invocation, also
had therr effect on practical matters of devotion, for example,
the celebration of Mary's feasts, the use of traditional prayers
connected with Mary's honor and finally the veneration of her
images

1) Celebration of Marian Feasts

The very reason that we have so many statements about the
Virgin Mary from the pen of Martin Luther 15 due to the fact
that he preached on the occasion of her feasts It would not
be an exaggeration to say that the Reformer preached more
about Mary than Catholic priests do in this era of the chuech’s
history. At first, of course, Luther celebrated all the usual
Marntan feasts in vogue at hts time, including the Assumption
and the Immaculate Conception. Although, as we have seen,
one can argue very reasonably that Luther retained belief 1n
these two doctrines his entire life, as a matter of record he did
not celebrate them later than 1523. He also dropped the feast
of Mary's Nativity which he celebrated for the last time n
1522 and finally retained only those feasts for which an explicit
foundation could be found in the biblical accounts The
Annunciation and the Purification were preserved as “Feasts of
the Incarnation of Christ %

Luther was quite explicit 1n giving this reason for the cele-
bratton of the Feast of the Annunciation

Even though this feast 15 thought to be instituted 1n honor of Mary,
we preserve it in order that we meght give thanks to God for the
inexpressible grace that the Lotd clothed Himself today in our
flesh and blood, which 1s the honor of all of us, and not of Mary
alone 288

288 Cf, Max Thunan, of ¢#., p. 274; and Stakemerer, op ¢, p. 447
and 448

284 Cf O'Meara, op i, 122

286 WA 426, 226 Lat
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The Feast of the Visitatton seemed to have caused Luther
embarrassment at times. On one occaston he claimed that it was
“completely papist” but said that even so he “would let it
stay.'?%® It was his 1dea that the Reformed Church should
change this feast and make 1t one of devotion to God, a festival
calling for the tmitation of the Virgin's faith and humdity. >
He gave as a reason for keeping this feast: “to praise and
give thanks with Mary that God has given us such a great
work. We do not want to make an 1dol out of Mary, but to
celebrate 1t for God’s honor.'%

2} Marian Prayers
a) Magnificar

It 1s well known that Luther often preached about the Mag-
nificat, espectally on the feast of the Visitation According to
Luther, Mary here gives us her solemn song of praise, a sum-
mary of the entire history of the world He even calls the
Magnificat the “highest divine service” (Hauptgottesdienst) of
the New Testament**® Two years before his death, on the
Feast of the Visitation in 1544 (he asked that mn all churches
the canticle of the Magnificat should be sung daily, since it is
inspired by the Holy Sprit **°

b) The Hail Mary

A rather perceptive remark of Walter Tappolet®* helps us
to understand Luther’s atttude towards the Hail Mary:

If Mary 15 given the place of Chnst and 1s called upon as advocate
and as medratrix, then certan customs or usages that are not bad
m themselves can be turned mto idolatry. Such s the case (for
Luther) with the Hail Mary. The attitude of Luther is not simple.

26 WA 20, 449

287 Cf O'Meara, op. ort,, 122

288 WA 27, 229

289 WA 37, 472, 10 f,
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- We can find 1n his works positive declarations on thus subject and
these are not only from the tume before the Reformation
., Let us trace the history of Luther’s thought on the Angelic
Salutation during the first decade and a half of the Reforma-
tion.
To a question posed by George Cunnelt, a pastor in Eilenburg
in 1520, as to how the preaching should be begun and closed,
Luther answered:

so that the word of God may be fruitful for us and pleasing to
God, you should beforehand call upon His divine grace and speak
a heartfelt Hail Mary or Oar Father*

On the Feast of the Annunciatton 10 1522, he becomes more
cautious about the Hail Mary. In his commentary on the
text he says:

There you see that there 15 contained no prayer, but simply praise
and honot. Just as in the first words of the Our Father there 15 no
prayer, but praise and honor for God that He ss our Father and is
in heaven. Therefore, we cannot make out of the Harl Mary
either a prayer or tnvocatton, for it does not seem mght to us that
we should give these words a wider meaning than the Holy Spint
Hunself has given them.

Then Luther becomes practical. He claims that we make
use of the Hail Maty 1n two ways: 1) as 2 meditation inasmuch
as we recall the graces whtch God has given Mary and 2} as
an expresston of our destre that she would be recognized on
this account by every man and be held in respect ***

Once he had adopted this position, he seems never to have
abandoned it In the same year, in the chapter of his Litte
Prayer Book in which he explains the Hail Mary, we can discern

252 June 15, 1520—WA Br II, No 300
293 March 25, 1522—WA 17 (2), 409, 8 to 17.
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not only his attitude towards the use of the Hail Mary, but we
can see therein a compendum of the Mariology of his time:

First, she is full of grace, so that she may be recognized as without
any sin. That is a high and great thing, for God’s grace fills hér
with all gifts and frees her from all evil. Secondly, God is with
her, that is, that all her actions and receptivity are godly and take
place n her by God’s actions and, therefore, He protects and pre-
serves her from everything which could be hammful to her, Thitdly,
she is blessed among women, not only 1n the fact that she is free
from all tubulation and pain and has given birth while preserving
her integaty, but also that he was frutful and had conceived the
fruit of her womb by the Holy Spirit—something given to no other
woman. Fourthly, that ber frart i5 blessed, that is, the curse 1s taken
away which all cluldren of Eve were subject to and which leads to
their being concetved in sin and betng gty of death and damna.
tion But the frut of her womb 1s alone blessed and we are all
blessed through Him.

After this short “Mariology,” Luther returns to the idea of
the Hail Mary as 2 prayer, He claims that

No one blasphemes this Mother and her fruit so much as those
who bless her with many rosaries and who have the Hail Mary
always 1 the mouth, for these are the very persons who blaspheme
the Word of God and the faith to the greatest degree!

Then Luther gives his own views of how the Hail Mary
should be used He claims that there are two ways of really
blessing this Mother and her fruit—a way according to the
flesh and one according to the spirit. The former way, he
points out, is “with the mouth and the words of the Hail Mary”
and this way he refers to as “blasphemy”. But the second way,
the spiritual way, is with the heart by which ‘

I prase and bless her ¢huld Chnst in all His words, works and
sorrows. This no one does unless he believes correctly, for withont



186 Was Luther 2 Devotee of Mary?

such a faith no heart is good, but 1s by nature full of curses and
blasphemies against God and His holy ones **

Surely Luther's conclusion is confusing—one mught have
thought that he was simply excluding the Hail Mary as a prayer
of the “papist”, but it would seem from his closing words he
is really only saying that 1t should be pronounced with faith:

Therefore, if one does not believe, he should be advised to leave
the Hail Mary and 2l prayers alone, for of such persons, it is writ-
ten: “His prayer must be sinful”—(Psalm 109 7).

In this same prayer book, m the catechism section, in which
he places the Hail Mary immediately after the Our Father, he
warns: “no one should put his trust and confidence in the
Mother of God or n her merit, for such confidence belongs
only to God."**

Pethaps Luther’s meaning becomes clearer in a sermon that
he preached on March 11, 1523 It has come down to us in a
shottened Latin version. The contents of the sermon, 1nasmuch
as they relate to the Hail Mary, are very interesting Luther
mentions that 2 Christran must know three things: the Ten
Commandments, the faith (the Apostles Creed), the Our
Father. He then makes mention of the Hail Mary and gives
as his reason for doing so that he does not wish to pass over it,
since 1t 1s in use, but unfortunately, for the most part, has been
abused He then explamns his pomnt:

Mary should be honored, but Chast should not be neglected be-
cause of this, We must again return to the nght track Christ has
done everything for us It cannot be said of Mary> “T believe
in you”, that would be a blasphemy agamst God This honot
belongs to God alone, for we have no other mediator, neither

204 Ihid,
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Mary, nor the Apostles and the Prophets. This is the right faith—
that we come to the Father through Christ. If Mary had not had
this faith, she would not have been blessed. To keep this faith
inviolate we must all be on our guard against honoring Mary too
much.

He then complains of the common teaching of Mary as
mediatrix which is accompanied by the portrayal of Christ
as a strict Judge whom Mary renders gracious. He returns to
his description of the Hail Mary and advises us that:

It were best that the Hail Mary should entirely be laid aside be-
cause of the abuses connected with it. It is no prayer; it is a
formula of praise (Lobpreis). When we think of it in this way,
we use it correctly, but this is not the custom. Man prays in order
to attain something.

He then proceeds to point out that Mary is on the same level
as we are, in support of his contention that we really should
not pray to her:

We are brothers and sisters of Mary; we call her Mistress of the
world, Queen of the Heavens. She is bodily virgin and is adorned
with more gifts, but these are exterior advantages; in spiritual
things, she is not better than we since she has no other Christ, no
other Gospel, than we have. I would wish that the Marian cult
were removed alone because of the misuse.297

This famous statement of Luther's must be seen in its con-
text. It certainly cannot be used to support any contention that
Luther purely and simply wanted to destroy the Marian cult,
for in the same sermon he goes on to declare that the Marian
cult must be dealt with in such a way that we remain in the
faith and serve our neighbors, because nothing is perfected
except through a firm belief in God and love of neighbor.
He then concludes:

20TWA 11, SOf.
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Whoever possesses a good (firm) faith, says the Hail Mary without
danger! Whoever 15 weak 1 faith can utter no Hail Maty without
danger to his salvation 2%8

Five years later (1528) Luther declares of the Hail Mary:

It 15 2 great text, because the Mother 1s blessed and even motz,
because the Son 15 such a great Chuld. Sull there is no one on earth
who truly prays the Hal Mary Whoever once nghtly prays it,
prays 1t more often. But 1t was prayed perversely. just as the
hypocritical Jews prayed so often, but perversely 2%

c) Hail Holy Queen and Queen of Heaven

The Reformation turned agamst all prayers and songs that
contained unevangelical statements. One meets very frequently
the dental of the Salve Regina in which Mary is pictured as
the queen of mercy and our life, our sweetness and our hope.
The Regina Coelt is likewise cast aside.™”

Luther's eatliest statement about the Salve Regina 1s found
mn his preaching 1 the year 1514** Here Luther cites the
Salve Regima as a corollary for his position that Christ and all
the saints are witnesses for what is referred to 1n the Salve
Regina as our miserable life in this valley of tears **

In the first years of the Reformation he began to express
doubts. He wondets aloud if in the Salve Regina and the
Regma Coels too much 15 not said about Mary:

Is not this to do a dishonor to Christ if man attnbutes to a creature
what belongs to Cheist alone? Thus man allows himself unguarded

288 WA 11, 61, 25 to 32

200 WA 27, 232, 17 to 23—July 21, 1528
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words. I will gladly admit that she prays for me, but that she
should be my comfort and my life, that I will not accept...Your
prayer is as agreeable to me as hers,30

In the important sermon of March 11, 1523°°* in which
he spoke about wishing “that devotion to Mary were entirely
abolished only because of the abuses” it is quite clear that he
includes the Sa/ve Regina as one of the abuses. His contention is
that a distorted, falsified picture of Christ is given: a “Judge
sitting in heaven, not concerned about our affairs, but who
would give life after death to those who led good lives and
who could be reconciled in our favor only by His Mother.”

What a distortion this is, “since you can see that all the
articles of the faith relate to Christ, not Mary.”

The following year (1524), Luther refers to the Salve
Regina as blasphemous inasmuch as the name of Jife and bope
is taken away from Christ in favor of Mary*®* and Mary is
made into a goddess with her feasts, songs and antiphons.®*®
In a curious passage eight years later Luther tells us that

Mary is sung about as the queen of mercy although it is only to
the church that this atribute should be given, for only the church
rules over death, sin, hell and so on and indeed not through her
own but alone through the merits won by Christ.306

By the 1530’s Luther was stern in his condemnations. ““The
Salve Regina says too much. The Papists have made Mary an
idol,”**" yet it can certainly be argued that Luther is not really
against the expression “queen”—he even names Mary “Queen
above all things,”**® and as late as 1533 he calls her “Mistress

203 WA 10, 3, 312,

303a WA 11, 6Of.

304 WA 15, 115, 13f.

305 WA 30 (2), 348, Sff and 25fF.
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and Empress above all "** He is against the attrtbuting to her
all power as if she had this from herself **° Luther's attitude is
conveyed by his solirtude that no idols be made of her, for
she does nothing God does all things**

A final judgment of Luther about the Salve Regina 1s found
in the year 1537 in a margnal note to the bull of Pope Paul
1112 Luther writes here—"not to be prayed!"—giving us a
reason that 1t 1s thought that God can be more easily appeased
through the Salve Regina than through the blood of his Son,
although the bull itself has nothing in this exaggerated form.

3) Use of Images

Luther’s attitude towards statues, pictuces, icons, representa-
tions of all kinds was formed by his reformation principles He
not only excluded what he termed “adoration” or “idolatry”
in the use of images, but he was sharply critical of those who
would be seeking to obtain mesit by the use of images; how-
ever, he definitely cannot be counted among those who opposed
smages n themselves. Let us see what hus attitude 15 1n practice.

Iconoclasm was a by-product of the Reform which Luther
strictly forbade He looked upon the destroyers of images as
fanatics who thought that their work of destruction was a
meritorious work,™* and he explicitly defended his own use of
images

So even the destroyer of mmages (Bildersturmer) will have to leave
me a crucifix or a Marian picture, or even the picture of an idol, as
long as T do not pray to 1t, but have 1t as 2 remembrance 4

Then declaring that only idolatrous prctures are forbidden,

W WA 37, 93

s10 52, G27ff

s1r7, 573, 16f On this point also see R Lansemann, op. ¢it, p 117.
312 50, 115, 7 to 12,
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he defines them as those “in which man places his trust,”
and continues, “let the others remain If I have a panted
picture on the wall and I look upon 1t without idolatry, that
is not forbidden to me and should not be taken away from
me."a!ﬂ

He is quite definute in his convictions, that the Old Testa-
ment prohubitions do not hold.**

Nothing else can be drawn from the words “Thou shalt have no
strange pods before me” except what relates to idolatry, But where
pictures or sculptures are made (used) without idolatry, the mak-
ing of such things 1s not forbidden 317

A sermon on Deuteronomy 1n 1529 reiterates the same doc-
trine* Applying his theory of idolatrous picture worship to
those images i which man sets his trust, Luther on many oc-
casions finds that images of Mary fit this description, “If one
should put his trust (in the picture) that Mary will help him,
there we have an idolatrons picture. But I would not forbid
the other pictures 1n which man recalls a past event.”**

As we have seen earlter™ he held St. Bernard responsible
for pictures in which Christ was presented as a stern judge and
Mary as a merciful reconciler These representations were the
object of hus special wrath.

“Some have painted Christ Hunself sitting at the right hand
of the Father full of wrath and thus would flee to Mary. This
is the work of Satan."*** Hans Preuss claims these representa-
tions were very common 1n the late Middle Ages and he refers,
in particular, to a giant stone sculpture of Christ as the fearful
judge on the North side of the city church of Wittenberg, with

S YWA 28, 677f
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which Luther must have been very famuliar ** He often refers
to St Bernard explicitly in connection with the representation
of the “protective mantle of Mary™:

St Bernard has been painted by the artists 1n such a way that he 1s
praying before the Virgin Maty who is showing her son Chrst
the breasts from which he has sucked, ach, what kisses we have
given Mary, but I do not prefer the breasts of Mary, for they have
not redeemed me nor made me blessed 323

The monks in their sermons have followed Bernard's lead:
“the sermon of the monks painted the Virgin Mary in such
a way that Choist had three arrows i his hand  Mary holds her
mantle above them so that men would not be punished.”*
“this is really preaching the devil”**® One should do away
with such pantmgs.

Closely allted to these paintings which had idolatrous over-
tones for Luther, were those which represented Mary’s inter-
cesston (not replacement of, as some of the others) with her
Son ¢

Even those artists who pamnted too glotious a picture of
Mary were taxed with betng unfaithful to the grace alone
Reformation principle In his explanation of the Magmficat,
Luther took to task® “the artist who has so painted the Virgin
for us that nothing lowly, but only the most exalted thing is to
be seen in her.”

He goes on to say that artists should rather try to represent:
“how 1n her are found together the overflowing riches of God

822 cf Martin Luther der Kanstler, p. 37,

323 WA 46, 663 (around 1537; cf, also WA 47, 257, 9 and 33, 83, 38).
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and her deepest poverty; the divine honor and her nothingness;
godly dignity and her lowliness ”***

It would seem to be clear from all the foregoing that if
Luther was unwilling to go as far as the Second Council of
Nicea, which approved the cult of images, yet he did accept
the didactic ends approved by the same council ** He saw
them as the “books of the poor” and as adapted to human
nature as well as to God’s way of acting with men ** On one
occaston he even went so far as to say that “one cannot grasp
sptettual things unless images (pictures) are made of them "
Thts rather inclusive statement of the power of an image had
followed Luther's declaration that “God became man or else
he could not have been grasped” which he supported by Christ's
own statement: “He who seces me, sees the Father.”s™

Luther himself wished to retatn tmages of Mary in homes
as well as in Churches. Stakemeier claims that it is certain that
the Reformer had a picture of Mary in his own private study ***
If not all Luther scholars would express the same certttude,®
yet 1t 15 beyond dispute that the sepulchre of Luther has a
Magpan sculpture. Dying at Fisleben on February 18, 1546,
he was buried 1 the church of Wiattenberg at whose doors he
had posted his 95 theses almost thirty years previously Luther
was buried by the tomb of Henningus Goden The sculptural
chamber had been adorned by Peter Vischer mn 1521 with
a sculptural representation of the coronation of Mary entitled:
“The Holy Trinity Places the Crown (on Mary),” and the
epitaph on the Geden monument contains these lines:

s26cf wvon Campenhausen, “Dnue Bildetfrage in der Reformatien”,
Zeuschrft far Kirchengesch, 68 (1957), 128
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Ad summum Regina thronum defertur m altum-
Angelicis praclatta chons, cm festus et ipse
Filius occurrens Matrem super aethera pomt 338

V Luther's Final Verdict on Mary

The question we posed at the beginming: Was Luther a De-
votee of Mary? can now be seen from the perspective of our
review of his wrntings and actions of his entire lifetime, but
especially during the last thurty years of his life. In order
to avord any undue security in the opinion that we will propose,
let us first note two contradictory optnions which purport to
use as their basis the last sermon of Luther at Wittenberg, on
January 17, 1546, just one month before his death. The Lu-
theran scholar, Jultus Koestlein, 1n 2 monumental two-volume
series on Luther's theology considered 1n 1ts historical develop-
ment®® thinks that Luther is, among many other warnings,
giving his final admonitions against the Marian cult. On the
other hand, Stakemeier quotes these words from the sermon:

Num solus Chrstus adorandus® Vel non potus etiam sancta
Mater Der honoranda? Haec est multer quae contrivit caput ser-
pentis Audi nos Nam filius te honorat, tibt nthal negat, Ber-
nardus mumum dixit de Evangeho “Missus est angelus...” Quia
de solo Chnsto dictum* “Hunc audite” Item “Ecce Agnus Dei”,
etc Non de Maria, angelu Gabriele 337

and then declares that it “shows that Luther never totally with-
drew his heart from devotion towards the Mother of God.”#**
Who s right? Can any really satisfying answer be given? It
seems to me that no response can be given unless some frame-
work ts adopted 1n which we attempt to include all that we
might mean by devotion Although, 1n thts post-Vatican II era,

828 E Stakemeter, op. cits p 449
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there might be many objections levelled agamnst Mariological
propositions advanced by Father Roschuni, yet it seems to me
his division of devotion 1s unexceptionable and, most important
for our needs, sufficiently inclusive:

1. Veneration, by reason of the divine maternity, with regard to
Christ

2 Love, by reason of a spintual maternity with regard to all the
mystical members of Chrst.

3. Gratinde, by reason of her coredemption or cooperation in the
acqusttion of all graces

4, Invocation, by reason of her cooperation in the distnibution of
every single grace.

5. Imutation, by reason of her singular sandtity.

6. Servutnde, by reason of her universal queenshup 23*

Let us now try to analyze briefly these various components
of devotion:

1. Veneration or Honor

There can be no doubt that Luther wished that Mary be
honored His sermons are so replete with her praises that they
stand as examples to all Christian preachers and perhaps n
a special way 1n this supposedly anti-Marian age! O’Meara has
well described his especially attracttve Christmas sermons

They contain beautiful passages on Mary, hines where poetry and
religious exaltatton make hum forget hus polemuc His spint and
voice stnve to describe the realty of God made man and the
splendor of the woman who was his mother,34

Beyond any possible doubt, and absolutely untouched by any
criticesm, sharp and exaggerated as it may be when polemucs
carried him away, 1s the fact that Luther wishes that Mary be

330 Summula Mariclogee, Rome, 1952, 196-197,
340 Qp, at, 124,
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highly honored because she is the Mother of the Son of God
and our Savior. Even though he claimed that this fact as well
as her perpetual virginity or any of her many virtues cannot
help us, he maintamned they still compel us to have a great
reverence for her. In the final analysis, however, it is a question
of how Mary 1s to be honored We must always remember
that, for Luther, the incarnation of the Word, (the taking on of
flesh by the Son of God) saves us. Here are Luther’s own
words:

The Christian Church 15 holy through the Holy Spiat, and through
nothiag else. . God does not wish to make me holy through Mary
or through the tnvocation of the samnts But this we should do:
we should honor her as the Mother of God; but her ment czanot
help me but alone, “Verbum caro factum est” helps and saves me 34

It seems to me that this statement Of Luther seven years
before his death, gives us the clue for understanding not only
Luther’s seemungly harsh statements but also the sweeping
generalizattons of some Protestant authors that Luther rejected
Catholtc veneration of Mary, For example, H. D. Preuss®*
considers Luther as completely opposing the Catholic venera-
tion of Mary. He quotes the Reformer as contending that such
veneration

is entirely opposed to the self assessment of Mary as the New
Testament shows her to us. She does not say “my soul magnifies
stself greatly....” She does not rase herself above man or she
would herself have gone to hell So man should not sing about
her and her goods but about God who has looked upon her. ..
People who speak about the endunng ment of Mary contradict
the Mzgnificat, her own words. 34

In this citation one can see an appeal to fundamental ref-

31 January 6, 1539—\WA 47, 644, 28 to 32
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ormation principles. With this in mind, I would propose that
for Luther, 1t is not a-question of veneration or xot, but how
it is to be accomplished. There 15 a constant solicitude on
Luther’s part (and surely not a misplaced one considering the
history of Marian devotion mn his day) that God and Chnist
should not be slighted, but there 15 no gainsaying the fact
that, for Luther, she 1s to be venerated Consider these state-
ments: ,
Indeed she ts to be venerated, but the Son is to be venerated a
thousand hmes more.?#* She 1s the wood and he 15 the gold, and
only he 1s the sole mediator We do not have another mediator.
nesther Mary nor the apostles nor the prophets but only Chast
alone. 348 i
and

The creature, Mary, cannot be praised enough, but when the
Creator mmself comes and becomes our ransom—that 15 what is
wondetful 319

If it is possible to find strong statements of Luther whuch
seem to deny all veneration of Mary, yet their content has to be
constdered as well as the contrary weight of so many more
nuanced criticisms and positive declarations on Luther’s part

No one should make a law concerning the veneration of Mary
Holy Scripture has wntten nothing either about her birth or her
life ‘That is monkish hes The gospel concerns itself with the
berth of Christ not about Mary's birth. If one 1s to honor her, he
ought not make a liat out of Scripture, Chnst has placed Manan
veneration tn the darkness and entirely forgotten it 347

4 WA 11, 227

343 WA 11, 60,
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In summary, 1f you wish to honor the mother, so act that you
preserve the faith inviolate ‘There 1s no danger if you never re-
member the mother If you add the mother, there 1s danger be-
cause you may place your confidence in her in some way and reduce
the rights and honor of Chnst$42

Constdening texts of this kind as non-probative, the question
is not «f, but the why and the bow. Luther is always quite clear
on the why:

Mary has not died for us Therefore, she is only to be honored as
the mother of Jesus for bir sake.34

She can only be seen as pointing to her Son, directing us
not to herself, but to Him. Luther makes an application of
Mary's word at Cana to all Christians, “Do whatever He tells
you. This word should be pamnted as her picture—such an
excellent fine word it is "'**

Even 1f, as pointed out 1n the Magnificat, Luther can become
almost ecstatic when he thinks about the high dignity of Mary
and the honor due her as the Mother of God, yet he 1s so
conscious of refating all honor of Chast and God and ascrib-
ing no merit to any creature that he can seemingly reduce Mary's
function to that of being a “dwelling place” of God *** In this
regard, the Reformer describes Mary as saying:

I 2m nothung but the material in which God works I have ac-
complished nothing in this event, and so let no one praise or
honor me becawse 1 am the mother of God. Let God and his
work be honored and prassed 1n me52

How honor Mary then? By following reformation ideas on
the transcendence of God and the nothingness of man:

MSTTA 11, 60.
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A tme veneration of this mother and all the sunts would be that
we acknowledge their humility (lowliness) and the mercy of God.#*

Luther gives us a practical example of how one should praise
Mary. He says not

With many Salve Regina antiphons No, but 1n this way" see how
in spite of the fact that she was a poor servant mard that God has
looked upon her lowlness In this way, God alone will be prased.
Therefote, when we do honor her, why do we wish to praise her
(by saying) that she has everything?3>

2. Love

Although the statements that we have adduced earlier,*
in which Luther speaks of Mary as mother, may not be probattve
of his acceptance of a Catholic stance on the spiritual maternity
of Mary, yet they show an undemable tenderness and love
of Mary, the Mother of God His sermons, especially the ones
for Christmas, are filled with expressions of great tenderness
towards the Virgin Mother. So love was undoubtedly a com-
ponent of his Marian devotion

3 Gratitnde

It would surely be impossible to claim that the reasons given
for gratttude to Mary by Roschint—coredemption or coopera-
tion tn the acquisition of all graces—played any part in Luther’s
Maran devotion; yet, it might be maintained that expressions
of thankfulness are not absent from Luther's writings, at least
in the sense that a gratitude to God 15 expressed for the example
of Mary and the sants. Of course, this would be mmimalism,
according to Roschint’s way of understanding this requirement
of devotion

$3WA 11, 143, 5
84 TWA 12, 613, 17 (2) 320,
sBCf p 22
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4, Invocation : oA

Categorically denying the validity of the reason that Roschini
gives for invoking Mary—her cooperation in the distribution of
every single grace—Luther I believe, eventually arrived at the
rejection of any invocation of the Mother of God. Here I
am in full agreement with Stakemeter*™® who is 1n 0pp031t10n
to O'Meara’s opmion on thts point.

5. Imitation "

Just as surely as we can claim that Luther eliminated all in-
vocation, just as certainly can we maintain that the Reformer
insisted on the imitation of the Chrstian virtues found in Mary,
especially humility, obedience, trust, and above all—faith, This
is abundantly clear from our previous atations of Luther i
the section on wirtues The only doubt that can subsist 1s
whether the Reformet’s mterpretation of virtues changes them
in such a way that there is little correspondence to the ordinary
meaning ascribed to virtues such as humility and faith in Cath-
oltc ctrcles.

Along this line, it is interesting to note that a famous con-
temporary of Luther, one who engaged in sharp polemics with
the Reformer, Erasmus, described the components of the Mari-
an cult as veneration, praise, invocation and imitation. He
especially insisted on the last one:

The last component has so much more importance than the others
that without 1t the others remamn unfruitful and (one can even
say) it alone includes all the others 357

35 Referring to Luther's statement of Oct, 6, 1537, (WA 46, 660),
he claims that the Reformer rejected mvocation. He likewise adduces
Luther’s very late expression (1544) of sorrow that he had been led to
wmwvoke Mary (WA 40 (3), 719) Cf Stakemeser, art. cit,, 11 fine,

2T Lit Virg Opp V 1112 (1329B) Christ matr, Opp V 548 (657EF,
Cf. Avet, Alfons, op. cit, note 363 ),
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G. Servitude . ,

Although I find the various statements on Mary’s Queenship
too ambtguous and inconclusive to atrive at any firm conclu-
sion about Luther’s final judgment on this point, I am quite
convinced that even, admitting Mary’s Queenship, he would
not see in it the kind of domunation (even benevolent) that
Servitude implies.

V1. Luther, a Devotee?—Only a Complex Answer Possible

Was Luther then a devotee of Mary? However much there
may still subsist a legitimate difference of opmion on thus
questton, I would submut that «f both a definite "yes” or “no”
answer can seemingly be justified by an appeal to Luther, yet
either response 1s a defintte disservice to the complexity of
Luther’s Martan theology—and thus to the truth In short, a
simple answer spreads confusion and while a complex answer
may not be as clanifying as we mught wish, yet it more closely
approaches the truth The answer will always have to be com-
plex if it 15 to take sufficient account of the vaned factors 1n
Maran devotton A response in the final analysis, then, must
wnclude a refusal to be caught in the trap of posittve affirmation
or absolute rejection, into which so many past Catholic writers
have fallen, and an acceptance of the complexities occasioned
by Luther's own personal struggle, the violence of hts reaction
against real abuses in Marian piety, the development of Ref-
ormation princtples and Luther’s own changing positron., This
will all lead to a descrsption of Luther's attitude towards Mary,
rather than an attempt to answer a loaded and unfair question
This sard, I would submut that it is beyond all reasonable
doubt that Luther Jored and venerated (honored or praised)
Mary personally and smstated the evangelical virtues he saw
displayed in her life Likewise, no one can doubt that he wished
all Christians to follow him along these lines

As for gratitude and servitude to Mary, only 1n the most
restricted sense can any argument be adduced that Luther esther
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recommended or practiced these patts of Marian devotion.

Finally, in spite of the fact that some scholarly opinion still

maintains a contrary opinion, I would maintain that the Re-
former eventually rejected any form of mwocation.

REV WILLIAM J. COLE, SM.

University of Dayton

Dayton, Qbio
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