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Translator’s Preface

HE first edition of Luther’s work. 
On the Abrogation of the Mass, 
was composed towards the end of 
1521 and printed in January, 1522.

A few months ater—it is dated July 15, 1522—he 
published his reply to the Assertion of the Seven 
Sacraments, the book which gained for Henry VUI 
the title of ‘Defender of the Faith.’ So gross and 
ribald was this reply that Henry considered it 
beneath his dignity to answer, but both Sir Thomas 
More and the Bishop of Rochester composed books 
in defence of their king and the orthodox doctrine 
of which he was the champion. More’s book was 
published in 1523 under the pseudonym of‘William 
Ross,’ and made Luther, as Stapleton puts it, ‘as 
dumb as a fish.’ Fisher held up his book upon 
reports of Luther’s amendment, and meanwhile 
composed a reply to Luther’s book on the 
Mass—the book which is here presented in English 
dress. Eventually they were both issued 
simultaneously in 1525, the one under the title A

xiii
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Defence of the Assertions of the King of England 
against Luther’s Babylonian Captivity, the other 
under the title Defence of the Sacred Priesthood 
against Luther. They were published in Cologne by 
Quentel, and the latter work was issued in two 
forms, quarto and duodecimo. Owing to the 
circumstances of their composition the two books 
mutually refer to each other. In the book in defence 
of the king, the Bishop of Rochester speaks in one 
place of the book on the priesthood as already 
written, in another as to be written; while in the 
latter work he twice refers to his apology for the 
king as already written.

The arguments of The Defence of the Priesthood 
are derived from the Holy Scriptures and from the 
Fathers, in addition to whom the Bishop quotes in 
one place a number of Jewish Rabbis, in another 
the decrees of a number of early popes. Sometimes 
he argues from reason and the nature of the case, 
but always quoting Scriptural texts in support. His 
proof from Scripture is cogent and indeed 
overwhelming, but the quotations from earlier 
writers must be accepted with caution on account 
of the uncritical spirit of the time. As against 
Luther, however, this is not very important, for, 
though the texts quoted by the holy bishop may 
have been written some centuries later than he 
thought, they were and are, nevertheless, witnesses 
to Catholic tradition, the whole of which, whether 
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early or late, was contemptuously rejected by 
Luther.

It should be remembered that the book was 
written before the Council of Trent had imposed 
upon the Church the use of the Vulgate. 
Consequently the holy bishop’s texts do not always 
verbally conform to it, though there is rarely any 
difference in meaning. Sometimes he uses the 
version which Erasmus had prepared from the 
Greek and issued as the “Novum Instrumentum in 
1516. As a rule it has been possible to employ the 
English translation commonly in use, but any 
important variation has been pointed out in the 
notes.

As to the quotations from the Fathers and other 
writers, though the bishop-rarely gives definite 
references we have been able to trace nearly all the 
passages. Unless otherwise stated, the references 
are to Migne.1

The style of the work is plain and simple. The 
writer’s one object is to be clear and convincing, 
nor does he ever strive after rhetorical effects. He 
is, however, frequently moved to anger by Luther’s 
foul blasphemies, and in the passage upon our Lady 
(p. 130) the tenderness of his devotion is at once 
obvious. So anxious is he that the strength of his

‘ We owe half-a-dozen of these references to Scheming’s 
edition of Fisher’s work (Minster in Westfalen. 1925). 
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case should not be forgotten that he often repeats 
his points, and sometimes there is much 
redundance of language. But although we have 
occasionally omitted a few words that were purely 
repetitive we have not thought it consistent with 
the office of a translator to present the author other 
than he is. After all, the holy martyr had not the 
style of a Tacitus or a Tertullian.

It will be well to say a word about the 
ambiguous term ‘presbyteri.’ Where it is employed 
in close connection with ‘sacerdotes’ we have 
rendered the one term ‘presbyters’ or ‘elders,’ the 
other ‘priests.’ Where, however, there could be no 
possible ambiguity or controversy we have not 
hesitated to translate ‘presbyteri’ by its derivative 
‘priests.’

To select the best method of dividing the text 
has not been easy. The bishop speaks of his three 
rejoinders to Luther’s three attacks, but they do not 
correspond each to each, as will be evident from 
the page of contents. We have thought it best to 
divide the book into twenty-five sections in order to 
facilitate reference to the notes.

As we write these words we are looking forward 
with hope to the canonization of Blessed John
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Fisher, together with his friend and companion 
Blessed Thomas More. The proceeds of the sale of 
this book will be devoted to the expenses of their 
cause.

Philip E. Hallett.
Feast of St. Thomas of Canterbury, 1934.
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Section 1

PROLOGUE
In which the author explains his intention, his 

subject-matter, the division and arrangement of the 
book.

HERE have been published to the 
world from Luther’s printing press 
many books which I have perused 
with great grief, for I found 

scattered throughout them so much of that poison 
by which innumerable simple souls, day by day, ar 
destroyed. Yet of all that I have seen none is mor 
pestilential, senseless or shameless than the one h 
entitles The Abrogation of the Mass, for in it he trie; 
utterly to destroy the sacrifice of the body and 
blood of Christ, which the Church has ever held to 
be most salutary, and the chief object of devotion to 
all the faithful of Christ. To effect his purpose, with 
much display of words he contends that there is no 
visible priesthood, and in every possible way he 
tries to show that the priesthood to which for so 
many centuries our forefathers have been 
accustomed was established partly by the lies of 
men, partly through the inspiration of Satan. This 

I
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he asserts almost at the opening of his book: ‘If you 
wish to be truly a Christian, be certain, and never 
allow yourself to be mo ved from that certainty, that 
there is in the New Testament no visible and 
external priesthood save what has been set up by 
the lies of men and by Satan.’

To put it briefly, Luther makes three attacks 
against the sacred priesthood. He brings forward 
three arguments by which, as with three battering
rams, he imagines that he can utterly destroy this 
Christian truth. For after he has delivered these 
three attacks upon the priests he adds: ‘I am 
confident that by these three arguments every 
pious conscience will be persuaded that this 
priesthood of the Mass and the Papacy is nothing 
but a work of Satan, and will be sufficiently warned 
against imagining that by these priests anything 
pious or good is effected. All will now know that 
these sacrificial Masses have been proved to be 
injurious to our Lord’s testament and that therefore 
nothing in the whole world is to be hated and 
loathed so much as the hypocritical shows of this 
priesthood, its Masses, its worship, its piety, its 
religion. It is better to be a public pander or robber 
than one of these priests.’

My God! How can one be calm when one hears 
such blasphemous lies uttered against the mysteries 
of Christ? How can one without resentment listen 
to such outrageous insults hurled against God’s 
priests? Who can even read such blasphemies 
without weeping from sheer grief if he still retains 
in his heart even the smallest spark of Christian 
piety?
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Trusting therefore in the goodness of our Lord 
we will in our turn try to launch three attacks 
against Luther by which as with a sponge we hope 
to wipe away all the filthy and blasphemous things 
that have proceeded from his mouth against priests. 
But, to avoid confusion, lest the reader, when he 
hears of attacks, should be uncertain whether we 
mean our own or Luther’s, we shall call our attacks 
rejoinders. Our first rejoinder then shall be the 
prescriptive right of existing truth which, from the 
founders of the Church through the orthodox 
Fathers has come down infallibly to us. The second 
shall be a series of axioms, drawn from the Holy 
Scriptures and arranged in due order, by which 
that priesthood, which he calls a visible one, shall 
be fully established. The third shall be a clear and 
direct rebuttal of Luther’s objections, one by one. 
But as we do not wish to waste time with many 
words we shall at once enter upon our subject.





First Rejoinder

Section 2
FIRST REJOINDER

Folio-wing the example of ancient -writers, the 
author builds up an argument against Luther from 

the right of prescription.

ERTULLIAN was a writer of early 
date and of learning so remarkable 
that St. Cyprian never allowed a day 
to pass without dipping into his 

works. On the many occasions when he attacked 
heretics he always urged against them the 
prescriptive right of long-accepted truth. Not only 
against Marcion and Hermogenes did he, with 
most powerful effect, employ this argument, but he 
wrote a book against heretics in general, entitled 
On Prescription, in which he adduces numerous 
reasons to prove, in opposition to the heretics, that 
Catholic truth enjoys a prescriptive right. Now if it 
were ever suitable to use the argument of 
prescription against any heretic on behalf of any 
doctrine, never could it be more justly used than 
against Luther in defence of the truth of the 
priesthood.

For to this truth all the churches whose 
foundation can be traced back to the apostles 
unanimously bear witness. Any one who will take 
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the trouble to peruse the books written in the 
earliest times of the Church’s history can easily 
verify this fact, for there is not one of them which 
does not make mention of priests, as we are about 
to show. But if now all the churches throughout 
the world are served by priests, anointed and 
consecrated, it is clear that they received this rite of 
the priesthood from the successors of the apostles, 
these from the apostles themselves, and the apostles 
from Christ. Let Luther discover, if he can, any 
church in the whole world, founded by one of the 
apostles or one of their followers, which does not 
possess the priesthood. We on our side can point to 
a church, founded by the apostles, which in the 
long succession of its bishops, stretching back to 
the very beginning, has always observed this rite. 
If then Luther can bring forward nothing similar, 
it will be obvious to every unprejudiced mind that, 
in opposition to his falsehood and new-fangled 
invention, we are in possession of prescriptive 
right.

But, it will be said, Luther can quote passages 
from the Scriptures for his opinion. As to that we 
shall see later on, but meanwhile let us speak of the 
teachers from whom, in all probability, the 
churches now spread over the world have received 
their doctrines. Of more recent writers I shall say 
nothing, for no one denies that they all attest a 
priesthood. Passing over then the innumerable 
authors of a later age, let us begin with St. 
Augustine and from him go back in order to still 
earlier writers.
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Proof from early writers of the institution and 
powers of the Priesthood.

St. Augustine not only uses consistently the 
term priests for presbyters or elders, but he writes: 
‘When we read that our Lord, a few days after His 
Resurrection, breathed upon His disciples and said 
“ Receive ye the Holy Ghost,” we must understand 
that He conferred upon them ecclesiastical power. . 
All that Christ hands over to them is the work of 
the Holy Ghost, and therefore when He teaches 
them the rule and form of this rite He says “Receive 
ye the Holy Ghost.”1 And to show that He is laying 
down a rule for the Church He adds immediately, 
“ Whose sins ye shall retain, they are retained; and 
whose sins ye shall forgive, they are forgivei 
them.” This breathing conferred upon the apostle: 
a grace which now is given by the imposition o 
hands to those who are ordained so that they may 
be held in greater reverence. Thus the apostle says 
to Timothy, “Neglect not the grace which is in 
thee, which was given thee by the imposition of the 
hands of the presbytery.”2 On the one occasion 
Christ breathed upon them, that the imposition of 
hands which was to be performed henceforth 
might be understood to convey the gift of the Holy 
Ghost. For as at our Lord’s baptism there was a 
visible appearance so that when baptism was 
afterwards conferred men might not doubt that the 
Holy Ghost was given to believers, so also in the 
case we are considering the sign of the breathing 
was given in the beginning that henceforth when 
the Church lays on hands it might be believed that 
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the Holy Ghost is infused.’3
To this St Jerome agrees in his epistle to 

Evagrius,4 where he teaches that presbyters and 
bishops are priests. ‘I hear,’ he says, ‘that a certain 
person has been so mad as to teach that deacons are 
superior to presbyters, that is to bishops. The 
apostle clearly teaches that presbyters and bishops 
are the same, but what possesses him who is 
ordained to minister to tables and to widows that 
he should boast himself superior to those who have 
power to consecrate the body and blood of Christ? 
Do you ask my authority? Listen to this. “ Paul and 
Timothy, the servants of Jesus Christ, to all the 
saints in Christ Jesus who are at Philippi, with the 
bishops and deacons.”3 Here is another example. In 
the Acts of the Apostles St. Paul speaks to the 
priests of a certain church, “Take heed to 
yourselves, and to all the flock, over which the 
Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops, to rule the 
Church of God which He hath purchased with His 
own blood.”4 In these words although St. Jerome 
makes no distinction between bishops and 
presbyters yet he calls them both priests.

St. Ambrose, too, writing upon the Epistle to 
Timothy, speaks as follows: ‘After the bishop the 
diaconate receives ordination. Why? Because 
bishops and presbyters share in one order, for each 
is a priest. The bishop is first; so that every bishop 
is a presbyter, but not every presbyter is a bishop, 
but he is bishop who is first among the presbyters.

In fine it is clear that Timothy was an ordained 
presbyter, but because there was no other presbyter 
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superior to him, he was bishop.’’ St. Ambrose also 
wrote a special book on the priestly dignity.’

St. Hilary also, writing against the Emperor 
Constantius, makes mention of priests. ‘You sought 
to win by flattery Paulinus, happy to suffer so 
much, and then you sent him into exile and thus 
deprived the church of Treves of so holy a priest.

By your edicts you terrorized the faithful. By 
changing his place of exile you wearied out 
Paulinus even to death, you drove him out where 
the Christian name was unknown, lest he should 
receive food from your granaries or look to have it 
profaned from the cave of Montanus and 
Maximilla.’ You terrified the pious multitudes of 
Milan by the fury of your anger. Your tribunes 
invaded the sanctuary and forcing their way 
through the populace by every kind of cruelty 
dragged away the priests from the altar.’10

Amobius also, commenting on the 68th Psalm, 
says: ‘Those who like wild beasts lie in ambush in 
the reeds of the law, that secretly they may injure 
the congregation of bulls among the kine of the 
people, are the heretics. For they seek to injure the 
congregation of the priests who here are to be 
understood by the term bulls, as being fit for the 
service of the altar, among the kine, i.e. the dull and 
ignorant populace.’11

To these may be added St. Cyprian, who writes 
thus: ‘He therefore who does not believe Christ 
when He bestows the priesthood on men will begin 
to believe Him when hereafter He will come to 
vindicate the dignity of the priesthood. Although I 
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know that to some persons all things of this kind 
seem ridiculous and visionary, yet they will be 
found true by those who would rather disbelieve 
the High Priest than believe His priests.’12

In addition Tertullian attacks with his wonted 
irony laymen who considered themselves equal to 
priests. ‘When we in our pride raise ourselves up 
against the clergy, then we are all one, then we are 
all priests, because , “He hath made us priests to 
God and His Father.”13 But when we are challenged 
to equal the strictness of priestly life, then we lay 
aside our insignia and profess ourselves lower than 
they.’13 Thus we see that a priesthood was in 
existence even at that early date, and although 
elsewhere Tertullian asserts that ordained ministers 
were differentiated from the laity by the authority 
of the Church, yet he adds that the dignity of 
ordination is sanctified by God.

So much for Latin writers: let us now hear what 
Greek writers think of the priesthood. First we may 
mention St. John Damascene who, in his book on 
Purgatory, writes as follows: ‘Not without reason 
was it ordained by the Church’s wisest disciples, 
and handed down by tradition, that in the most 
holy mysteries the priest should pray for the 
faithful departed.’15

Gennadius again. Bishop of Constantinople, in a 
letter written to all the faithful, commenting on the 
words of Christ, ‘Freely you have received, freely 
give,’16 says: ‘Clear and obvious is this command. 
Here there is nothing ambiguous, nothing beyond 
our grasp, no need of sophistry. “From Me,” He 
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says, "you have received the dignity of the 
priesthood. If you have bought it from Me; if you 
have paid anything, great or small, for it, then sell 
it to others.’”17

Then we have St. Cyril writing on Leviticus in 
these words: ‘The word of God commands priests 
to be holy, since they approach close to the altar of 
God, they have to pray for the people and intercede 
for the sins of men, and have no inheritance in the 
land, the Lord Himself being their portion.’ And a 
little further on: ‘It ordains therefore that those 
whose portion is the Lord should be sober, 
abstemious, watchful at all times and especially 
when they are in attendance at the altar to beg 
God’s mercy and to offer sacrifice in His sight. 
These commands still retain their force and are to 
be diligently observed, for the apostle confirms 
them with laws of the New Testament. Wherefore 
laying down a rule of life for priests and rulers of 
priests, he says that they must not be given to 
much wine, but be sober.’18

St. John Chrysostom, writing on the First Epistle 
to Timothy, says: ‘The dignity of doctor and priest 
is so high and admirable that in order that those 
worthy of it may be selected, we should endeavour 
to obtain the approval of God. Thus the choice used 
to be made, and now also it is so whenever it is 
made without interference from the passions of 
men. When we have no regard to worldly or 
temporal considerations, then we neither desire any 
man’s favour nor fear any man’s hatred. For 
though we have not in us the fulness of the Holy 
Ghost, yet it is enough if we have a right intention 
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and a single desire that our election may be 
according to God. Even the apostles when they 
chose Matthias were not yet filled with the Holy 
Ghost, but prefacing their business with prayer, 
they added him to their number. As they acted 
without regard to human favour or friendship, so 
must we act. For if we pay no heed to signs that sure 
clear and evident to all, how can we expect God to 
reveal to us things that are uncertain? “If you have 
not been faithful,” He says, “ in that which is little, 
who will trust you in that which is great and 
true?”1’ At that time, indeed, when nothing was 
done in a purely human way, priests were chosen 
by prophecy. What does that mean? By the Holy 
Ghost. For it is the office of prophecy not only to 
foretell the future, but to announce what is 
present. Thus Saul was found by prophecy when 
he was hidden at home. Again by prophecy did God 
truly assist His servants when the Holy Ghost said: 
“Separate unto Me Paul and Barnabas.”20 So, too, 
was Timothy chosen. In his case the apostle 
perhaps numbers several prophecies, one by which 
he found Timothy, others by which he circumcised 
and ordained him, in accordance with his words, 
“Neglect not the grace which is in thee.” ’

St. Gregory Nazianzen bears similar witness in 
his metrical address to the bishops: ‘O ye priests 
who offer unbloody sacrifice! O ye glorious 
shepherds of souls! O privileged ones, to bear in 
your hands the image of God! O ye who bring 
together man and man’s infinitely exalted God! Ye 
are the foundation of the world, the light of life, the 
pillar of the word of truth, priests of everlasting 
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glorious life, Christ-bearers raised to the noblest 
rank and on high beholding in joy the scenes of 
glory.’"

St. Basil, too, speaks ofpriests in his book, On the 
Institution of Monks.23 Asking whether sins should 
be confessed to all the faithfill or to priests alone, 
he answers that ‘it seems necessary to confess sins 
to the priests, for to them is committed the 
dispensation of the mysteries.24 Thus, too, in olden 
times we find that penitents confessed their sins to 
the saints. In the Gospel we read that the people 
confessed their sins to John the Baptist,"and in the 
Acts of the Apostles that those who were baptized 
confessed to the apostles.’26

Eusebius relates that the Apostle John, after the 
death of the tyrant, returning from Pathmos to 
Ephesus, was asked to visit the neighbouring 
Provinces so that he might found churches ir 
places where there were none; and where the) 
existed, that he might appoint to them priests and 
ministers according as the Holy Spirit in each case 
directed him.27

Times innumerable does the same writer speak 
of consecrated bishops and priests. Thus he 
writes:28 ‘When peace was restored to the churches 
by the death of Maximin, numberless festivities 
were celebrated by our people, with the greatest joy 
and exultation. Everywhere the dedications of 
churches were solemnized. The priests would come 
together, not even those afar off complaining of the 
length of the journey, for no distance seemed long 
to their charity. The people, too, were united 



i4 The Defence of the Priesthood

together, and as truly being members of the one 
body of Christ they rejoiced to be bound and joined 
together, fulfilling the prophetic vision, so 
mysteriously uttered, “ Bone shall come together to 
bone, and joint to joint.”2’ All the members might 
truly be said to live by one spirit and to have one 
soul, for there was one faith in all, one and the 
same God was worshipped by all, and all in union 
sang hymns to Him. The priestly duties and all 
offices of religion were carried out with great 
splendour. Here was the chorus of singers: “young 
men and maidens, the old with the young praised 
the name of the Lord.”3’ There the ministers in due 
order and reverent ceremony carried out the sacred 
mysteries, the body of venerable, white-haired, 
bishops and priests being conspicuous from afar 
off. And if anyone, inspired by the grace of God, 
preached to the people, all observed perfect silence 
and with upturned countenance and fixed gaze, 
seemed to await some heavenly message. 
Admirable was the reverence of the hearers, 
admirable the discipline of the priests. One spoke 
after another, and not only “two or three with the 
rest judging”31 according to the word of the apostle, 
but as many as received the word and power of 
utterance, according to the prayer of Moses : “ Oh^ 
that the whole Church of God might prophesy.”3 
Jealousy and envy were unknown; God’s gifts were 
ministered to the people; each one, as it is written, 
“for the edification of the Church,”33 tried to 
employ his gifts. All these things were done in 
charity so that they “prevented one another in 
honour,”3’ and each one considered the other
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better than himself. For the unlearned reverenced 
and welcomed those who had wisdom to instruct 
the people, whilst the wise and learned in their turn 
honoured those whose pure life and simple 
sincerity gave assurance that their sacrifices would 
be acceptable to God; for to those was committed 
the office of offering sacrifice whom a homely 
simplicity of life preserved in purity of heart.’

Then again Origen, in his sixth homily upon 
Leviticus, writes: At the ordination of a priest it 
is required that the people be present, that all may 
know for certain that he who in learning, in 
sanctity, and in every virtue is pre-eminent among 
the people, should be chosen for the priesthood. 
The people are to be present that no one may 
afterwards have any hesitation or regret about the 
choice. For this is what the apostle prescribes in the 
ordination of a priest, “he must have a good 
testimony of them who are without”.’“

Though the authors we have adduced are many 
and of great weight, yet we shall have no difficulty 
in bringing forward authors yet older, either 
contemporaries of the apostles or so very close to 
their times that they merit the name of apostolic.

First we may mention St. Hegesippus who in the 
fourth book of his commentaries, where he deeds in 
full detail with the reasons on which his faith is 
grounded, says amongst other things that when he 
came to Rome he found there many bishops from 
all parts, meeting together for discourse in all 
charity, and all professing and teaching the same 
faith. Speaking, too, of the church of the 
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Corinthians, he says: ‘The church of the 
Corinthians persevered in orthodox teaching up to 
Primus, its bishop, whom I saw on my voyage to 
Rome. I stayed with him at Corinth for many days, 
delighting in the purity of his faith. But when I had 
come to Rome I remained there until Soter 
succeeded Anicetus and was in turn succeeded by 
Eleutherius. In all these ordinations and in others 
which I saw in various cities, everything was 
observed in accordance with ancient tradition, the 
words of the prophets and the commands of our 
Lord.’37 More clearly still does St. Ignatius in his 
Epistle to the Smymaeans38 speak both of the Mass 
and of priests.e It is not lawful without the bishop 
to offer, to immolate sacrifices or to celebrate 
Masses, but if it seems to him to be according to the 
will of God, then the sacrifice will be licit and valid. 
All that you do in this present time is alterable, for 
whilst we have time for repentance we may correct 
ourselves in God. But as time is uncertain, 
confession must not be delayed. “ Behold the man,” 
he saith, “ and his works with him,”3’ as it is 
written. “Honour,” he saith, “ God and the king, 
my son.”“ But I say to you, “ Honour God indeed 
as the creator and lord of all things, but the bishop 
also as the chief of the priests, who bears the image 
of God, being like unto the Father in authority and 
like unto Christ in his priesthood. After these, the 
king, too, must be honoured. For there is none 
greater than God nor equal to Him, nor in the 
Church is there any of higher honour than the 
bishop who exercises the priesthood of God for the 
salvation of the world, nor in the army is there any 
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like unto the king who meditates peace and good
will to all princes. For he who honours the bishop 
will be honoured by God, but he who dishonours 
him will be denied honour by God. For if he who 
rebels against the king deserves damnation, how 
will he who does aught without the authority of 
the bishop escape the vengeance of God? For the 
priesthood is the noblest of all dignities entrusted to 
man, and if any one refuses it honour, he refuses 
honour to God and to our Lord Jesus Christ, who is 
the first-born of every creature and alone by nature 
the high-priest of God”.’41

St. Polycarp, a contemporary of the apostles and 
a disciple of St. John the apostle, in his Epistle to 
the Philippians admonishes the people to obey the 
priests, saying: ‘Be ye subject to your presbyters 
and deacons as to God and Christ.'42

Dionysius, in addition to what he says in hi: 
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, writes thus to the monl 
Demophilus:43 ‘Listen now to our judgement. It i. 
unlawful for a priest to be judged by sacred 
ministers (although superior to you) and still more 
by men of your rank, even if he appears to have 
been impious towards divine things or found guilty 
of some other transgression. For this is to confuse 
distinctions and ranks, to overstep the most sacred 
commands and rights established by God. It is 
utterly unreasonable through a supposed zeal for 
God to overturn a divinely constituted order, for 
the word of God is not divided against itself, 
otherwise how should His Kingdom stand?44 
Although judgement belongs to God, as the Holy 
Scriptures testify, yet the priests are the messengers 



i8 The Defence of the Priesthood

of the divine judgements, and rulers subordinate 
only to the bishop. As through them you have the 
privilege of divine worship, so through them and 
the ministers who aid them you learn, in due order, 
time and place, the revelation of God. Do not the 
sacred emblems themselves proclaim this truth? 
For the sanctuary is not equally inaccessible to all, 
but the sacred dignity of the bishops has the closest 
approach, after them the order of priests, followed 
in turn by the ranks of the ministers.’

Philo, who is even said to have been of the 
household of St. Peter in Rome, in a book which he 
wrote concerning the life of contemplation and 
supplication, speaking of the Christians who dwelt 
around Alexandria, mentions holy ministers, priests 
and bishops, showing how the priests and ministers 
carried out their duties and how the episcopal chair 
was sovereign over all.4S

St. Clement, finally, gives to James, Bishop of 
Jerusalem, a resume of some points in St. Peter’s 
daily teaching.46 Amongst other things, he recalls 
how the apostle taught the duty of bishops, viz. 
that they should love their priests, the other 
ministers of the Church, and the people committed 
to their care, and should instruct them in God’s 
words and commandments. All these in turn 
should love their bishops with all their heart as the 
very pupils of their eyes, as indeed they are. In all 
things they are to obey their commands, even 
though the bishops themselves (which God forbid) 
act otherwise, mindful of the command of our 
Lord: “Whatsoever they say unto you, observe and 
do, but according to their deeds do ye not”.’47
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From the unanimity of so many of the Fathers 
we may conclude with the fullest certainty that the 
priesthood was instituted, not in recent times, but 
in the very cradle of the Church. Wherefore, since 
Luther can adduce no orthodox writer who in any 
book that has ever appeared gives contrary witness, 
nor can quote a single syllable of Holy Scripture in 
opposition to the assertions of the Fathers, we lay 
down with the utmost justice against Luther as a 
matter of prescriptive right the truth of the 
priesthood.

The only point that Luther has for his heresy is 
that the New Testament never uses this term, i.e. it 
never gives the name ‘priests’ to those to whom 
today we give it. But this will have little or no force 
for one who carefully weighs the reason why the 
apostles avoided the term, viz., because the ancient 
priesthood was still in existence and daily sacrific» 
was offered in the Temple. Therefore, so that then 
might be no confusion between the two 
priesthoods, they thought it wise for the time being 
to use other terms for the new priests. Therefore, 
as is clear from Scripture, they called them at one 
time presbyters, at another ministers, sometimes 
bishops and pastors, until that time when, together 
with the Temple, the ancient priesthood was 
utterly destroyed. After that occurred it became 
usual for all men to call our presbyters priests.

I would have you, dear reader, hold this as a 
most certain truth, that from the Scriptures Luther 
has not one jot or tittle which contradicts a visible 
priesthood, nor a single one of the orthodox 
prelates of the Church who even once gives any 
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support to his teaching, but on the contrary that 
they all unanimously and emphatically testify the 
exact opposite.

Here, then, is our first rejoinder to Luther. 
Whereas the truth of the priesthood is abundantly 
and unanimously witnessed to by all the Fathers 
through the whole history of the Church, and 
whereas there is no orthodox writer who is not in 
agreement, and no word of Scripture that can be 
quoted against it, therefore all must clearly see how 
justly, against Luther, we claim the truth of the 
priesthood as the prescriptive right of the Church.

It would indeed be incredible that when Christ 
had redeemed His Church at so great a price, the 
price of His Precious Blood, He should care for it so 
little as to leave it enveloped in so black an error.

Nor is it any more credible that the Holy Ghost, 
who was sent for the special purpose of leading the 
Church into all truth, should allow it for so long to 
be led astray.

Nor is it credible that the prelates of the Church, 
who were so numerous even in the earliest period 
of her history and who were appointed by the Holy 
Ghost to rule her, as we shall afterwards prove, 
should have been enveloped in such darkness 
through so many centuries as to teach publicly so 
foul a lie.

Finally it is beyond all belief that so many 
churches throughout the various parts of 
Christendom, hitherto governed with such careful 
solicitude by Christ and His Spirit and by the 
prelates appointed for the purpose, should now 
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unanimously fall into an error so foul and a lie so 
ruinous, according to Luther, that it does an 
injustice to the very testament of our Lord.

But consider diligently Christ’s care for us: 
consider the certain truths of the presence and the 
activity of the Holy Spirit in the Church: consider 
the numberless clear testimonies of the prelates of 
olden times, illustrious not only by their holiness, 
but also by their learning and miracles: consider the 
unanimous agreement of all the churches, with no 
single exception through so many centuries. How 
now can it be imagined that at length for the first 
time has shone upon Luther the light of a truth 
that no one of the early Fathers could so much as 
have suspected, the contrary, indeed, of which they 
have unitedly asserted from the very beginning?

For if for so long the truth had remained 
imprisoned in darkness, waiting during so many 
centuries for Luther, and him only, to set it free, 
then Christ’s solicitude for our Fathers in the faith 
was in vain; in vain, too, the coming of the Holy 
Ghost to teach them all truth; in vain their prayers 
and devout search for the truth, if all along they 
were unanimously teaching to the churches so 
dangerous a lie.

And if there was an error in a matter so vital to 
the faith, then in vain, if I may use the language of 
TertuUian,“ were so many millions of men 
baptized, in vain were wrought so many works of 
faith and miracles, in vain so many graces given, so 
many functions of the priesthood performed, in 
vain did so many martrys suffer, if indeed they all 
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died in a false faith. For without the true faith, no 
one of them could please God.4’

Now that you see, dear reader, the source 
whence that doctrine has come unchanged down 
to us, i.e. from men of the greatest sanctity and 
learning, some of whom were of the apostolic age 
and undoubtedly received it from the apostles 
themselves, whereas Luther can quote nothing of 
the kind for his opinion, as we shall soon clearly 
show, who will be so reckless of his salvation as to 
leave these safe guides and endanger his soul with 
Luther? Who does not know that we must 
zealously follow the safer path, especially as it is 
written: ‘He that loveth danger shall perish in it.’5 
And how shall not that path be safer which one 
follows in the company of the Fathers, so eminent 
in learning and holiness, than in opposition to all 
these in the company of Luther alone? He who 
follows the unanimous teaching of the Fathers, 
clearly follows the Church. But he who follows the 
Church, in any matter appertaining to the faith, 
cannot be deceived, for the Church is the pillar and 
the ground of the truth.51 Therefore, the obviously 
safer way is to follow these Fathers; nor can 
anyone, without manifest peril to his soul, desert 
them and follow Luther.

Now when we follow the early Fathers, 
unanimous in their witness to the priesthood, we 
are following the Church, for what else was the 
Church, but a congregation composed entirely of 
prelates and subjects? And clearly, all these prelates 
from the beginning taught this doctrine, and all the 
subjects accepted it. Therefore there cannot be the
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slightest doubt that he who has believed this 
teaching has followed the Church. Undoubtedly, 
then, it must be considered the more secure way to 
follow the teaching of the Fathers against which no 
orthodox Catholic throughout the ages has 
protested, than to follow so notorious a heresiarch 
as Luther.

For who can doubt that the early Fathers who 
received the command to teach, and who were 
appointed to that office by the Holy Ghost, were in 
fact taught the truth infallibly by that same Spirit? 
This we may conclude especially in regard to those 
doctrines about which there was never any 
controversy among them. Wherefore, he who shall 
take his stand with Luther against the Fathers, 
especially when Luther can quote for his side 
neither any clear text of Scripture, as we shall soon 
prove, nor the witness of any orthodox writer, he 
is clearly casting himself into a peril not doubtful 
but most evident.

So much for our first rejoinder.
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Section 3
SECOND REJOINDER 

Introduction

O prove now the doctrine more 
adequately from Scripture, we shall 
try to establish certain axioms from 
which it will be most clearly seen 

that the office which we call the priesthood was not 
a human invention, as Luther would have it, but a 
divine institution.

To begin with, however, I will not quarrel about 
words, that is, about the name that should be given 
to those whom to-day we call priests. For it makes 
no difference for our present argument whether 
they be called priests or presbyters or pastors or 
anything else.

I undertake now to show how necessary it i 
that some men should stand between God and thl 
people, to discharge in regard to the people the 
same duties which to-day we see the priests 
perform. And this I will show to be not invented by 
men but instituted by God. Now if this shall once 
appear evident from the Scriptures themselves, 
who shall be able to have any further doubt on the 
subject? For where the thing itself is certain, any 
dispute about names is idle.

27
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But before we enunciate our axioms, let us hear 
what Luther has to say. Soon after the beginning of 
his book, he writes as follows: ‘If you wish to be 
truly a Christian, be sure and allow no argument to 
persuade you otherwise, that there is no visible and 
external priesthood in the New Testament except 
what has been set up by Satan and lying men. Our 
one and only priesthood is the priesthood of Christ, 
by which He offered Himself for us, and all of us 
with Himself, as St. Peter says: “Christ died once 
for our sins, the just for the unjust, that He might 
offer us to God, being put to death indeed in the 
flesh, but brought to life by the Spirit.”1 And again 
the Epistle to the Hebrews: “For by one oblation He 
hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.” 
This priesthood is spiritual and common to all 
Christians. For all we who are Christians, that is, 
sons of Christ, the great High Priest, are priests by 
the same priesthood as He. Nor have we need of 
any other priest or mediator but Christ.’

Here, dear reader, you hear Luther utterly 
condemning every priesthood which is visible and 
external, as being set up by Satan and lying men, 
and teaching that Christ alone is a priest in whom 
all Christians are also priests, and that they need 
absolutely no other priest nor mediator save Christ. 
The magnitude of his errors, as here expressed, will 
be clear from the axioms which follow.
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Section 4
FIRST AXIOM

It is reasonable, in matters concerning the salvation of 
souls, that some men be set apart to act in the name 
of, and bear responsibility for, the -whole multitude.

OW needful this is may be seen in 
many ways, but now in particular on 
account of six special dangers to 
which the vast majority of Christians 

is certainly liable.
The first is the grave danger of falling away 

from the faith, of which St. Paul speaks in the first 
Epistle to Timothy: ‘Some have made ship wreck 
concerning the faith,’1 and again in the same place, 
‘Some have gone astray from a good conscience 
and an unfeigned faith.’2 Often, too, St. Paul 
exhorts those to whom he writes to remain 
constant in faith, and sometimes blames them for 
falling away, for example, the Galatians. If, then, 
faith once received may be lost, clearly there is 
need of a guide, a pastor, who will ‘preach the 
word, be instant in season, out of season, reprove, 
entreat, rebuke,’ as St. Paul teaches Timothy.

A second danger is the dullness of men's minds. 
Thus St. Paul had to rebuke the Corinthians as 
carnal, and little children in Christ, who had need 
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of milk as they were not yet old enough to eat solid 
food.4 He addressed a similar rebuke to the 
Hebrews: ‘You are become such as have need of 
milk, and not of solid food.’5 In no other way can 
this be understood than as referring to the dullness 
of their intellect, for immediately before he 
reproaches them with being weak to hear, and 
whereas for the time they ought to have been 
masters, they had need to be taught again what are 
the first rudiments of the word of God. Then again 
he calls the Galatians senseless." For they were of 
the race of the Gauls and, according to St. Jerome, 
gave evidence of their origin by the slowness of 
their intellects. Who, then, can deny that men of 
this kind needed a teacher?

A third danger is the facility with which men fall 
into every kind of sin. Again and again, St. Paul 
bears witness to this in regard to the Corinthians. 
For example, ‘For I fear lest, when I come, I shall 
not find you such as I would, and that I shall be 
found by you such as you would not: lest perhaps 
contentions, envyings, animosities, dissensions, 
detractions, whisperings, swellings, seditions, be 
among you ... and I bewail many of them that 
sinned before, and have not done penance for the 
uncleanness and fornication and lasciviousness that 
they have committed.’7

In the first Epistle he warns us all by the 
punishment of the Jews. ‘Let us not covet evil 
things as they also coveted. Neither become ye 
idolaters, as some of them ... Neither let us commit 
fornication as some of them committed fornication, 
and there fell in one day three and twenty 
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thousand. Neither let us tempt Christ as some of 
them tempted, and perished by serpents. Neither do 
you murmur, as some of them murmured and were 
destroyed by the destroyer. Now all these things 
happened to them in figure, and they are written 
for our correction upon whom the ends of the 
world are come. Wherefore, let him that thinketh 
himself to stand take heed lest he fall.’’ See, dear 
reader, how easily one may fall back into earlier 
sins. How necessary, then, it is to the people to 
have a monitor to strengthen them by his diligent 
exhortations, that they may not rush headlong into 
every kind of vice.

The fourth danger is man’s sluggishness to 
good. A large proportion of Christians are 
commonly slothful to do good, and show much 
greater diligence in caring for their bodies than for 
the salvation of their souls. Not only now, but even 
in the very beginning of the Church, there were 
many such. Otherwise St. Paul would not have said 
to the Hebrews: ‘Lift up the hands which hang 
down, and the feeble knees,’’ nor blamed the 
Thessalonians for sloth,10 nor accused the younger 
widows of idleness, as he does in writing to 
Timothy.11 Nor would St. John in the Apocalypse 
have rebuked one for leaving his first charity, nor 
have threatened another who was neither hot nor 
cold that God would begin to vomit him out of His 
mouth.13 How many, alas, are lukewarm in these 
days of which our Lord foretold that as iniquity 
would abound so would the charity of many grow 
cold!14 How blind, then, is he who would deny 
that, to stir up the people from their lethargy, 
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pastors and teachers are necessary!
The fifth danger is diabolic temptation. Of this 

St. Paul often speaks, for instance to the Ephesians: 
‘Put ye on the whole armour of God, that ye maybe 
able to stand against the snares of the devil. For our 
wrestling is not against flesh and blood, but against 
principalities and powers, against the rulers of the 
world of this darkness, against the spirits of 
wickedness in the high places.’15 St. Peter, too, 
writes: ‘Your adversary the devil, as a roaring lion, 
goeth about seeking whom he may devour.’ In 
the Apocalypse we are told that he seduces the 
whole world.17 Our Saviour Himself, in St. Mark’s 
Gospel, bears witness that Satan hinders the seed of 
the word of God from taking root in the hearts of 
many.18 In St. Luke’s Gospel, moreover, He says to 
Simon Peter: ‘Behold, Satan hath desired to have 
you, that he may sift you as wheat.’19 If then, the 
common adversary of mankind attack seven the 
holy apostles, how can the rank and file of 
Christians hope for immunity? How necessary 
then, is the vigilant care of pastors that the people 
may be stirred up to defend themselves from his 
attacks.

The sixth is the poisonous errors of false 
teachers. Our Lord Himself bade us beware of such. 
‘Beware of false prophets,’ He says, ‘who come to 
you in the clothing, of sheep, but inwardly they are 
ravenous wolves. And in another passage He 
foretells that they shall seduce many. Thus, too, 
the Romans had been led astray, but St. Paul 
brought them back to the right rule of faith. The 
Corinthians, too, were warned by him against false 
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teachers. The Galatians, also, who had been 
bewitched by them.22 With many words, too, does 
he beseech the Philippians and Colossians to avoid 
them. Again, writing to Timothy, he says that 
Hymeneus and Alexander have erred in the faith 
and have led others astray.2’ So, too, does he urge 
the bishops of the Ephesians to vigilance against 
them. ‘Take heed to yourselves, and to all the flock, 
over which the Holy Ghost hath placed you 
bishops, to rule the Church of God, which He hath 
purchased with His own blood. I know that after 
my departure ravenous wolves will enter in among 
you, not sparing the flock, and of your own selves 
will rise up men speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them.’24 Evidently, then, on 
account of the six dangers of which we have 
spoken, pastors and teachers are most necessary to 
the Christian flock, as long as we are in this world 
exiled from Christ.

»
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Section 5
SECOND AXIOM

Christ Himself, whilst He was on earth, put certain 
pastors in charge of His flock,, to watch over, rule, and 

teach it.

T. LUKE relates how Christ, after He 
had spent the whole night in prayer 
to His Father, when it was day called 
His disciples and chose from them 

twelve whom He named apostles.1 Note diligently, 
dear reader, with what careful preparation Christ 
selected them, spending the entire night in 
unbroken prayer before He appointed them to the 
office.

St. Mark relates the matter thus: ‘Jesus, going up 
into a mountain, called unto Him whom He would 
Himself, and they came to Him. And He made that 
twelve should be with Him, and that He might 
send them to preach.’2

From these texts it may be seen that the apostles 
were chosen and appointed with great care and that 
to them were committed an office more exalted and 
an authority more extensive than to the rest of the 
disciples, as we shall show more fully in our fourth 
axiom.

Moreover, St. Matthew, after enumerating the 

r



3’ The Defence of the Priesthood

twelve apostles, adds: ‘These twelve Jesus sent, and 
commanded them saying: Go not into the way of 
the Gentiles, and into the cities of the Samaritans 
enter not, but go rather to the lost sheep of the 
house of Israel. And going preach, saying: The 
kingdom of heaven is at hand.’3 See how He 
committed to their care the sheep of the house of 
Israel and wished them to teach them.

St. John, too, may be quoted. He records how 
Christ said to them: ‘Have I not chosen you 
twelve?4; and again: ‘You have not chosen Me, but 
I have chosen you, and have appointed you that 
you should go, and should bring forth fruit, and 
your fruit should remain.’5 By ‘ fruit ’ He obviously 
means especially the salvation of souls, for it was to 
guide, to govern and to teach these that He 
appointed the apostles. Not only were the Jews 
committed to their care, but not long after the 
Gentiles also. For when He was about to ascend 
into heaven, He commanded them to go into the 
whole world and teach all nations, as both St. 
Matthew and St. Mark testify.

But in an especial way He appointed St. Peter, 
after He had thrice asked him whether he loved 
Him, the chief pastor of His flock. This is related by 
St. John in the last chapter of his Gospel. ‘When 
therefore they had dined, Jesus saith to Simon 
Peter: Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me more 
than these? He saith to Him: Yea, Lord, Thou 
knowest that I love Thee. He saith to him: Feed My 
lambs. He saith to him again: Simon, son of John, 
lovest thou Me? He saith to Him: Yea, Lord, Thou 
knowest that I love Thee. He saith to him: Feed My 
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lambs. He said to him the third time: Simon, son of 
John, lovest thou Me? Peter was grieved because 
He said to him the third time, Lovest thou Me? And 
he said to Him: Lord, Thou knowest all things. 
Thou knowest that I love Thee. He said to him: 
Feed My sheep.’6 It is, then, as clear as day that 
Christ appointed these twelve pastors to watch over 
His flock, and that they were not only to teach, but 
to rule and, if necessary, to correct it. Otherwise St. 
Paul would not from time to time have used the 
rod of correction, nor would he have said to Titus, 
whom he placed in authority over the Cretans: ‘For 
this cause I left thee in Crete, that thou shouldest 
set in order the things that are wanting.’7

In addition, too, to the apostles there were 
appointed by our Lord seventy-two disciples, as St. 
Luke writes. These were chosen out from the rest 
of the disciples and given special authority. For to 
them it was commanded to heal the sick and to 
work in the vineyard of the Lord, going out two by 
two into every city and place where our Lord was 
about to come. If any city would not receive theml 
Christ threatened that it would be more tolerabll 
for Sodom in the day of judgement than for that 
city. If any one should despise them, it would be 
the same as if he despised Christ, and if any one 
should hear them, as if they heard Christ. To them 
also, he gave power over the devils, over serpents 
and scorpions, and over all the power of the 
enemy.8 From these words it clearly appears that to 
them was given authority to teach, together with 
some responsibility for the flock, although not 
equal with the twelve apostles.
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Thus it is evident that the twelve apostles stand 
far apart from the seventy-two disciples, as do these 
in turn from the general body of the disciples. Now 
we cannot think that Christ wished this variety of 
orders to be a purely temporary measure, but 
rather that He wished it to last so long as the 
Church Militant should endure upon earth, as we 
shall show more clearly later on. Meanwhile, it is 
obvious that it was not without cause that our 
fathers in the faith perpetuated this distinction, so 
that there should be some to take the place of the 
apostles, some that of the disciples. We cannot but 
think that this was done by the guidance of the 
Holy Ghost, especially as the example had first been 
given to them by Christ. Surely not even the most 
outrageous heretic would deny that distinction of 
ranks to have been ordained by Christ. That being 
so, he must admit also that these ranks cannot 
belong to every individual member of the Church, 
but that certain ones must be appointed to them by 
those to whom our Lord committed such authority. 
But of this, more hereafter. Clearly, then, what has 
been handed down to us by tradition is quite 
reasonable, viz. that those who have succeeded the 
apostles and hold the higher rank should be called 
bishops or greater priests, whilst those who have 
succeeded the seventy-two disciples and hold the 
second rank should be called presbyters or lesser 
priests. We shall have more to say on this matter, 
but for the present we have said enough on our 
second axiom.
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Section 6
THIRD AXIOM

It is fitting that those who are thus appointed pastors 
of the Christian flock should receive more abundant 

gifts of grace than others.

F the truth of this axiom no one can 
doubt who will regard the order of 
created things in the universe. Here 
it can be seen that the superior 

bodies whom God uses as His instruments to rule 
the inferior bodies are gifted with greater powers 
than the latter. For since it was ordained by God 
that these lower things, prone as they were to 
corruption and death, should be maintained in 
being, therefore did He will that there should be 
higher things of greater stability which by their 
influence and virtue should ensure renewal and life 
to the others. For this purpose then. He gave 
resplendent powers to these superior bodies, so that 
they bestow light, heat, moisture, life, thunder and 
lightning.

Similar influences did God establish in His 
Church, which is a kind of spiritual universe with 
spiritual heavens and earth. Therefore, in the 
Psalm, David, seeing by the inspiration of the Spirit 
the future order and constitution of the Church, 



44 The Defence of the Priesthood

compares the apostles and other ministers of God in 
the Church to the heavens, the people to the earth. 
‘The heavens,’ he says, ‘tell forth the glory of 
God.’1 For as the heavenly bodies in their orbits 
give light, heat, moisture, life, thunder and 
lightning, so do the apostles and other ministers 
carry out analogous offices. They give light by the 
example of their lives, heat by the fervour of their 
charity, moisture by their exhortations, life by the 
greatness of their promises, thunder by their 
warnings, lightning by their miracles, so that 
fittingly does David in the same Psalm say of them: 
‘Their sound hath gone forth into the whole 
earth.’2 Since then the Church remains ever whole 
and entire, and needs now such ministries just as in 
the times of the apostles, so, too, is it still necessary 
that those who fill the places of the apostles, should 
be adorned with gifts proportionate to their 
ministry.

Another illustration can be drawn from the 
human body, which is a copy of the order of the 
universe. The senses, bestowed upon man for the 
utility of the whole body, have correspondingly 
greater delicacy. And even amongst the senses 
those that are nobler are also finer. The sense of 
touch, for example, which is more coarse and gross 
than the others, since it is like the earth, can 
distinguish only those things with which it is in 
immediate contact. The sense of taste, a little nobler 
and clearer, like the clearness of water, gives 
judgement of things that are slightly further away. 
The sense of smell, already higher and finer, like to 
the delicacy of a cloud, can exert its powers over a 
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far wider space. Far nobler and purer is the sense of 
hearing, which represents the clarity and 
immateriality of the air and detects sounds from a 
still greater distance. Lastly the sight, as it has the 
highest position in the body, has also the most 
extensive range and represents the beauty of the 
skies. Brilliant itself, the eye can exert its power of 
sight over the vastest spaces.

As therefore in the body of man those senses 
which are nobler are endowed with superior 
powers, so, too, in the body of the Church, those 
members which rule the others receive more 
abundant gifts of grace from God. Of this we shall 
say more in the next axiom.

But let us support our contention from Holy 
Scripture. When Moses was overwhelmed with 
anxiety and nearly sank under his burden, unable 
to govern so numerous a multitude, God said to 
him: ‘Gather unto me seventy men of the ancients 
of Israel, whom thou knowest to be ancients and 
masters of the people; and thou shalt bring them to 
the door of the tabernacle of the covenant, and 
thou shalt make them stand there with thee, that I 
may come down and speak with thee: and I will 
take of thy spirit, and will give to them, that they 
may bear with thee the burden of the people, and 
thou mayst not be burthened ¿done.’3 And so it was 
done. If God showed such care for the old 
synagogue—now superseded—as to confer such a 
grace upon its rulers, how much more suitably 
does He do so for the Church, which is gathered 
together from the multitudes of the Gentiles, 
redeemed by the blood of Christ and made His 
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spouse. It is now wandering in the desert of this 
world and for the government of its vast multitudes 
it needs many pastors. Surely, then, it is fitting that 
the burden of its rule should be distributed among 
many, and that they should be more abundantly 
endowed with the graces of the Holy Spirit, that 
they may the more fruitfully exercise their office.

Again when God willed the tabernacle of the 
covenant to be built in the desert and no skilled 
workmen could be found to erect it, He filled a 
certain Beseleel, the son of Hur, with the Spirit of 
God, and enriched him ‘with wisdom, 
understanding and knowledge, to devise in each 
work what should be made of gold, silver, brass, 
marble, precious stones and variety of wood,’ to 
whom He gave as his companion Ooliab, the son of 
Achisamech.·1 Can it be imagined that God would 
do so much for the tabernacle of the covenant 
which is now swept away, and yet not trouble to 
appoint overseers for the great work, still daily 
proceeding, of building up the tabernacle of the 
mystical body of Christ, nor adorn them with the 
necessary virtues? Such a supposition would be 
utterly at variance with all that we know of the 
goodness of God, who, when He proposes to carry 
out some work, never fails to provide the means 
necessary for attaining His end.
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Section 7
FOURTH AXIOM

Not only was it fitting that Christ should do so, 
but in fact He did bestow upon such pastors of His 
Church grace and power suitably to discharge their 
duties.

H
HRIST chose His twelve apostles 
from the common people, rude and 
unlettered men, to say no more; but 
when He placed them as rulers over 
His flock. He endowed them with the richest 
graces. Thus St. Matthew writes that 'He gave 

them power over unclean spirits, to cast them out, 
and to heal all manner of diseases and all manner of 
sicknesses.’1 He relates, too, how they received 
such wisdom that they needed not to take thought 
beforehand what they should speak. ‘It shall be 
given to you in that hour what to speak, for it is 
not you that speak, but the Spirit of your Father 
that speaketh in you.’2 Though in addition this gift 
may afterwards have been enjoyed by many 
others, yet it is clear enough that it is in this 
passage specially promised to the apostles. So, too, 
St. Luke says: ‘Jesus, having called together the 
twelve apostles, gave them power and authority 
over all devils and to cure diseases. And He sent 
them to preach the kingdom of God and to heal the 
sick.’3 St. Mark relates that 'going forth they 
preached penance, and they cast out many devils 
and anointed with oil many that were sick and
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healed them.’4 How could this be done, I ask, 
without extraordinary gifts of grace?

Moreover, we learn from St. Mark that the 
reason why Christ chose the Twelve was that they 
might always be with Him.5 What does this mean 
but that beyond all the rest they were brought into 
close intimacy with Him and enjoyed greater 
authority than the others. Moreover, these sat at 
table with Him at the Last Supper and received 
from Him the power of consecrating His body. 
According to St. Luke, ‘When the hour was come. 
He sat down, and the twelve apostles with Him. 
And He said to them: With desire I have desired to 
eat this pasch with you before I suffer. ... And 
taking bread. He gave thanks, and brake, and gave 
to them, saying: This is My body which is given for 
you; do this for a commemoration of Me.’ Note 
how it was to the Twelve He gave the power of 
consecrating His body. For we can infer from the 
same Evangelist that no others were present but 
Christ and the Twelve, for clearly one cup would 
not have been sufficient for more. But Jesus, as St. 
Luke tells us, took the cup and said to those at 
table: ‘Take and divide it among you.’

In addition, it was to these same apostles that 
long before He suffered He gave the power of 
binding and loosing, as St. Matthew narrates.7 Now 
Luther has never shown that this power was given 
to any but the apostles. St. John, too, testifies that 
after His Resurrection Christ breathed upon them, 
bestowed on them the Holy Spirit together with the 
power of forgiving sins. ‘As the Father hath sent 
Me, I also send you. When He had said this He 
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breathed upon them and He said to them: Receive 
ye the Holy Ghost: Whose sins ye shall forgive, 
they are forgiven them, and whose sins ye shall 
retain, they are retained.’8 Luther cannot object 
here that these words were directed to all 
Christians, for it is clear that not all Christians were 
sent by Christ. But these words were uttered for 
those alone who were sent. ‘As the Father hath 
sent Me,’ He says, ‘I also send you.’

St. Luke makes the matter clear in the opening 
words of the Acts of the Apostles. ‘The former 
treatise I made, O Theophilus, of all things which 
Jesus began to do and to teach, until the day on 
which, bestowing the Holy Ghost for this very 
purpose and giving commands to the apostles 
whom He had chosen. He was taken up. These 
words show not only that Christ chose the apostles, 
but that He gave them special commands and this 
after He had bestowed upon them the Holy Ghost 
to help them to observe these commands. What 
these commands were St. Mark shows. ‘He 
appeared to the Eleven as they were at table, and 
He upbraided them with their incredulity and 
hardness of heart, because they did not believe 
them who had seen Him after He was risen again. 
And He said to them: Go ye into the whole world, 
and preach the gospel to every creature.’10 St. 
Matthew relates the same commission thus: ‘Go ye 
therefore and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.’11 The command therefore that He 
gave them was that they were to go through the 
world, teach and baptize in the name of the Father 
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and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.
Now Luther accepts nothing but what is in the 

Gospel. Let him show, then, from the Gospel that 
this commission was given to all and we will 
believe him. But if he cannot, but on the contrary, 
demands that we shall believe his words without 
warrant from the Gospel, all can see how utterly 
unfair that is.

So, dear reader, you see how Christ gave to His 
apostles special privileges and graces, together with 
authority over others, that they might fulfil more 
easily and more perfectly the task He had laid upon 
them. The seventy disciples, too, received gifts 
which though not so elevated as those granted to 
the apostles yet were far beyond what was given to 
the rank and file of the people. Enough, then, for 
this fourth axiom.
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Section 8
FIFTH AXIOM

The institution of pastors not only was necessary in 
the early days of the Church's life but needs to last 

forever, until the building-up of the Church is fully 
completed.

E proved in our book against 
Velenus' that the succession of 
pastors which began in Christ is not 
to be ended until the fulfilment of all 

that Christ foretold. So did He testify in the Gospel: 
‘This age shall not pass away until all these things 
be fulfilled.’2 But it will be clear to anyone who will 
read that discourse that some of Christ’s prophecies 
have not yet been verified. Therefore the 
succession of this age is far yet from being finished, 
but is to be continued from the same source 
whence it began.

Again, Christ promised His apostles and disciples 
that as long as the world lasted He would not fail 
them. ‘Behold I am with you all days, even to the 
consummation of the world.’3 Clearly this 
assurance was given not only for those then 
present, but also for all their descendants; for those 
who were then living and those who have followed 
them up to this time form as it were one age and 
one lasting generation.

But St. Paul will make this lesson still clearer. He 
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writes to the Ephesians: ‘Christ gave some to be 
apostles, and some prophets, and others evangelists, 
and others pastors and teachers.’ But to what 
purpose? ‘For the perfection of the saints, for the 
work of the ministry, unto the edification of the 
body of Christ.’ But how long will that last?4 ‘Till 
we all meet in the unity of faith, and of the 
knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man, 
unto the measure of the age of the fulness of 
Christ.’ And when shall that be? ‘When we cease to 
be children, tossed to and fro, and carried about 
with every wind of doctrine, in the wickedness of 
men, in craftiness by which they lie in wait to 
deceive.’ Thus, dear reader, so long as you see 
Christians tossed and carried about with every 
wind of doctrine by the wickedness of men, by the 
craftiness by which they lie in wait to deceive us so 
long you may be sure that we have not all arrived 
at the unity of faith and knowledge of the Son of 
God, that we have not grown unto the perfect man 
nor unto the measure of the age of the fulness of 
Christ. Wherefore the building-up of the Body of 
Christ, that is the Church, is not yet completed. 
Clearly, then, there is need for the continuance of 
the Church’s pastors.

St. Paul’s words make it quite evident that 
certain men must be appointed in the Church to 
take the place of the apostles, others of the 
prophets, the evangelists, the pastors and the 
doctors, and that upon them is bestowed grace 
more abundant than upon the rest, according to 
the measure of the gift of Christ. This, too, is to 
continue unbrokenly until the Church is fully 
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edified and consummated.
For St. Paul teaches that the Church will ever be 

adorned by a variety of gifts. ‘For as in one body we 
have many members, but all the members have not 
the same office, so we, being many, are one body in 
Christ and each one members one of another. 
Having gifts different, according to the grace that 
is given us, whether prophecy, according to the 
proportion of faith; or ministry in ministering; or 
he that teacheth in teaching; he that exhorteth in 
exhorting; he that giveth with simplicity; he that 
ruleth with solicitude; he that showeth mercy with 
cheerfulness.’5 With gifts of such variety will the 
body of the Church ever be adorned. Therefore he 
teaches the Corinthians that not all are apostles, 
nor prophets, nor teachers, nor workers of 
miracles, that not all have the grace of healing, nor 
speak with tongues, nor interpret; but that amongst 
the members of the Church there are many 
divisions, not of gifts alone, but also of ministries 
and operations.6

For God in His goodness and wisdom will never 
fail to provide the means which are necessary for 
the end He desires, as can be clearly seen in the 
examples we quoted in support of our third axiom. 
For when God willed the succession of inferior 
bodies in this universe to be perpetuated He 
endowed the superior or heavenly bodies with such 
powers as would ensure that succession. So, too, in 
the human body He provided certain members 
with more excellent endowments for the health 
and comfort of the whole. A similar method did He 
adopt in the body of His Church which He willed 
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to be built up gradually by men’s toils and 
devotion. For this reason did He wish various ranks 
of men to be established in His Church and to each 
assign appropriate gifts. For it would be idle for any 
man to attempt to contribute anything towards the 
building-up of this body unless God had endowed 
him with special powers for the purpose. And even 
if he had received such powers he would not bring 
forth abundant fruit unless also he had been 
legitimately sent. ‘For how,’ says St. Paul, ‘shall 
they preach unless they be sent?7 He who wishes to 
be of use must be sent and duly appointed to his 
office. It often happens that a preacher who is less 
learned does more good to his hearers than one 
who is far more learned. This can only be because 
the one is assisted by a special gift of grace. For one 
who is duly sent receives the grace of the Holy 
Ghost, and indeed in a much more intimate 
manner than he received it once in Baptism.
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Section 9
SIXTH AXIOM

No one rightly exercises the pastoral office unless he 
be called, and duly receive from the prelates of the 

Church both ordination and mission.

S to vocation, St. Paul speaks of its 
necessity in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews: ‘No man taketh the 
honour to himself but he that is 

called by God, as Aaron was. So also Christ did not 
glorify Himself to be made a high priest, but He 
that said to Him: Thou art My Son, this day have I 
begotten Thee. As He saith also in another place: 
Thou art a priest for ever according to the order of 
Melchisedech.’3 So that if Christ, the first pastor, 
did not arrogate the honour, nor glorify Himself 
that He might become a priest, much less is it 
lawful to others. No one, then, may claim the 
honour of pastor unless he be duly called by God. 
We have the example of the first pastors who were 
called, one by one, by Christ, whereas the Scribe 
who offered himself uncalled was repulsed by 
Him.2 God, as we see from St. Luke’s Gospel, does 
not bestow His gifts except upon those whom He 
calls. ‘Calling,’ He says, 'his ten servants, he 
delivered to them ten pounds.’3 Note how the 



6z The Defence of the Priesthood

pounds were given to those who were called. St. 
Paul, too, claimed to be an apostle because of the 
call of Christ.4 St. Matthias, again, did not put 
himself forward, but was chosen after the apostles 
had prayed and cast lots, and thus he was made of 
their number.5 The apostles had not yet received 
the Holy Ghost nor had been instructed by Him 
what rite they should adopt for ordinations.

But St. Paul, though he had been personally 
called by Christ, yet at the bidding of the Holy 
Spirit was afterwards ordained, together with 
Barnabas. For, as we read in the Acts of the 
Apostles, there were prophets and doctors at 
Antioch, offering sacrifice to God and fasting, 
when they were commanded by the Spirit to 
separate Barnabas and Saul, then present amongst 
them. Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the work 
to which I have taken them.’ The prophets and 
doctors, then, who had received this command 
‘fasting and praying, and imposing their hands 
upon Barnabas and Saul, sent them away.’ And 
note how these two, thus sent away by them, were 
said to have been sent by the Holy Ghost. ‘So they, 
being sent by the Holy Ghost, went away.’6 Now 
the work to which they were summoned was not 
only the conversion of the people to Christ, but also 
the appointment and ordination of priests for the 
churches. Thus in the fourteenth chapter of the 
Acts we find the word xeiporoviioavreg, which 
means, ‘when by the imposition of hands they had 
ordained for the people priests in every church, and 
had prayed with fasting, they commended them to 
the Lord.’’And then we read that they returned to
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Antioch ‘from whence they had been delivered to 
the grace of God unto the work which they 
accomplished.’

Weigh all this, dear reader, carefully and if I am 
not mistaken you will see how far Luther has 
departed from the truth. I will not speak now of the 
liturgy or what the Fathers call sacrificing.’ Note, 
however, that these two saintly men, Barnabas and 
Saul, though they were chosen by the Holy Ghost, 
were yet made priests, by the prophets and doctors, 
by fasting, prayer and the imposition of hands. 
Note secondly that the work to which they were 
ordained was not simply the ministry of the word 
but the ordaining of other priests in turn for every 
church. Note thirdly that the ceremonies they used 
for ordaining priests were the same, viz. the laying- 
on of hands, prayer and fasting. Note lastly that 
until they had done this the ministry entrusted to 
them was not completed. For it was only when 
they had performed all these things fully that St. 
Luke relates their return to Antioch ‘from whence 
they had been delivered to the grace of God unto 
the work’ (he says) ‘which they accomplished.’

It is clear then that as Barnabas and Saul were 
themselves called, ordained and sent, so in turn 
they called, ordained and sent many others. But 
why need I labour the point? Christ Himself called, 
appointed and sent the first apostles. St. Mark 
relates it briefly: ‘Jesus going up into a mountain, 
called unto Him whom He would Himself.’ Here is 
the call. ‘And He made that twelve should be with 
Him.’ Here is the appointment:
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'And that He might send them to preach.’10 
Here is the sending: If anyone is not thus called 
ordained and sent, he ‘entereth not by the door into 
the sheepfold,’ nor does the porter open to him,’ 
but he is ‘a thief and a robber.’11 For he comes not 
with Christ’s but with his own authority, and all 
such are undoubtedly thieves and robbers. ‘All,’ He 
says, ‘who have come before Me,’ i.e. on their own 
authority and before the call of Christ ‘have broken 
into the fold and are thieves and robbers.’1

It is, then, the clear teaching of the Bible that no 
one can lawfiilly exercise the pastoral office unless 
he be duly called, ordained and sent by the prelates 
of the Church. Neither can Luther in honour 
disagree, for he has himself subscribed to it. Thus 
in his commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians 
he writes: ‘All this is said that you may appreciate 
the care Christ showed in establishing and 
protecting His Church, that no one should rashly 
presume to teach unless he be sent by Christ 
Himself or by those sent by Christ.’ Luther, then, 
fully subscribes to our axiom and we need reason 
no further about it.
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Section 10 
SEVENTH AXIOM 

Those who are lawfully appointed by the pastors of 
the Church to the pastoral office are undoubtedly 

called also by the Holy Ghost.

E have already shown that the rite or 
method by which new priests were 
to be ordained was chosen by the 
Holy Ghost Himself. For as there 

were at Antioch prophets and doctors, fasting and 
offering sacrifice, and amongst them Barnabas and
Saul, the Holy Ghost commanded them to separate 
these two for the ministry to which He called them. 
Note that though they were called to the apostolic 
ministry by the Holy Ghost, yet He commanded 
that they should be separated by the prophets and 
doctors who were there present. Now if this word 
‘separate’ means no more than ‘send,’ why did 
these prophets and doctors use so many idle 
ceremonies? For they fasted, prayed and laid hands 
upon them before they sent them away. Obviously 
then it was by this rite that they were made 
apostles.

Nor let anyone bring it forward as an objection 
that St. Paul had already been called by Christ. For 
there are the dearest proofs, both in this very 
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passage and elsewhere, that it was only at this time 
that he was made an apostle. One proof is that St. 
Luke, though so devoted a friend of St. Paul, in 
writing his history never before this time calls him 
Paul, but Saul always. But now, as soon as Saul is 
separated for the apostolate, St. Luke always calls 
him Paul.1

Another proof, and a strong one, is that St. Luke 
puts Saul titer all the others, in the very last 
place.'There were in the church which was at 
Antioch prophets and teachers, among whom was 
Barnabas, and Simon who was called Niger, and 
Lucius of Cyrene, and Manahen who was the 
foster-brother of Herod the tetrarch, and Saul.’2 St. 
Luke would certainly not have put Saul thus in the 
last place if he had already been regarded as an 
apostle. For apostles are not to be placed after 
prophets and teachers, as St. Paul himself testifies, 
saying: ‘First apostles, secondly prophets.’3

A third proof is that nowhere else do we read 
that St. Barnabas was made an apostle, and yet we 
know that he was an apostle and considered as 
such by all. Wherefore if at this time St. Barnabas 
was created an apostle why should we not say the 
same of St. Paul, since it is obvious that they are 
here both called to the same kind of ministry.

A fourth proof. What need was there otherwise 
that in sending out these two the others should 
fast, pray and impose hands? For by the imposition 
of hands grace is conferred, as we read in many 
places, even in the Acts themselves.

The last proof is that they received then the 
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power of appointing and ordaining priests by the 
imposition of their hands, ‘χειροτονήσαντες 
αυτοίς πρεσβυτέρους κατ ' εκκλησίαν,’4 i.e. by the 
imposition of hands they ordained them priests in 
every church. Nor did they alone lay on hands, but 
they fasted and prayed, as is stated in the same 
passage. By fasting, prayer and the laying-on of 
hands, therefore, they consecrated priests and 
placed them in authority over the people. And that 
we may understand that this was a substantial part 
of the task enjoined on them it is added that they 
returned to Antioch ‘whence they had been 
delivered to the grace of God unto the work which 
they accomplished.’5 The making of priests was 
therefore apart of the task and ministry entrusted 
to them at Antioch, for not until they had in this 
manner ordained priests was their ministry 
finished. Note, too, the expression of St. Luke, that 
they were ‘delivered to the grace of God.’ For who 
can doubt that when, at the command of the Holy 
Ghost, they were ordained so carefully, i.e. by 
prayer, fasting and the laying-on of hands, by the 
prophets and teachers, they received the richest 
graces of that same Spirit?

But further, St. Paul, writing to the Romans, 
glories in being thus set apart, ‘Separated,’ he says, 
unto the gospel of God.’6 Yet though they were 

sent in this manner, the sacred text makes it quite 
clear that they were sent out by the Holy Ghost 
Himself.

Perhaps you will ask why St. Matthias was not 
ordained in this manner. Clearly because the Holy 
Ghost had not yet come. He afterwards taught this 
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rite which later on was observed commonly in all 
cases. For, as we have seen, Paul and Barnabas 
ordained priests in every church by fasting, prayer 
and the laying-on of hands. Need I say more? Of all 
the priests who were in this manner ordained, 
either by Barnabas and Paul, or by others possessed 
of similar authority, St. Paul did not hesitate to 
affirm that they were appointed by the Holy Ghost, 
and for the special purpose of ruling the Church of 
God. Thus many of the priests of Ephesus came to 
him and he addressed them in these words: ‘Take 
heed to yourselves, and to all the flock, over which 
the Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops to rule the 
Church of God.’7 Although they were appointed to 
this office by the hands of men yet St. Paul does 
not hesitate to attribute it to the Holy Ghost and to 
call it the work of God. Therefore as many as were 
ordained pastors in the lawful manner either by the 
apostles or by their successors were appointed by 
the Holy Ghost. But as this age or succession lasts, 
as we have said, not only to our own day but is to 
last to the end of the world, it follows that all who 
are or shall be duly called and ordained by the 
prelates of the Church to this office are to be 
regarded as appointed by the Holy Ghost Himself 
who abides for ever in the Church. So much for the 
seventh axiom.
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There is an exception to this general statement in Acts 
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6 Romans 1:1.
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Section 11 
EIGHTH AXIOM 

All those lawfully ordained receive from the Holy 
Ghost gifts of grace by which they are made more fit 

worthily to carry out the duties of their ministry.

O one denies that St. Timothy was 
appointed bishop by St. Paul, and 
therefore we will draw our first 
argument from the Epistle the latter 

wrote to the former. 'Neglect not,’ he writes,‘the 
grace which is in thee, which was given thee by 
prophecy with the imposition of the hands of the 
priesthood.’1 Timothy, then, by the authority o| 
that priesthood which belonged to the one whc 
ordained him, received the gift of grace. That St. 
Paul himself was the one who ordained him 
appears in the Second Epistle to Timothy: '1 
admonish thee that thou stir up the grace of God^ 
which is in thee by the imposition of my hands. 
Here, then, St. Paul reveals himself as the one who 
ordained Timothy, and a second time asserts that at 
his ordination Timothy received the gift of grace. 
Ordination was always conferred by the laying-on 
of hands, as we shall afterwards show. Nor can we 
doubt that as St. Paul asserts that Timothy received 
grace, so he would say too of all others who should 
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receive ordination from others enjoying equal 
authority with himself. We shall show, moreover, 
in the following axiom that this grace was given at 
the moment of Timothy’s ordination and not, as 
Luther tries to argue, when he was baptized by St. 
Paul.

Nor was such grace given to Timothy alone, but 
also to Titus, and to all others who in turn were 
ordained by them. In general to all who were 
ordained by the apostles, or by those who had 
themselves been ordained by the apostles, grace 
was given, provided that those so ordained put no 
hindrance in the way. For what else could be an 
obstacle to the abundant grace of the Spirit? Is not 
the Holy Ghost the ever-flowing fount of the very 
richest graces? Is it not the very purpose of His a 
biding presence in the Church that He should 
bestow grace for the building-up of the spiritual 
edifice of the Church? Thus St. Paul teaches that to 
each one of us is given grace, but in one measure to 
the apostles, another to the prophets, another to 
the evangelists, another to the pastors and teachers. 
The purpose, however, of the grace which is thus 
given to all is ‘for the perfection of the saints, for 
the work of the ministry, unto the edification of the 
body of Christ,’3 which is the Church. St. Paul calls 
himself an architect,'1 for he received grace for the 
purpose of building-up the Church. But as that 
building is still far from complete other architects 
are needed, and they, too, like St. Paul, must 
receive graces for its edification. When the 
tabernacle of the covenant was being built, as we 
have before said, the Holy Ghost filled certain men 
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‘with wisdom, understanding and knowledge to 
devise in each work what should best be made.’5 
Such generosity characterized the Holy Ghost even 
before the time had come for pouring out the 
plenitude of His grace. But now that the Holy 
Ghost has been given, and given indeed for the 
very purpose of building-up the Church, surely He 
will not so much despise those whom He Himself 
has appointed to work at the erection of the edifice 
as to give them no grace. No one but Luther would 
ever believe such a thing.

Not, of course, that I deny that the people also 
have received grace, but, as is fitting, they receive 
it in a different measure to their pastors and rulers. 
Rulers and people differ, in the mind of St. Paul, as 
the architect differs from his house and the 
husbandman from his field. For he says: ‘We are 
God’s coadjutors.’6 If, then, he calls himself and the 
other rulers of the Church God’s fellow-workers, 
what does he call the people? Not fellow-workers, 
but rather the material on which the work is done. 
For to the people he says: ‘You are God’s 
husbandry; you are God’s building,’ i.e. the 
husbandry and building of God whose fellow
workers he calls himself and the other rulers of the 
Church. For although God is the chief 
husbandman, yet the rulers of the Church are also 
called husbandmen in Holy Scripture. Thus in St. 
Matthew’s Gospel we read: ‘He will bring these evil 
men to an evil end, and will let out his vineyard to 
other husband-men that shall render him the fruit 
in due season.’7 That is to say, under the Old Law 
the husbandmen were the ministers of that Law, 
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whom, as they were evil, the lord of the vineyard 
brought to an evil end. But now under the Gospel 
God lets out His vineyard to other husbandmen to 
cultivate, who will bring Him, as He says, the fruit 
in due season. But the husbandmen to whom God’s 
vineyard is let out are obviously the rulers of the 
Church. Now so long as the earlier husbandmen 
proved themselves worthy of the grace of the Holy 
Ghost, they received it. For, as we have said above, 
when Moses alone was not able to govern so vast a 
multitude he chose seventy elders whom God 
made to partake of the same Spirit as Moses, that 
they might be more fit to rule the people. Can we 
think that God did so much for the husband men of 
that people which He foresaw He would have to 
cast off, and yet gave nothing of the Spirit of Christ 
to the husbandmen whom He appointed to rule the 
people which He redeemed by the blood of His 
Son?

Again, under the Old Law not merely the High 
Priest but also the minor priests who held authority 
in the Temple were anointed in their ordination. 
Wherefore if the reality is to correspond with the 
shadow, as of course it should, then all who are 
ordained pastors of the Church at the hands of 
prelates must receive interiorly the spiritual 
unction of grace. For the grace of the Holy Ghost 
is a kind of spiritual anointing.

Here Luther breaks in and claims that that 
anointing is common to all Christians, and 
therefore that every Christian is a priest. Christ, he 
says, is the High Priest, but all other Christians are 
lesser priests.



Second Rejoinder 77

But here Luther deceives both himself and 
others. For if Christ is our High Priest, and all other 
Christians tire lesser priests, what are we to say of 
the people? If the reality is to correspond to its 
shadow, besides the High Priest and the people, 
there must be lesser priests to act as mediators 
between the High Priest and the people. Now if 
every Christian were a priest he would not be in 
authority over the Church, nor be a priest for the 
people, but for himself alone. But we now are 
speaking of priests who are priests for the people 
and are duly placed in authority over churches, 
such as those who, as we have above shown, must 
be called, ordained, and sent out to their ministry.

But not all Christians are thus individually 
called, ordained and sent, and therefore they are 
not priests of this kind.

But we do not wish to deny that all Christians 
are anointed; anointed, however, to fight, not to 
preach the Gospel. Christ showed that He was 
anointed to preach the Gospel when he applied to 
Himself the prophecy of Isaias. ‘The Spirit of the 
Lord is upon Me: wherefore He hath appointed Me 
to preach the Gospel to the poor.’’ Christ, then, was 
spiritually anointed by grace that He might preach 
to the poor. But such an anointing priests alone 
share with Christ, for that they may more 
successfully fulfil their office of preaching, they 
receive the internal unction of the Holy Ghost. 
Such priests are priests not for themselves alone 
but for the people: they are lawfully placed over 
churches, being duly called, ordained and sent. 
Who now can doubt that they receive grace from 
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the origin and giver of all graces, the Holy Spirit, by 
whom pastors, architects and husbandmen are 
provided for the people and for the Church of God?
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Section 12
NINTH AXIOM

The Holy Spirit willed that grace should be attached to 
an outward sensible sign so that when the sign is duly 
performed we know by faith that grace is at the same 

moment bestowed.

HOUGH the Holy Scriptures do not 
teach this axiom in so many words, 
yet it is an obvious conclusion from 
what is therein contained. For the

Scriptures do not always express truths which 
nevertheless we all believe undoubtedly to be such. 
For example, where is it written either that Christ 
taught his apostles or that the Holy Ghost 
commanded them to impose hands upon such as 
were baptized? And yet we read that they did it, 
and not fruitlessly. For when at the preaching of 
Philip the deacon the Samaritans believed and were 
baptized, they did not receive the Holy Ghost in a 
visible way before Peter and John had imposed 
hands upon them. Wherefore Simon, who by his 
magical art had beguiled the people, seeing that by 
the hands of the apostles the Holy Ghost was given, 
tried to buy this power for himself so that upon 
whomsoever he might impose hands that one 
might receive the Holy Ghost.' Now, no one would 
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believe that the apostles would thus have acted 
unless they had been before instructed by the Holy 
Ghost, and yet Scripture contains no word of their 
having thus been instructed.

There are certainly, then, many things which 
the apostles taught the Church but never 
committed to the Holy Scriptures. Eusebius of 
Caesarea is a witness to this fact. He writes: ‘When 
Ignatius, as a captive, was sailing along the coast of 
Asia and visiting the various cities, he preached the 
Gospel to the people of the Church and bade them 
remain firm in faith, guard themselves against the 
pestilential errors of the heretics, which dien were 
beginning to be propagated, and hold carefully and 
steadily to the traditions of the apostles, which 
traditions, for the sake of safety and in order that 
there might be no uncertainty in future times, he 
says that he had left behind him in writing.’2

If only that book were still extant, in which 
Ignatius collected together the traditions of the 
apostles, it is certain that it would supply much that 
is now lacking. But to return to our point. As it was 
clearly by the instruction of the Holy Ghost that 
the apostles, by the laying-on of hands, bestowed 
the Holy Ghost upon those who were baptized, so 
it was by the command of the same Spirit that they 
laid hands upon those who were to be ordained, in 
order that they might receive a special grace for the 
due fulfilment of their office. Neither of these facts 
can be doubted by any Christian, for they are so 
plainly contained in Holy Scripture, although no 
record remains of an express command to the 
apostles.
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That ordination was given by the imposition of 
hands is clear from many passages of Scripture. We 
need not here repeat the two texts from St. Paul’s 
Epistles to Timothy which we quoted at the 
opening of the proof of our eighth axiom.

There is no ground for Luther’s objection that 
this imposition of hands was performed when 
Timothy was baptized by St. Paul. For hands were 
twice imposed upon him, as the Acts relate in 
regard to St. Paul himself. For when Paul was 
baptized by Ananias hands were imposed upon 
him and a second time by the prophets and 
teachers when by command of the Spirit he was 
separated to the apostolate.4 So also hands were 
twice imposed upon Timothy, once, as is the 
common use, after the reception of baptism, but of 
this the Scripture says nothing; a second time when 
he was ordained bishop, and of this St. Paul speaks. 
For from the context of the passage it is apparent 
that the gift of which St. Paul speaks was given tc 
Timothy for the instruction of the people. ‘Till I 
come, attend to reading, to exhortation and to 
doctrine.’5 This is the introduction to the passage in 
question. Hence the imposition of hands to which 
St. Paul refers is obviously the ordination to the 
episcopate.

We may add that Luther has never shown from 
the Scriptures that Timothy was baptized by St. 
Paul. That he was circumcised by him we do not 
deny,6 but that he was baptized by him is nowhere 
found in the Bible. If Luther wishes to adduce any 
testimony that is not in the Scriptures he is acting 
unfairly, for when it tells against him he will not 
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admit any such evidence. In fact St. Paul baptized 
but rarely, for, as he says in the Epistle to the 
Corinthians, ‘Christ sent me not to baptize but to 
preach the Gospel.’7 Moreover, we read in the Acts 
that St. Paul, after leaving Barnabas, found at 
Lystra Timothy, born of a Christian mother and 
already a disciple.’ Clearly he was already baptized.

St. Paul, then, as the Acts relate, taking with 
him Timothy, circumcised him on account of the 
Jews, and for some time employed him as a helper 
that he might get to know his character. He wished 
himself to do what he enjoined upon others. 
‘Impose not hands lightly upon any man ’’ he was 
to say to Timothy when later on he was a bishop, 
referring, of course, to ordination, not to baptism, 
for that used to be administered forthwith. A 
similar precept did St. Paul give in regard to 
deacons, that they should be tested before they 
ministered. For some time, then, he kept Timothy 
with him as an assistant that he might make trial of 
him. But when he had been proved worthy he was 
ordained bishop by the imposition of St. Paul’s 
hands, placed in authority over a church and given 
power to consecrate others. For to him was the 
command given: ‘Impose not hands lightly upon 
any man.’

Similarly St. Paul made Titus a bishop, and set 
him over the Cretans with authority to consecrate 
others whom he might judge worthy. ‘For this 
cause,’ he writes, ‘I left thee in Crete, that thou 
shouldest set in order the things that are wanting 
and shouldest ordain priests in every city, as I also 
appointed thee.’"1 Clearly Titus was to ordain by 
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the same rite of imposition of hands as that by 
which St. Paul had ordained him. It was the same 
rite as that by which Saul and Barnabas had been 
separated for the apostolate, including the 
ceremonies of prayer, fasting and laying-on of 
hands. The same, too, as Paul and Barnabas 
employed, as we read in the fourteenth chapter of 
the Acts: ‘And when they had ordained for them 
priests in every church, and had prayed with 
fasting, they commended them to the Lord.’"

The word xeipoTovqoavTeg is indeed used by 
the Greek writers of the people who elected their 
magistrates by raising their hands. But here St. 
Luke uses it in another sense. For he is not here 
speaking of the people, who indeed manifest their 
consent by lifting up their hands, but of the 
apostles, who by laying-on their hands ordained 
priests and placed them in authority over the 
people. Thus St. Jerome, commenting on the fifty
eighth chapter of Isaias, says that by yeiporoviav is 
to be understood the ordination of clerics, which is 
performed not simply by prayer, but by the 
imposition of hands.’2

Though it is related that the deacons also were 
ordained by the laying-on of hands, and therefore 
received a certain grace, yet we may be sure that as 
these ranks are different, so priests and deacons 
receive grace in varying degrees to help them to 
perform their different functions. The apostles laid 
hands on the deacons, as we read in the sixth 
chapter of the Acts, that they might receive a grace 
proportionate to their office. They commanded the 
brethren to look out among themselves for seven 
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men of good reputation whom they might appoint 
to the office. To the brethren was the selection 
committed, since they knew the behaviour of 
others better than the apostles. But it was the 
apostles who by imposition of hands conferred 
upon them the office itself of the deacon. ‘These 
they placed in the presence of the apostles: and 
they, praying, imposed hands upon them. ’ ” But the 
apostles would never have imposed hands upon 
them had they not been taught by the Holy Ghost 
that grace would be thereby given. In some of them 
we can see how in actual fact grace did follow. 
Thus of Stephen it is said that he was full of grace 
and fortitude,14 and of Philip we read that by his 
preaching, his signs and miracles he converted the 
Samaritans to Christ.15

Surely now it must be abundantly evident that 
by this outward sign, viz. the imposition of hands, 
grace is bestowed upon those who sire duly 
ordained by the prelates of the Church to the 
pastoral office.
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Section 13 
TENTH AXIOM 

Those who are lawfully ordained pastors and 
priests of the Church are called, and truly are, 

priests of God.

■
 SAIAS writes: ‘You shall be called the 
priests of the Lord: to you it shall be 
said: Ye ministers of our God: you 

__________ shall eat the riches of the Gentiles 
and you shall pride yourselves in their glory.’ 
These words refer to the apostles and their 
successors and foretell that they shall be called 

princes of the Church, priests of the Lord and 
ministers of God. In this sense do all writers 
interpret the passage who have ever yet dealt with 
it, nor can it be twisted to any other meaning 
except by violence.

Thus St. Jerome in his commentary on Isaias 
says of this passage: ‘The builders of the cities that 
have been laid waste, the shepherds of the flocks, 
the husbandmen and dressers of the vine, the sons 
of strangers, all these are the priests of God to 
whom the prophet now says : You shall be called 
the priests of the Lord: to you it shall be said: Ye 
ministers of our God. He means, of course, the 
princes of the Church’.2
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St. Clement, too, in his Epistle to James, where 
he speaks about priests and bishops, quotes the 
same words, thus: ‘By the prophet He speaks, 
saying: You shall be called the priests of the Lord: to 
you it shall be said: Ye ministers of our God: you 
shall eat the riches of the Gentiles and you shall 
pride yourselves in their glory.’3 The words 
certainly are applicable to the apostles and their 
successors. They ate the riches of the Gentiles,’ for 
they converted the greatest of them to the faith and 
incorporated them with Christ. Thus it was said to 
Peter in regard to the Gentiles: ‘Kill and eat.’4 And 
they made contemptible the glory of the Gentiles 
when the Gentiles, with all the wisdom and 
eloquence of which they were so proud, were 
unable to withstand the apostles. Now neither the 
Gentiles nor the unbelieving Jews would refer to 
the apostles and their successors as ministers of our 
God, because they were not willing to acknowledge 
God as common to them and the Christians, but 
Christians will ever give them that title. Clearly, 
then, this prophecy proves that the pastors of the 
Church should be called priests of God.

But we shall prove the same from the New 
Testament. To begin with, Luther cannot deny that 
Christ Himself is called a priest according to the 
order of Melchisedech. David announces it in 
prophecy: ‘The Lord hath sworn, and He will not 
repent: Thou art a priest for ever according to the 
order of Melchisedech.’5 St. Paul quotes these 
words in the Epistle to the Hebrews to show that 
Christ is a priest according to the order of 
Melchisedech, but not according to the order of 
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Aaron. If this is so, Christ must have used in His 
sacrifice the same substances in which of old 
Melchisedech offered sacrifice. Now the book of 
Genesis tells us that he sacrificed in bread and 
wine: ‘Melchisedech the king of Salem brought 
forth bread and wine, for he was the priest of the 
most high God.’’ Christ, therefore, was to sacrifice 
in bread and wine, but never did he do so except at 
the Last Supper, when under the appearance of 
bread and wine He instituted the sacrament of His 
body and blood. It follows that He offered sacrifice 
at the Last Supper. So necessary is this conclusion 
that I trust that no one, however impious or 
foolish, will deny it. If Christ was a priest according 
to the order of Melchisedech who sacrificed in 
bread and wine He Himself must have sacrificed in 
bread and wine, which He is nowhere read to have 
done except in the Cenacle.

But perhaps Luther will deny that 
Melchisedech’s sacrifice was in bread and wine. For 
however certain and well established a thing may 
be these heretics are bold and impudent enough to 
deny it if it is in opposition to their tenets. But this 
fact is as certain as anything can well be. For 
immediately after the words ‘Melchisedech 
brought forth bread and wine,’ it is added, ‘for he 
was the priest of the most high God.’ Why should 
these words be given as the cause of what goes 
before, unless it be to show that Melchisedech used 
bread and wine in his sacrifice?

Here Luther will exclaim that the phrase is 
wrongly translated from the Hebrew vb’l] 7X7 7711 
imx which means ‘And he was the priest of the 
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most high God,’ as indeed St. Jerome translated it 
elsewhere.

But grant that it may be so rendered, it tells 
equally in our favour, in so far as immediately after 
the mention of bread and wine it is added that he 
was the priest of the most high God. I would ask 
Luther to tell me what other kind of sacrifice 
Melchisedech ever offered. If he was a priest of 
some special order he must have offered some 
special sacrifice. As here, then, mention is made of 
bread and wine, which Christ also used when He 
instituted the sacrament of His body, and as no 
other kind of sacrifice is ever said in the Scriptures 
to have been offered by Melchisedech, how can 
anyone be so shameless as to deny that he ever 
offered sacrifice in these things?

Luther certainly would have an argument of 
some weight if nowhere else in Holy Scripture 
there were any mention of a sacrifice in bread and 
wine. For as Christ more than once is asserted to 
have been a priest according to the order of 
Melchisedech, it is of importance that there should 
be mention of some sacrifice common to them 
both. But as there is nowhere any mention of 
another sacrifice common to them it follows that 
this sacrifice in bread and wine is the one.

Though in this way our thesis is abundantly 
proved, yet we shall not shrink from the labour of 
quoting the testimony of the most learned writers, 
not only Latin and Greek, but Jewish also, that if 
possible Luther may be ashamed of his rashness 
insofar as he quotes for his heresy neither reason 
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nor Scripture nor the testimony of any learned 
writer. Our purpose, then, is to make it abundantly 
clear that Melchisedech used to offer sacrifice in 
bread and wine. First we will speak of Latin writers.

St. Jerome, the most learned of Scriptural 
scholars, in his letter to Evagrius,8 writes as follows: 
'Melchisedech, because he was of Chanaan and not 
of the race of the Jews, was a type of the priesthood 
of the Son of God, of which it is written in the one 
hundred and ninth Psalm: ‘Thou art a priest for 
ever according to the order of Melchisedech.’ This 
order is interpreted in various ways, viz. because he 
alone was both king and priest and exercised his 
priesthood before the covenant of circumcision, so 
that the Jews received their priesthood after the 
Gentiles, not the Gentiles from the Jews; nor was 
he anointed with oil as the law of Moses 
commanded, but with the oil of gladness and purity 
of faith; nor did he offer victims of flesh and blood, 
nor receive the blood nor entrails of brute animal 
(i.e. anything above and beyond food),’ but wit 
simple bread and wine, and with a pure sacrifice k 
dedicated the sacrament of Christ.’

St. Augustine agrees, saying: Tn the priest 
Melchisedech we see our Lord’s sacrifice pre
figured, as Holy Scripture testifies: “And 
Melchisedech the King of Salem brought forth 
bread and wine. For he was the priest of the most 
high God and he blessed Abraham.” And that 
Melchisedech was a type of Christ the Holy Ghost 
declares in the Psalm, saying in the person of the 
Father to the Son, “Before the day-star I begot 
Thee: Thou art a priest for ever according to the 
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order of Melchisedech.” ’10
We may add St. Cyprian, who writes thus:" ‘So 

that in the book of Genesis Abraham’s blessing by 
the priest Melchisedech may be duly emphasized, 
his typical sacrifice in bread and wine is first 
mentioned. This type our Lord afterwards 
completed and fulfilled when He offered bread and 
wine mingled with water. He, who is the reality, 
fulfilled the truth of the shadow. So, too, by the 
mouth of Solomon12 the Holy Ghost shows 
beforehand a type of the bread and wine, offered in 
sacrifice by our Lord, referring also to the altar and 
to the apostles. ‘ Wisdom hath built herself a house, 
she hath hewn her out seven pillars. She hath slain 
her victims, mingled her wine and set forth her 
table. She hath sent out her servants to invite with 
loud proclamation13 to the cup, saying: “Whosoever 
is foolish, let him come to me.” And to the unwise 
she said: “Come, eat my bread, and drink the wine 
which I have mingled for you”.’

St. Ambrose agrees with the preceding: ‘There 
was given to thee long before a type of these 
sacraments. It was in the time of Abraham, when 
he gathered together three hundred and eighteen 
servants, pursued his enemies and delivered his 
nephew. As he returned a victor he was met by the 
priest Melchisedech who offered him bread and 
wine. Who had bread and wine? Not Abraham but 
Melchisedech. Melchisedech, therefore, is the 
author of the sacraments.’14

Amobius similarly writes: ‘He who by the 
mystery of bread and wine was made a priest 
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forever according to the order of 
Melchisedech—Melchisedech who alone amongst 
priests offered bread and wine, when Abraham was 
returning victorious from the fight.’15

But let us turn to the Greeks. St. Chrysostom, 
commenting on this passage, says: ‘See how in the 
honour offered to the patriarch the sacrament is 
prefigured, for he offered him bread and wine. 
Having seen the type, look now to the fulfilment 
and admire the truth of the Scriptures. In earlier 
centuries, nay. even from the beginning, the future 
was foretold.’'6

St. John Damascene is in complete agreement. 
‘As Abraham returned from the slaughter of the 
strangers he was received with gifts of bread and 
wine by Melchisedech who was a priest of the most 
high God. That banquet prefigured this mystical 
banquet, as that priest prefigured and shadowed 
forth the true priest Christ: ‘Thou art a priest for 
ever according to the order of Melchisedech”.’

Vulgarius, lastly, is in entire agreement. Writing 
on the Epistle to the Hebrews, he says: 'But to what 
other priest after the manner of Melchisedech can 
the Jews point but to Christ? Were not all others 
under the Law? Did they not all observe the 
sabbaths and offer the sacrifices of the Law? 
Clearly, then, what is said refers to Christ. For He, 
and He alone, after the manner of Melchisedech, 
sacrificed in bread and wine.’

What need to quote more authors? They all 
assert, as you see, dear reader, both these facts, viz. 
that both Melchisedech and Christ offered sacrifice 
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in bread and wine. And as even the Jewish Rabbis 
assert it of Melchisedech, and bear witness that 
their Messias, when he comes, will do the 
same.what further room can there be for doubt?

So the Rabbi Semuel, according to the testimony 
of the Rabbi Moses Hadarsan, interpreting this 
passage of Genesis, said: ‘Here the writer dealswith 
the mysteries of the priesthood. For Melchisedech 
was sacrificing bread and wine to God who is holy 
and blessed, as it is said in the same place: ‘And he 
was a priest of the most high God”.’

Rabbi Pinhas, the son of Jair, spoke thus: ‘When 
the Messias comes all sacrifices shall cease, but the 
sacrifice of bread and wine shall never cease. As it 
is written in Genesis: “And Melchisedech King of 
Salem took bread and wine.”Melchisedech stands 
for the Messias, the King who is to come. “Melchi” 
signifies King, for He is the King of the whole 
world. “Sedech ” signifies justice. AndHe shall send 
forth His justice and peace over the whole world.’ 
He added: ‘The King of Salem, that is of the 
heavenly Jerusalem.took bread and wine, that is, 
when other sacrifices fail He will continue the 
sacrifice of bread and wine, as it is written in the 
one hundred and ninth Psalm: “Thou art a priest 
for ever according to the order of Melchisedech.’”

The Rabbi Johai, who lived long before Christ, 
proves that the sacrifice of bread and wine will 
never cease, partly from the words of the Book of 
Judges: ‘Can I forsake my wine that cheereth God 
and men?’ He says: ‘Wine cheers men,but how 
does it cheer God?’ His answer is: In the sacrifice 
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which is made of wine.’ He proves it, too, partly 
from the book of Psalms. For he adds: ‘That the 
sacrifice of bread will never cease is clear from the 
seventy-first Psalm: “There shall be a cake of corn 
upon the earth, high up upon the hills.’”1’

In addition, many Jewish doctors, especially 
Rabbi Kimhi and Rabbi Selemon, interpret this 
Psalm absolutely of the Messias, and assert that his 
sacrifice will be in a cake of corn. The Chaldaic 
translation agrees, thus: ‘There will be Corban, i.e. 
a sacrifice of corn on the earth, upon the high 
mountains of the Church.’ In which words is 
clearly signified the manner of sacrificing which 
the priests now observe, i.e. the elevation of the 
host. For ‘the mountains of the Church’ most fitly 
expresses the priests and prelates of the Church.

If we have been tedious in these many 
quotations it is that there may remain no particle of 
doubt that as Melchisedech sacrificed in bread and 
wine, so Christ, who was a priest after his order, 
used the same substances in His sacrifice. And 
since so many important writers, Latin, Greek and 
Jewish, agree on this point; and Scripture, far from 
opposing it, gives it the strongest support, nor ever 
ascribes to Melchisedech any other priesthood save 
the sacrifice of bread and wine, who now will have 
any further hesitation in asserting that Christ and 
Melchisedech offered sacrifice by means of the 
same substances?

But as not only in the early days of the Church’s 
history, but throughout the whole of its course (as 
we have shown in the fifth axiom), priests were 
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necessary, it follows that the successors of the 
apostles were also priests and had the power to 
offer sacrifice. ‘Do this in commemoration of Me’20 
was a command not only for the apostles, but for 
all those who with similar authority should succeed 
them in the rule of the Church. So, then, dear 
reader, not only do we see in the Old Testament, 
from the prophecy of Isaias, that the pastors of the 
Christian flock are called priests of the Lord, but we 
find in the New Testament the reason why they 
should be so called.
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Section 14
CONCLUSION OF SECOND REJOINDER

TX E have now built up our ten axioms 
aS for the second rejoinder to Luther.

The first shows that for six 
undeniable reasons there must be

placed over the multitude men to care for its 
interests.

The second, that in fact Christ appointed such 
men to feed, govern and teach His, i.e. the 
Christian, flock.

The third, that such men need a more abundant 
grace that they may the better discharge their 
office.

The fourth, that in fact Christ did bestow such 
grace upon the pastors He appointed.

The fifth, that these offices must necessarily be 
continued in the Church until the Last Day.

The sixth, that no one lawfully discharges such 
an office unless he be duly called, ordained and 
sent.

The seventh, that those who are legitimately 
appointed to such offices are undoubtedly to be 
believed to be called by the Holy Ghost.

The eighth, that at the moment when they are 



Second rejoinder ioj

thus appointed they receive always the grace of the 
same Spirit unless they place a hindrance in the 
way.

The ninth, that the Holy Spirit infallibly gives 
this grace at the performance of some external rite, 
i.e. the imposition of hands.

The tenth, that the pastors and priests, so 
ordained by the imposition of hands, are truly 
priests of God and offer sacrifice both for 
themselves and for their flock.

From these axioms, which we have fully 
established from the Holy Scriptures, it is clearly 
proved that in the Church there are some 
functions, instituted by Christ and His Holy Spirit, 
which are not common to each and every one of 
the people. For not all are called to the office of 
feeding, teaching and ruling the flock. But without 
call and ordination (as we have shown) no one may 
usurp these functions. We do not deny, however, 
that all the people are called priests in Holy 
Scripture, but their priesthood, in comparison with 
the other, is metaphorical. For the people in the 
same sense in which they are called priests are also, 
as we shall show, called kings. Each one as a king 
rules himself and in like manner is a priest to 
himself alone.

All Christians, then, are kings and priests, but to 
themselves, not to others. But the pastors and 
priests of whom we speak are priests for the whole 
flock in the sense that they feed and rule them. For 
they are mediators between Christ and the people 
that they may teach the people what they have 
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learnt from Christ or His Spirit For this reason 
does St. Peter, as we have seen, call Christ the 
Prince of Pastors. For as they feed the flock they 
are in turn fed by Christ.

Moreover, the priests of whom we speak have to 
render an account for the souls of their subjects, 
but the people have not in turn to render an 
account for the souls of their priests. Again, priests, 
although they are 'taken from among men,’ are yet 
'appointed for men in the things that appertain to 
God.’1 But the people, on the other hand, are not 
appointed to act as intermediaries to God for their 
priests. Priests, therefore, being of the same flesh 
and blood as the people, are to offer sacrifice 
continually both for themselves and for the sins of 
the people.

Thus the victim by which chiefly they are to 
appease the anger of God is the sacrifice of the altar 
in which under the appearance of bread and wine 
according to the order of Melchisedech they offer 
continually the body and blood of Christ. Luther 
with a great show of words boasted arrogantly that 
he had proved no priest nor mediator to be 
necessary to the people except Christ. It will now 
be clear, I trust, how utterly unfounded is this 
assertion. So may we say, too, of his assertions that 
every Christian is a sufficient priest to himself to 
teach himself and to perform all the other priestly 
functions, and that all other offices that are not 
common to the whole people have been set up by 
the lies of men and the deceits of Satan. For from 
the foregoing axioms it will be obvious to all that 
the office of these men, whom for the moment we 
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may call go-betweens or mediators between Christ 
and the flock, was not established by any human 
invention, but by the divine institution of Christ 
and the Holy Spirit.



wi The Defence of the Priesthood

Notes on Section 14.

1 Hebrews 5:1.



Second Rejoinder



The Defence of the Priesthood

Section 15
THIRD REJOINDER 

Introduction

T remains now to make our third 
rejoinder to Luther and to show that 
he can quote nothing, whether from 
the Holy Scriptures or from the 

writings of orthodox teachers, in support of his 
heresy. We will take the texts of Scripture as he has 
arranged them and refute them one by one.

Attempting to show that the one and only 
priesthood for us is that of Christ, whereby He 
offered Himself for us and all of us with Himself, 
he quotes St. Peter’s words: ‘Christ died once for 
our sins, the just for the unjust, that He might offer 
us to God, being put to death, indeed, in the flesh, 
but brought to life by the Spirit.’1

We reply that there is no obscurity in these 
words. For the reason why Christ offered Himself 
to the Father as a victim for our sins, the just for 
the unjust, was not that He had offered us as a 
victim again and again, for we were not yet in 
being, but that in the future, when we should have 
shown ourselves obedient to His laws. He might

108
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present us, truly justified, to His Father. That will 
surely come to pass if we keep ourselves pure and 
undefiled from the evil desires of a former sinful 
life. But this in no way hinders our being 
meanwhile fed, ruled and taught by priests. Indeed, 
through their care and solicitude for us we shall far 
more easily and surely be preserved pure and 
undefiled.

He quotes, too, the words of St. Paul to the 
Hebrews: ‘By one oblation He hath perfected 
forever them that are sanctified.’2

I do not suppose that Luther concludes from 
these words that every Christian, however great a 
sinner he has been, is yet sanctified by this oblation 
once made. For it is certain that innumerable 
Christians will be condemned to eternal 
punishment. Only those, then, are certainly 
sanctified by this oblation to whom its merits are 
communicated by the sacraments of the Church. 
For clearly he who refuses to be baptized when he 
has the opportunity will never share in the benefit 
of Christ’s oblation. As, then, Baptism is one 
means by which we receive the virtue of that 
oblation, so the Sacrament of the Altar is another, 
which as often as it is celebrated shows forth to us 
the oblation once made upon the Cross. Although, 
therefore, one victim was long ago offered by 
Christ and was sufficient as a propitiation to the 
Father for innumerable sins, yet the same sacrifice 
is renewed as often as the mystery of the body and 
blood of Christ is celebrated upon the altar. We 
have already written at great length upon the 
subject in the book in which on behalf of our most 
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illustrious king we answered Luther’s curses,3 and 
we shall treat of it again a little later. Since we all 
sin daily, and now indeed far more gravely after the 
one oblation of Christ, a victim is now no less 
necessary than before, since now our sins are far 
more grave. Although then Christ does not die for 
us a second time, yet in order that the merits of the 
death that He once suffered for us be applied to us 
again when we have sinned, the sacrifice of the 
altar must be frequently renewed. This is done by 
those whom before we called go-betweens or 
mediators between Christ and the people. From 
these texts, therefore, no one can rightly infer that 
there need be no priests as intermediaries between 
Christ and the people.

Luther, then, from these texts tries to deduce 
that the priesthood of Christ is spiritual and is 
common to all Christians. ‘We are all,’ he says, 
‘sharers in the priesthood of Christ, all of us who 
are Christians, i.e. children of Christ the high 
priest.’

We reply that though it is not a just inference 
from these particular texts, yet what he says is true. 
But not every one of the people is a priest in the 
sense in which Christ is one. For many things are 
asserted of Him which cannot be applied to 
individual Christians in the same manner in which 
they are attributed to Him. We agree, however, 
that in one sense Luther’s words are true, in the 
sense, that is to say, that every Christian is a priest 
to himself, as we have said. But besides this 
priesthood which is common to all, it is evident 
from what we have said that there must be a special
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priesthood exercised by those who by the rulers of 
the Church are lawfully called, ordained and sent, 
who are priests not to themselves alone, but to 
thepeople over whom by their lawful vocation 
theyare placed.

Luther continues: ‘Nor do we need any other 
priest or mediator except Christ, for every priest is 
chosen, as the apostle says, that he may pray for 
the people and teach them. But every Christian by 
himself prays in Christ, having by Him, as St. Paul 
says, access to God. So did Isaias promise: “And it 
shall come to pass that before they call I will hear; 
as they are yet speaking, I will hear."4 Thus they 
are taught by themselves from God, according to 
the same prophet: “ I will make all thy children to 
be taught of the Lord.”5 So, too, Jeremias:“They 
shall teach no more every man his neighbour, and 
every man his brother, saying: Knowthe Lord. For 
all shall know Me from the least of them even to 
the greatest.”6 Isaias again says: “The earth is filled 
with the knowledge of the Lord as the covering 
waters of the sea.”” Hence Christ calls the people 
OeoSibaKTOug, “It is written in the prophets: And 
they shall all be taught of God”.’8 From these texts 
Luther thinks and asserts that every visible 
priesthood is abolished, for the two chief offices of 
the priest, praying and teaching, are now, as he 
boasts, proved to be common to all Christians.

I reply that these texts of Scripture are as 
infallibly true as the earlier ones Luther has quoted, 
but that he is deceiving his followers through a 
false interpretation of them. For if there were no 
pastor needful to the Christian people beyond 
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Christ, then it was idle for Christ to adjure Peter, if 
he loved Him, to feed His sheep.’ This Christ did in 
solemn manner, repeating His adjuration three 
times. But what need was there for Peter to feed 
the sheep of Christ if they needed no teacher except 
Christ? Equally vain was it for St. Peter to exhort 
the priests to ‘feed the flock of God,’ promising that 
‘when the Prince of Pastors should appear thejj 
should receive a never-fading crown of glory.’ 
Clearly, then, Christ must have under Him other 
pastors whose duty it is to feed His flock, otherwise 
St. Peter would not call Him the Prince of Pastors.

Vainly, too, if Luther is right, did St. Paul so 
solemnly charge Timothy. ‘I charge thee before 
God and Jesus Christ who shall judge the living and 
the dead, by His coming, preach the word; be 
instant in season, reprove, rebuke, exhort with all 
mildness and learning.’" Nor need he have so 
earnestly admonished Titus to hold fast ‘that 
faithful word that is according to doctrine, that he 
might be able to exhort in sound doctrine and 
convince the gainsayers.’12

From such words no one can fail to see that 
pastors are necessary in the Church of God to 
watch diligently over the instruction of the 
Christian flock. Therefore the texts that Luther 
quotes are to be understood partly of the early days 
of the Church’s history when the Holy Ghost 
descended visibly upon individual Christians and all 
were taught by the same Spirit; partly of the future 
state of glory,and this is the more common 
interpretation, when, every veil being drawn aside, 
all shall be openly taught by God Himself. But 
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meanwhile whilst, as St. Paul says, 'we are absent 
from the Lord,’13 each congregation needs to have 
its pastor to teach and to rule, by word and 
example, the flock committed to him.

Of course, I do not deny that all the efforts of 
the external teacher are in vain unless the Holy 
Spirit inwardly illuminates the heart. But although 
for the apostles and supreme rulers of the Church 
this illumination may have been abundant, and 
fully sufficient without any other teacher, yet it is 
not in the same measure given to all, but for the 
vast majority of men is so dim as to be totally 
insufficient without the help of another teacher. 
This I think has been made so clear by what I have 
said above that it is needless to adduce further 
witnesses in proof. But that we may see still more 
evidently that Luther can derive no support from 
the texts he has quoted, we will deal with them one 
by one.

w
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Section 16 
FIRST TEXT 

‘By Christ we have access to God"'

E reply. St. Paul did not precisely say 
this,but rather: ‘By Christ we have 
access through faith into this glory 
wherein we stand.’ St. Paul does not 

here try to show that each Christian has access to 
God, but that through the faith of Christ we reach 
the grace in which we stand, which of course is 
most true. Not that we deny that each Christian 
can by himself pray to God, though St. Paul’s 
words do not here deal with that point. But from 
our admission let no one jump to the conclusion 
that no other intercessor is necessary. For if anyone 
need have had no fear to approach God by himself, 
it was surely St. Paul,and yet more than once he 
considers the prayers of others needful for him. 
Thus he writes: '1 beseech you, therefore, brethren, 
through our Lord JesusChrist and by the charity of 
the Holy Ghost, that you assist me in your prayers 
for me to God.’2 And again: ‘You helping withal in 
prayer for us,that, for this gift obtained for us by 
many persons, thanks may be given by many in 
our behalf. ’’ And again: ‘Praying withal for us also, 
that God may open to us a door of speech, to speak 
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the mystery of Christ.’4 Once more: ‘Watching with 
all instance and supplication for all the saints, and 
for me, that speech may be given me, that I may 
open my mouth with confidence, to make known 
the mystery of the Gospel." If, then, St. Paul, who 
was filled with the Holy Ghost, tells us that he 
requires the prayers of others, how much more do 
others who have not yet obtained equal grace with 
St. Paul stand in need of intercessors. To take 
another point, unless we needed the prayers of 
others it would have been idle for St. James to urge 
the Christians, whenever one of them was sick, to 
call in the priests of the Church to pray for him. 
But we are labouring to prove the obvious.

'02'
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Section 17 
SECOND TEXT 

'And it shall come to pass that before they call I 
■will hear, as they are yet speaking I will hear. ’

E reply. Many of the things, if not all, 
that are read in that chapter cannot 
be otherwise interpreted than of the 
state of eternal happiness, as for 

example the words that occur a little earlier: 
‘Behold I create Jerusalem a rejoicing, and the 
people thereof joy. And I will rejoice in Jerusalem 
and joy in My people. And the voice of weeping 
shall no more be heard in her, nor the voice of 
crying. There shall no more be an infant of days 
there, nor an old man that shall not fill up his 
days.’2 Obviously such words cannot be 
understood of any earthly Jerusalem.

But even if we grant that the text in question is 
to be understood of this earth, it yet does not follow 
from it that we need no intercessor beyond Christ. 
For if now, during our earthly pilgrimage, each 
one’s prayer is so sufficient to him that he needs no 
other mediator, but each Christian before he calls 
is heard, then it was idle for St. Paul to make such 
constant mention of the Romans ‘always in his 
prayers, beseeching that by any means he might at 
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length have a prosperous journey by the will of 
God in coming to them.’ In vain did he pray 
always for the Thessalonians that God would make 
them worthy of His calling.4 In vain did he desire of 
Timothy ‘first of all that supplications, prayers, 
intercessions and thanksgivings be made for all 
men, for kings and for all who are in high stations, 
that we may lead a quiet and peaceful life.’5 In vain 
did he of the same Timothy make remembrance 
without ceasing in his prayers night and day.

Clearly, then, the prayers of others can help us, 
nor is a man’s own prayer always enough, nor is 
everyone always heard before he prays to God. And 
just as all can be helped by the prayers of others, so 
can they be taught also by others, although Luther 
holds that each one immediately is taught by God.

As we have said above, we are ready to accept 
this tenet of Luther’s if it is rightly understood, for 
certainly the efforts of an external teacher will be in 
vain unless the heart be internally enlightened by 
God. But this enlightenment is not given in equal 
measure to all, and in many is so faint that without 
some other teacher it is not always very profitable. 
But let us now listen to the texts by which Luther 
seeks to prove that no Christian needs any other 
teacher but himself.
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Section 18 
THIRD TEXT 

‘I -will make all thy children to he taught of the 
Lord'1

■
 T is certain that from this fifty
fourth chapter of Isaias, and also 
from the sixty-fifth, of which we 

_________ (have already spoken, the Jews 
conceived their error that a thousand years were to 
be spent with Christ upon this earth in the 
enjoyment of all sorts of carnal pleasure. Though a 

few Christians, and in particular Lactantius, seem 
to have favoured this error, yet notoriously it was 
rejected by the vast majority. There are, indeed, in 
either chapter, passages which can in no wise be 
applied to the present life. Thus: ‘The voice of 
weeping shall no more be heard in her, nor the 
voice of crying. There shall no more be an infant of 
days there, nor an old man who shall not fill up his 
days.’2 These words will never be fulfilled except in 
the future life. Again: ‘This thing is to me as in the 
days of Noe, to whom I swore that I would no more 
bring in the waters of the deluge upon the earth: so 
have I sworn not to be angry with thee, and not to 
rebuke thee.’3 As referring to this life, these words 
are unintelligible, for now there is no one who does 
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not sin, nor one with whom, when he sins 
deliberately, God is not angry. Or again: ‘Behold I 
will lay thy stones in order, and will lay thy 
foundations with sapphires, and I will make thy 
bulwarks of jasper, and thy gates of graven 
stones,and all thy borders of desirable stones.’4 This 
corresponds rather with the vision given to St.John 
of the heavenly Jerusalem whose foundations he 
describes as adorned with every kind of precious 
stone :‘The first foundation jasper, the second 
sapphire, the third a chalcedony, the fourth an 
emerald, the fifth sardonyx, the seventh sardius, 
the eighth beryl, the ninth a topaz, the tenth 
achrysoprasus, the eleventh a jacinth, the twelfth 
anamethyst.’5

Clearly, then, these two chapters of Isaias are to 
be understood of the state of future glory, i.e. when 
God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes, and 
death shall be no more, nor mourning, nor crying, 
nor sorrow shall be any more,’6 as it is expressed in 
the same chapter. Then truly there will no more be 
heard the voice of weeping, nor the voice of crying; 
nor will there be more an infant of days,nor an old 
man who does not fill up his days. No one will sin, 
nor will God be angry with any, nor threaten any. 
There shall be nothing unclean, but the whole city 
shall shine and be glorious on all sides, as with 
precious stones. Nor, finally, will there be need of 
any other teacher except God, in whom the blessed 
shall see all things. Wherefore, then, all the 
children of the Church shall be taught by the Lord, 
and great shall be the peace of her children, and 
they shall be founded in justice.’
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Very far is this from the condition of many who 
truly believe and live as members of the Church 
Militant. For though there may be some who are 
taught by the Lord, who enjoy a great peace and 
who are confirmed in justice, yet obviously not all 
are in this condition. For very many who have 
faith, and thus even in Luther’s opinion are 
members of the Church, do not enjoy a great peace 
nor are established in justice, for they frequently 
fall away from both.



Third Rejoinder 1*7

Notes on Section 18

1 Isaiah 54:13.

2 Isaiah 65:19-20.
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4 Ibid., 11, 12.
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6 Ibid., 4.
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118 The Defence of the Priesthood

Section 19 
FOURTH TEXT 

'They shall teach no more every man his neighbour, 
and every man his brother, saying: Know the Lord. 
For all shall know Me from the least of them even 

to the greatest.11

OW although these words had a 
partial fulfilment when the Holy 
Ghost came down upon the disciples 
gathered together on the day of 

Pentecost, yet they will not have a complete and 
perfect fulfilment except in the state of future 
glory. For not only do they foretell that no man 
shall anymore be taught by his neighbour, but they 
go on thus: ‘I will remember their sin no more.’ But 
who doubts that of the many who have received 
the faith the great majority shall suffer punishment 
for their sins? How, then, shall it be that after 
thegiving of the New Law God will be no more 
mindful of sin? And, again, if in literal truth no one 
was henceforth to teach his neighbour, surely 
neither Christ upon St. Peter, nor SS. Peter and 
Paul upon others, would have so earnestly 
inculcated the duty of teaching their neighbours.

I foresee Luther’s objection. He will say that in 
the Epistle to the Hebrews St. Paul quotes the 
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words as applicable to the present condition of the 
Church.2 I admit the fact, but it does not 
necessarily follow that they have now, in the 
present time, their complete fulfilment. The 
promulgation of the Old Law and its reward were 
not contemporaneous, although the Old Testament 
embraced both, for the Law was promulgated on 
Mount Sinai, while the reward was in the promised 
land. Similarly, the New Testament includes a New 
Law and a reward for its observance, but while the 
one was promulgated on Mount Sion,J the other we 
hope for in heaven. Thus both Isaias and St. Paul, 
as they spoke of the law which was to be written 
upon tire hearts of men, added something about the 
reward for keeping that law, not, however, 
assigning both to the same time.

St. Augustine expounds the matter in his book 
On the Spirit and the Letter* saying: 'As the law of 
works, written on tables of stone, and its reward, 
the land of promise which the carnal house of 
Israel received when it was delivered from Egypt, 
both appertained to the Old Testament; so the law 
of faith, written in men’s hearts, and its reward, the 
vision of God, which the spiritual house of Israel 
will receive when it shall be delivered from this 
world, both appertain to the New Testament.’ Of 
the two things, then, contained under the New 
Testament, the one, the writing of the law upon 
men’s hearts, belongs to a time different from the 
other, the bestowal of the reward. Therefore St. 
Augustine immediately adds: ‘Then shall be 
fulfilled the words of the apostle,’ whether 
prophecies shall be made void, or tongues shall 
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cease, or knowledge shall be destroyed.’5 That is to 
say the knowledge, as of children, in which we pass 
this life, the knowledge by which we now see 
through a glass in a dark manner, the knowledge 
which needs to be supplemented by prophecy, 
since now there is a succession of past and future, 
the knowledge to aid which are given tongues, i.e. 
a multiplicity of lessons, for he needs to be taught 
one thing in one manner, another in another, who 
is not yet admitted with purified mind to the 
contemplation of the eternal light of perfect truth.

‘When, however, that which is perfect shall 
come, and that which is in part shall be done away, 
then He, who took our flesh that He might be seen 
by men, shall show Himself to them that love Him. 
Then it shall be eternal life to know the one true 
God,6 then we shall be like to Him,7 for we shall 
then know even as we are known.8 Then shall not 
every man teach his fellow-citizen or his brother, 
saying, “Know the Lord,” for all shall know Him, 
from the least of them even to the greatest.’ From 
these words of St. Augustine it is clear that the 
words of Jeremias cannot be understood as 
referring to the individual members of the Church 
Militant.

But though we grant to Luther that every 
Christian knows the Lord, yet do we not daily see 
that those who have the faith of God yet need to be 
taught other things? Did not the Hebrews have the 
faith of God, to whom St. Paul said: ‘You have need 
to be taught again what are the first rudiments of 
the word of God?’ Or the Galatians,whom when 
they were overtaken by any fault, he wished to be 
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instructed by those who were spiritual?10 Or the 
thousands of Jews of whose faith in Christ we read 
in the Acts of the Apostles, did not they need 
another teacher when they were at the same time 
zealous followers of the Law, and thought 
circumcision necessary for salvation? If, then, the 
Jews who had visibly received the Holy Ghost were 
nevertheless imbued with this error, and therefore 
in need of a teacher, what shall we say of the 
multitude of present-day Christians? Do not they 
too need teachers?
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Section 20 
FIFTH TEXT 

'The earth is filled with the knowledge of the Lord 
as the covering waters of the sea.’

E reply that this prophecy was 
fulfilled in the time of the apostles 
when they were in a visible manner 
filled with the Holy Ghost and when 

‘their sound went forth to the whole earth. For 
then the whole world was filled with the 
knowledge of the Lord, as the earth is covered with 
the waters of the sea. But it by no means follows 
that since then there has been no need of any 
teacher; indeed, the very opposite is obviously the 
case.
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Section 21
SIXTH TEXT

From the Gospel of St. John, where our Lord calls 
the people 9eo6i6aKTOU5: And it is written in the 
prophets: And they shall all be taught of God.

E reply that no one believes without 
the gift of faith, for St. Paul says: ‘It 
is the gift of God, and not of 
yourselves.’2 But to be inspired by 

faith is, in our Lord’s teaching, the same as being 
taught by God. Wherefore we do not deny that 
everyone who believes in Christ is taught byGod. 
But this inner action of God is for the most part so 
imperceptible, even to him who receives it.that 
undoubtedly he needs some other teacher.

Here, perhaps, Luther will try to snatch an 
advantage against us, because these very words are 
written in that chapter of Isaías which, as we have 
argued above, does not refer to the present state of 
the Church. But his attack fails. Christ says not that 
He took the words from Isaías, but from the 
prophets. It may be that they are written in other 
books of the prophets which have perished. It is not 
necessary that we should always be able to produce 
the books from which in the Scriptures quotations 
are taken. For example, in the Acts of the Apostles,
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St. Paul quotes some words of Christ which are 
nowhere found in the Gospels. He speaks of ‘the 
word of the Lord Jesus, how He said: ‘It is more 
blessed to give than to receive.’3 But this is 
nowhere read in the Gospels. And in the Gospels 
themselves there are some quotations which are 
not to be found in any of the extant books of the 
Old Testament.
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Section 22 
CONCLUSION TO REFUTATION OF FIRST 

ATTACK

ROM what we have said it is clear 
how far Luther strays from the truth 
when he maintains that these texts 
have disproved our priesthood. For 

so does he continue after quoting the texts we have 
considered. ‘These texts utterly disprove any visible 
priesthood, for they make common to all Christians 
access to God, prayer and teaching, which things 
are commonly regarded as peculiar to a priesthood. 
For what need is there of a priest when there is no 
need of a mediator or a teacher? Shall we have 
priests with no office to perform? But there is for 
Christians no other mediator or teacher than
Christ.’

On the contrary, we have already shown that 
besides our Lord other teachers and mediators are 
required. We grant, indeed, that unless Christ 
teaches within, bestowing faith and giving some 
measure of light to the soul, vain will be the efforts 
of any teacher. But the Holy Spirit grants these 
gifts in such measure that they do not suffice in 
every individual soul to give a full knowledge of the 
Church’s doctrine without the help of any other 
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teacher. Christians may be imbued with faith, they 
may believe in God and pray to Him for help 
without any kind of intermediary, but obviously 
there will be many points which they will not 
understand without a teacher. Even though 
sometimes they might manage by themselves, yet 
they could not always do so without a helper. I 
cannot imagine how anyone, unless he be 
obstinately blind, can fail to see the necessity of 
someone to stand between Christ and His flock, not 
only to pray constantly and intercede with Christ 
for the people, but also to instruct the ignorant, to 
rouse those that slumber, to warn the careless and 
to carry out the other duties of pastors of souls. 
Thus, too, it is clear how false is what follows:

‘Nay, even those who are not yet priests, that is 
not yet Christians, may of themselves approach to 
God and, taught by Him, may then be themselves 
mediators and teachers.’

We admit that every Christian may by himself 
draw near to God; he may say the Our Father, and 
beg for pardon and grace. But it is obvious that 
men who are not yet Christians are quite unfitted 
to teach others. And even though some could, yet 
all must see that the others would need intercessors 
and teachers to warn, stir up, teach and rebuke.

He continues: ‘Therefore the priesthood of the 
New Testament dwells equally in all, by the Spirit 
alone, without any respect of persons. As the 
apostle says: “In Christ Jesus there is neither Jew 
nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is 
neither male nor female, for you are all one in
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Christ Jesus.”’1
We reply. Though they be in one body, yet there 

is no reason why the members should not be 
various and endowed with different gifts. St. Paul 
says that within the unity of one body ‘some He 
gave to be apostles, some prophets, some 
evangelists and others pastors and teachers.’2 It is 
quite clear, too, that these names cannot be applied 
indiscriminately to every one of the people, for 
elsewhere the apostle writes that not all are 
apostles, nor all prophets, nor all doctors.3 Luther’s 
teaching, then, is, on this point at any rate, in the 
clearest and most direct opposition to the truth of 
the Scriptures.

‘But let us continue,’ says Luther (adding 
obscenities which we omit), ‘to collect texts which 
establish the priesthood of the New Law, that we 
may silence the mouth of these impudent men. 
And first St. Peter’s words: “Wherefore, laying 
aside all malice and all guile, and dissimulations and 
envies and all detractions, as new-born infants, 
desire the rational milk without guile, that thereby 
you may grow unto salvation: if yet you have 
tasted that the Lord is sweet. To whom 
approaching, the living stone, rejected indeed by 
men, but chosen and honoured of God, be you also, 
as living stones, built up a spiritual house, a holy 
priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices, 
acceptable to God by Jesus Christ.”4 And further 
on: ‘But you are a chosen generation, a royal 
priesthood... that you may declare His virtues who 
hath called you out of darkness into His admirable 
light.” Secondly, there is the witness of the
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Apocalypse: “Thou hast made us to our God a 
kingdom and priests.”5 Thirdly, also of the 
Apocalypse: “In these the second death hath no 
power, but they shall be priests of God and of 
Christ, and shall reign with Him a thousand 
years.”6

‘Now, although the Book of the Apocalypse, 
according to the reckoning of the ancient writers, 
is not of full authority in controversy, yet we have 
thought it well to take from it, for the confusion of 
our opponents, texts in which it is certain that all 
Christians are spoken of, and are called priests and 
kings; for just as they cannot be understood of 
visible kings, so neither, in the judgement of the 
whole Christian world, can they be understood of 
visible priests.’

Luther’s last words clear away all ambiguity 
from the texts he has above quoted. Every one of 
the people is a priest in no other way than he is a 
king. But he is a king, not in such a way as to rule 
others. Therefore he is a priest, not for others, but 
for himself. But we are speaking of priests who by 
the prelates of the Church are called and ordained 
to this office, God co-operating and giving them 
grace from on high. These texts, therefore, are 
beside the purpose. Not that we deny that every 
Christian is a priest and a king, but he is so to 
himself and not to others. For just as it is not given 
to everyone to claim the rule over his fellows, so 
neither may he claim the mystery of the sacred 
rites. In brief, as everyone is a king, so is he a priest. 
But it is not lawful for everyone to rule over others. 
Therefore not everyone is a priest.
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Luther goes on: ‘But outside these three passages 
there is no other place in the New Testament 
where there is any mention by name of a 
priesthood.’

But, we reply, even if the Scriptures do not 
mention priests by their specific name, it does not 
therefore follow that there are no priests at all. We 
have often shown how illogical and unconvincing 
is this negative argument. Holy Scripture often 
mentions presbyters and bishops, and as they are in 
fact absolutely the same as those whom to-day we 
call priests, it is a pure sophistry to deny that there 
is any mention of priests, on the ground that 
nothing is said of them under this name, when 
there is constant mention of them under the name 
of presbyters and bishops.

We spoke above of the reason why the apostles 
generally avoided the use of the word, i.e. because 
tiie priests of the Old Law were still exercising their 
functions. Partly, then, that the priests of the Jews 
might not be irritated, partly to avoid confusion, 
the apostles are thought to have for a time avoided 
this name. But, whether it was for this reason or 
any other, it is certain that they are most frequently 
called by them bishops and presbyters.

‘But,’ someone may ask, ‘why, then, do the 
apostles so often in the sacred books call all 
Christians priests?’ I reply that when the Jewish 
priests understood that Christians were called by 
the apostles priests in no other way than they were 
called kings, they could have no reason for 
irritation. For they knew full well that to their own 
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nation in almost the same words it had been said: 
‘For all the earth is mine, and you shall be to Me a 
priestly kingdom and a holy nation.’7 The Jews 
knew well enough that these words were spoken of 
the whole people, but they were not therefore 
under the illusion that every individual was a king 
or a priest, otherwise they would not have accused 
Christ for calling Himself a king.

Luther proceeds: ‘Before going further, let us 
here stop a moment to hurl a few gibes at the 
monsters and idols of this world, the Pope and his 
priests. Come now, you fine priests, show us one 
jot or tittle from the whole of the Gospels or 
Epistles to prove that you are, or ought to be, called 
in any special way priests, or that your order is a 
priesthood different from the general priesthood of 
all Christians. Why do you not reply? Can you hear 
me, you deaf images? Go to the schools of Paris, I 
beg you, where in place of texts of Scripture they 
issue their official decrees.8 “This proposition i? 
heretical and injurious to the sacerdotal order: le 
this decree be to you an article of faith.” Where di 
you come from, you priests of idols? Why have you 
stolen the name that is common to us all and 
appropriated it to yourselves? You are guilty of 
sacrilege and blasphemy against the Universal 
Church, for you have violently snatched from 
others a holy title and now abuse it, turning it 
merely to tyranny, to ostentatious avarice and lust. 
Again I say: We regard you priests as the idols of 
the world. What can you say for yourselves, you 
intolerable burdens upon the whole world? You are 
not priests and yet you call yourselves such. Think 
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what you deserve, you notorious thieves and 
hypocrites.’

Surely no one who reads this will imagine that 
he is listening to a man of sane mind and Christian 
spirit, but rather to a mad dog spurred on by the 
furies of hell. But let him keep his abuse; we will 
proceed with our argument. And although the 
axioms we have above established are quite a 
sufficient answer to this outburst of Luther’s, yet 
we will add more.

First I would ask the reader to notice how 
unjustly Luther attacks the priests of the present 
day, for it is not true that they have usurped to 
themselves this name, nor imagined nor invented 
it now for the first time. For if any deserve to be 
attacked for this cause it is rather those whom we 
have quoted above: Origen, St. Basil, St. 
Athanasius, Eusebius, SS. Cyril, Chrysostom, 
Cyprian, Ambrose, Jerome and Augustine, who 
were so blind that far from detecting the error 
which now Luther proclaims, they embraced it as 
a most evident truth. Still more should Luther 
attack SS. Ignatius, Polycarp, Clement and Gregory 
Nazianzen, Dionysius, Hegesippus, Philo, Eusebius 
and other men of their age, who, being the 
contemporaries of the apostles themselves, should 
not have taught the Church anything beyond what 
they had learned from them. But most of all should 
Luther direct his insults to the Holy Ghost, who 
dwells in the Church, being sent for this very 
purpose, viz., that He may lead it into all truth.’ Yet 
the Holy Ghost, from the very earliest days of the 
Church’s history, allowed what Luther calls this
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pestilent error to establish itself and, with such 
great harm to souls, to be continued through so 
many centuries until the present day in every 
church of Christendom.

We cannot doubt that all the early Fathers of 
whom we have spoken were inspired by the Holy 
Ghost. If, then, Luther is inspired by the same 
Spirit he would hold no other opinion than theirs, 
especially as they are so unanimous in their 
teaching and their words. Much more just it would 
be to attack Luther, who despises the Fathers, and, 
though they are so numerous, so renowned for 
learning, so full of the Holy Ghost, follows the mad 
dreams of his own head. Priests, indeed, would 
deserve to be attacked if that name which, far from 
usurping to themselves, they have had handed 
down to them from so many learned and holy 
Fathers, they should now lay aside because of the 
mad ravings of a lunatic. To anyone who is not 
entirely malicious it is quite sufficient that in the 
New Testament, whether Luther likes it or not, < 
clear distinction is drawn between pastors anc 
flock, i.e. between rulers and people, and that at 
duly conducted ordinations of pastors God infallibly 
assists, giving grace and approving what is done. 
For this, so far as the thing itself is concerned, is 
abundantly clear to all, however much Luther may 
cavil at the word. It must be clear, too, to all that 
this office is not a human invention, nor a deceit o 
Satan, but divinely instituted by the Holy Ghost.

Nor should anyone be disturbed by the fact that 
so rarely is the priesthood mentioned under its 
specific name. If he cares to make a detailed study
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of the various terms used by the writers of the New 
Testament he will find that they did not very 
exactly discriminate between them. They were not 
very precise in their use of words and handed down 
to the next generation many things by word of 
mouth which they did not put into writing. That 
this may be clear I will give some examples.

The words ‘ministry’ and ‘minister’ may seem to 
belong to all Christians and in this sense they are 
used more than once in the New Testament, but 
yet in a special sense they are applied to apostles, 
bishops and presbyters, and that very frequently. 
Thus to Timothy St. Paul writes: ‘Fulfil thy 
ministry”;10 and to the Colossians: ‘Say to 
Archippus: Take heed to the ministry which thou 
hast received in the Lord, that thou fulfil it.’11 In 
the Acts we read of the election of Matthias ‘to take 
the place of this ministry.’12 In these passages there 
is undoubtedly question not of the general ministry 
which was common to all Christians, but of the 
special one that belonged exclusively to apostles, 
bishops and presbyters. This appears yet more 
clearly in the passage dealing with the prophets and 
doctors at Antioch. The old translation has: ‘As 
they were ministering to the Lord and fasting’; but 
Erasmus renders it: ‘As they were sacrificing to the 
Lord and fasting.’13 For AeiToupyia is a word used 
for those who minister by sacred rites, which 
belongs to priests alone. For this reason the 
sacrifice of the altar is often by the Fathers called 
the liturgy.

The word ‘presbyter’ in its original meaning is 
common to all who are advanced in age, as St. Paul 
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uses it to Timothy: ‘An ancient man rebuke not, 
but entreat him as a father; young men as brethren; 
old women as mothers.’1,1 Here the Greek word 
used for ‘ancient ’ is ‘presbyter.’ Yet the very same 
word has a different use even in the mouth of St. 
Paul himself. Thus he writes to Titus: ‘For this 
cause I left thee in Crete, that thou shouldest 
ordain presbyters in every city.’15

Here certainly the word has reference not to 
age, but to dignity. Titus could confer a dignity, but 
not add to a man’s age.

Note also that both Titus and Timothy were 
young men. St. Paul writes to the latter: Let no 
man despise thy youth.’16 And yet both were 
presbyters.

So, too, the names of bishops and presbyters are 
often confused, and the same men called by both 
names. Thus we read that St. Paul sent messengers 
from Miletus to Ephesus and called together the 
presbyters of the church. When they came he 
addressed them at length, adding towards the end: 
‘Take heed to yourselves and to all the flock over 
which the Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops to 
rule the Church of God which He hath purchased 
with His own blood.’17 Those same persons who a 
little before are called presbyters he now calls 
bishops, asserting that they are placed by the Holy 
Ghost to rule the Church of God. Certainly it is not 
a duty incumbent upon all Christians to rule the 
Church of God.

The term ‘apostle,’ again, in its literal sense is 
common also to the seventy disciples. Thus does St.
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John use the word when he says: ‘The apostle is 
not greater than he that sent him.’1“ For ‘apostle ' 
means ‘sent,’ and the seventy also were sent, as St. 
Luke shows.1’ Yet the word in its special sense was 
applicable only to very few, as everybody knows.

We could add several other examples, but these 
will suffice to show that words of this kind are 
sometimes not clearly distinguished from one 
another in writing, but that for their more exact 
discrimination we must have recourse to oral 
tradition.

But if anyone argues from the purely negative 
ground that because the ministers were never 
called by the apostles by the technical term of 
‘priests,’ therefore there were no priests, we would 
reply that we could as easily prove that St. John the 
Evangelist thought that there was no distinction 
between the apostles and the disciples. For 
throughout his whole Gospel he never once calls 
the apostles by their proper name. Of course, he is 
constantly speaking of them, but he calls them not 
apostles but disciples. Shall we, then, say that there 
was no distinction between apostles and disciples? 
It does not follow. Similarly when the writers of the 
New Testament make no mention of the specific 
term ‘priests’ it does not follow that there was no 
distinction between priests and the rest of the 
Christian body. For they speak constantly of them 
under other titles, viz. presbyters and bishops.

Nor need we be surprised if later on the Holy 
Ghost willed that there should be different ranks in 
the priesthood, since so clear an example of the 
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same sort of thing is given us by Christ in the 
Gospel. It was not without a purpose that He 
instituted the rank of the twelve apostles as distinct 
from the seventy disciples, and then the rank of the 
seventy disciples as distinct from the rest of the 
people. And if Christ thought such a distinction of 
ranks necessary even for that 'little flock,’20 surely 
it was far more necessary for the whole body of 
Christians who were soon to exceed in number the 
very stars of the heavens. We must believe, then, 
that it was most fitting, and in accordance with the 
guidance of the Holy Ghost, that to the apostles 
succeeded those whom we call bishops or greater 
priests insofar as they hold the first rank in the 
Church; to the seventy disciples, those whom we 
call presbyters or lesser priests, who hold the 
second rank. It was fitting that this distinction, 
instituted by Christ, should be perpetuated in the 
Church, that there might for ever be some who 
should represent the apostles, others the disciples. 
I suppose no heretic would be so impudent as to 
say that this distinction of rank was not instituted 
by Christ, but introduced later by the apostles. 
Consequently, then, he must agree that these ranks 
are not held by every individual Christian, but by 
those only who have been legitimately called and 
ordained to such office by the rulers of the Church.

What Luther goes on to assert upon this point is 
of no weight and undeserving of reply. Of this be 
certain, dear reader, that Luther can bring against 
the priesthood nothing but negative arguments, 
and such arguments weigh nothing with learned 
men. True it is that he quotes texts which seem to 
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say that nothing must be added to the Scriptures, 
nor any addition made to the testament of Christ. 
But if these texts meant what Luther maintains, 
Christ would not have said: ‘I have yet many things 
to say to you, but you cannot bear them now.’ 
Now Christ instituted His testament before His 
death. If, then. He had not said all that was to be 
said even at the time of His Ascension, who can 
deny that Christ left many other things to be 
afterwards added?

Moreover, if Christ wished nothing to be added 
to His testament, why afterwards did He send the 
Spirit to lead us into all truth? Besides, why did St. 
Paul more than once make additions of his own, 
saying: ‘These things I speak, not the Lord.’ Why 
did He in addition to the Scriptures hand on many 
other observances? For example: ‘Therefore, 
brethren, stand firm and hold the traditions which 
you have learned, whether by word or by our 
epistle.’23 And, again, speaking to the Corinthians 
about the Eucharist, he says: ‘The rest I will set in 
order when I come.’24 But these things were 
certainly never written. On this matter, however, 
I have written fully in my earlier book against the . 
Lutherans.25

The Scriptures, then, are not to be understood in 
the perverse way in which Luther understands 
them, as if nothing whatever was to be allowed 
beyond what they contain, nor anything added to 
them, for many things besides the Scriptures have 
been handed down from the apostles by tradition, 
and many things added wisely by their successors. 
But rather we are to understand that nothing can 



Third Rejoinder ijj

be accepted which is contrary to the Scriptures, nor 
must anything be added which in any manner 
conflicts with them.

You see now, dear reader, how Luther’s first 
attack, of which he so much boasted, lies shattered 
and disarmed upon the ground, utterly powerless. 
Let us go on to meet his second attack.
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Section 23
Refutation of the authorities alleged by Luther 

against the priesthood in the special sense in which 
it is asserted in Holy Scripture. (Luther’s second 

attack.)

O support his second attack, which 
he boasts to be as formidable as the 
first, Luther quotes first the words 
of St. Paul: ‘I beseech you by the 

mercy of God that you present your bodies a living 
sacrifice, holy, pleasing to God, your reasonable 
service.’1

In this passage the apostle teaches that every 
Christian is a priest in the same way as he is a king, 
not that he should rule others or administer to 
others the sacred rites. We, however, are speaking 
of priests who feed, rule and administer sacred rites 
to others. Unless, then, Luther can prove that each 
Christian has the right to rule others or be sacred 
ministers to them, he proves nothing.

He brings forward once more the text of St. 
Peter which he quoted in his first attack: ‘Be you 
also, as living stones, built up a spiritual house, a 
holy priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices, 
acceptable to God by Jesus Christ.'2 This, too, we 
agree to have been said to every Christian. Every 
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Christian is then a priest, but to himself, not for 
others, like those of whom we are at present 
speaking.

His next texts are from David—threefold, like the 
three kinds of sacrifices:‘A sacrifice to God is an 
afflicted spirit.’ ‘Offer to God the sacrifice of praise 
... the sacrifice of praise shall glorify me.’ ‘Offer up 
the sacrifice of justice.’3

I see no objection to understanding these words 
of the sacrifices of individual Christians, though 
there are some who understand the ‘sacrifice of 
justice’ to mean the sacrifice of the Eucharist, for 
shortly afterwards mention is made of bread and 
wine, the substances by which priests offer this 
sacrifice. But on that point I will not argue.

His fourth text is from St. Paul: ‘By Him, 
therefore, let us offer the sacrifice of praise to God 
continually, that is, the fruit of lips confessing His 
name.’4

This we have already said to be common to all 
Christians.

His fifth is from Osee: ‘Take away all 
iniquity,and receive the good: and we will render 
the calves of our lips.”

This is the sacrifice of praise which belongs to 
all.

The sixth is also from David: ‘Thou hast broken 
my bonds: I will sacrifice to Thee the sacrifice of 
praise.“’

Concerning this kind of sacrifice he has already 
quoted above a text from the same prophet. By 
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such texts Luther thinks that he has delivered a 
formidable blow. But you may see, dear reader, 
how unsubstantial is his attack. He has inflicted no 
greater a wound than could be inflicted by a 
weapon in the hand of a tiny child. And yet he 
raises a shout of triumph, as though by this one 
attack his victory is complete.

‘Here again,’ he cries, ‘we will challenge the 
Papists to produce from the Scriptures one single 
jot or tittle in support of the sacrifice of their 
priesthood. Come now you famous priests of Baal, 
call upon your God.’

Come, what great blasphemy is this! Whosoever 
calls the priests of God priests of Baal makes Baal 
God. As, then, in our earlier rejoinder we proved, 
both from the Old and the NewTestaments, that 
the apostles and their successors were priests of 
God, Luther is clearly convicted of blasphemy in 
calling them so insultingly priests of Baal.

And Luther goes on even to scoff at God. ‘Call 
upon your God,’ he says. ‘Perhaps He is on a 
journey or certainly He is asleep. For He is a God 
and will hear. Say where it is written that Masses 
are sacrifices? Where did Christ teach that bread 
and wine were to be consecrated and offered to 
God?’

Upon the sacrifice of the Mass I have written 
much in my reply to Luther’s attacks upon ourmost 
illustrious king and I imagine I have made it clear 
that Masses are sacrifices.7 But how Christ 
consecrated bread and wine and offered them to 
God I have shown in my second rejoinder so fully 
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that Luther has no growl to utter in reply. And 
although the apostles never mention priests under 
that specific name, for reasons we have already 
dealt with, yet under other titles they constantly 
speak of them. St. Peter, for example, certainly 
speaks of them under the name of presbyters, for 
he says to them: ‘Feed the flock of Christ to the best 
of your power, taking care of it.’8 No one, judging 
without prejudice, could understand these words as 
addressed to all Christians, for they establish an 
obvious distinction between the pastors and the 
flock.

St. Paul again speaks of them as prelates, saying: 
‘Obey your prelates and be subject to them, for 
they watch as being to render an account of your 
souls.’9 Here again he clearly distinguishes them 
from the people for whose souls they must render 
an account.

Presbyters of this kind does St. Paul bid Titus 
ordain in every city,10 and commend to Timothy as 
‘worthy of double honour,’11 provided that they 
rule well.

Again, St. Paul speaks of them as ‘God’s 
coadjutors,’ i.e. fellow-builders and husbandmen, 
whilst he calls the people the building itself and the 
object of the husbandman’s care. For thus does he 
speak of himself and of those like himself: ‘We are 
God’s coadjutors’; but to the people: ‘You are God’s 
husbandry: you are God's building.’1 For the 
priestly office can be described as edifying or 
pasturing the people, for, as St. Paul elsewhere 
says, they have power ‘for edification and not for 
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destruction.’” They are the husbandmen to whom 
the Lord has let out His vineyard, as we read in the 
Gospel: ‘He will let out His vineyard to other 
husbandmen that shall render Him the fruit in due 
season.’14 The priests of the Old Law were once the 
husbandmen of the Lord’s vineyard. Therefore the 
husbandmen to whom the same vineyard is now let 
can be none but the priestsof the New Law.

These priests, at their ordination, without doubt 
received grace by the imposition of hands, as of old 
Timothy received it at his ordination,” or as those 
who after prayer and fasting were ordained by the 
imposition of hands by Paul and Barnabas.” For to 
all such apply the words which St. Paul addressed 
to the assembled priests of Ephesus: ‘Take heed to 
yourselves and to all the flock, overwhich the Holy 
Ghost hath placed you bishops to rule the Church 
of God which He hath purchased with His own 
blood.’17 Note how their ordinationis ascribed not 
to men but to the Holy Ghost and how these words 
obviously establish a difference between priests and 
people.

Forgive me, dear reader, for repeating this so 
many times, but I am forced to do so by the vain 
boasting of Luther. Would that I could, by recalling 
and insisting upon these things so often, confound 
his arrogance in impudently maintaining that there 
is no difference between priests and people.The 
distinction leaps to our eyes on every page of the 
New Testament. Who is so dull as not to know the 
difference between the vineyard and its cultivator, 
the field and the husbandman, the building and the 
builder, the flock and the shepherd, in a word, 
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between those who are ruled and their ruler? But 
constantly we read that the people are spoken of 
under the figure of a vineyard, field, building, flock, 
or are called subjects, whilst those whom before we 
referred to as mediators between Christ and the 
people are called vine-dressers, husbandmen, 
builders, shepherds, prelates and rulers. Who 
cannot see the difference?

Both, then, from the New and the Old 
Testament we have proved the existence of a 
special priesthood and confuted the reasons and 
scriptural texts which Luther has adduced to the 
contrary. What we have said is abundantly 
sufficient to confound Luther’s second attack, and 
we do not know what more one could ask of us.
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Section 24
Refutation of the reasons alleged toprove that the 

office of teacher is common to all Christians.
(Luther’s third attack.)

E need not long delay upon the third 
attack which Luther launches 
against the priesthood, for he does 
no more than attempt to prove that 

the office of teacher is common to every Christian.
But as this was included in his first violent attack 
which we have already repulsed we need not waste 
many words upon it now. We will pass over his 
trifling, his abuse, and his irrelevancies and deal 
only with those points which do have at least the 
appearance of a valid argument.

Thus does Luther, according to his wont, boast. 
'We shall first prove by the irrefragable words of 
Scripture, that the sole legitimate ministry of the 
word is common to all Christians, as is the 
priesthood and the sacrifice. For St. Paul says: 
Who hath made us fit ministers of the New 

Testament, not of the letter, but of the Spirit.”' This 
he says of all Christians that he may make all 
ministers of the Spirit. For he who hands on the 
word of grace is a minister of the Spirit, as he is a 
minister of the letter who hands on the word of the 
law. Moses was the latter, Christ the former.’

We answer that anyone who will attentively 
read the chapter from which Luther has taken this 
text will see that St. Paul speaks here not of all 
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Christians, but in his own person. It is obvious 
from the beginning of the chapter: ‘Do we begin 
again to commend ourselves? Or do we need (as 
some do) epistles of commendation to you, or from 
you? You are our epistle, written in our hearts, 
which is known and read by all men: you declaring 
that you are the epistle of Christ, ministered by us, 
and written not with ink but with the spirit of the 
living God; not in tables of stone but in the fleshy 
tables of the heart.’

So far I suppose no one will deny that all is 
spoken by St. Paul in his own person about the 
ministry which he exercised in regard to the 
Corinthians.He goes on speaking of the same 
ministry, for it is without any interruption that he 
continues: * And such confidence we have through 
Christ towards God, not that we are sufficient to 
think anything of ourselves, as of ourselves, but 
our sufficiency is from God, who hath also made us 
fit ministers of the New Testament, not of the letter 
but of the Spirit.’ Here, then, as must be obvious, 
he is speaking of the ministration of the Gospel by 
which he converted the Corinthians to the faith. 
But notice, dear reader, how impudently Luther 
attempts to distort the meaning of so clear a 
passage. When he acts so shamelessly in regard to 
what is so obvious, how shall we trust him when 
he comes to explain passages that are obscure? St. 
Paul, then, in this passage, both in the earlier and 
the latter parts, speaks, without any change, in his 
own person.

Note, too, that in the following chapter he 
writes: ‘Therefore, seeing we have this 
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ministration, according as God hath had mercy on 
us, we faint not, but we renounce the hidden 
things of dishonesty, not walking in craftiness nor 
adulterating the word of God, but by manifestation 
of the truth commending ourselves to every man’s 
conscience in the sight of God. And if our gospel be 
also hidden, it is hidden to those who perish.’ Thus 
does he continue to speak of the ministry which 
was committed to him of teaching the Gentiles. So 
far, then, is this passage from helping Luther that 
it tells heavily against him. For not only in this 
place does he claim that to him is committed the 
ministry of evangelical teaching, but in almost all 
his Epistles he does the same. He uses similar 
words, for example, in his first Epistle to the 
Corinthians when he says: ‘Let a man so look upon 
us as the ministers of Christ and the dispensers of 
the mysteries of God.’2 And that these words are 
not to be understood of all Christians, but of St. 
Paul and Apollo alone, is clear from what follows a 
little further on:
I ‘These things, brethren, I have in a figure 
transferred to myself and to Apollo, for your 
sakes.’3 And in the previous chapter he calls them 
both ministers of Christ. ‘Who,’ he says, ‘is Paul? 
Who is Apollo? The ministers by whom you have 
believed.’’ But this ministry was not an office 
common to every individual member of the people, 
as I trust I have already shown clearly enough. 
False, then, is Luther’s impudent assertion that St. 
Paul in this text was speaking of all Christians.

Luther goes on: ‘Peter again says to all 
Christians that they should "declare His virtues 
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who hath called you out of darkness into His 
admirable light.”5 Now, every Christian has been 
called out of darkness. He has, then, the right, the 
power and the obligation to declare the virtues of 
Him who has called him.’

I do not imagine that St. Peter by these words 
meant that all Christians were to preach to the 
people. For he himself clearly teaches that this is 
the office of the pastors. Thus: ‘The presbyters that 
are among you I beseech, who am myself also a 
presbyter, feed the flock of Christ to the best of 
your ability, taking care thereof.’6 To feed, that is, 
to teach, to rule, and to take care of the flock, is the 
office of the presbyters, not of every individual 
member of the flock. The flock has rather to be 
ruled, to be taught, to be cared for. No one may 
take upon himself the office of teacher unless he be 
called, however clever or learned he may be. This 
is the teaching of Luther himself in his 
commentary on the Galatians, unless he refuses to 
acknowledge his own words.

‘Some,’ he writes, ‘if they do not teach, imagine 
foolishly that they are hiding the money of their 
Lord and are thus deserving of damnation. 0 my 
simple brother, one word of Christ’s may deliver 
you from this scruple. See how the Gospel speaks: 
‘Calling his servants, he delivered to them his 
goods.’” “Calling,” he says. But who has called you? 
Wait for your call, and meanwhile rest secure. Even 
if you are wiser than Solomon or David, yet if you 
are not called avoid preaching like hell. If God 
needs you He will call you; if not, keep your 
knowledge to yourself. You will not burst.’
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Therefore even Luther himself agrees that no 
one has any right to teach uncalled, as we have 
fully shown in the sixth axiom. And if it be 
unlawful to the clever and the learned, still more is 
it so to the unlearned who will ever be numerous 
in Christ’s flock. The words, then, that we are 
considering do not mean that every Christian is 
publicly to preach the Gospel of Christ, but to bear 
witness to Him rather by his life and example, as 
indeed is said a verse or two later: ‘Having your 
conversation good among the Gentiles, that 
whereas they speak against you as evil-doers, 
considering you by your good works they may 
glorify God in the day of visitation.’ Surely that is 
to declare His virtues who called them out of 
darkness into His admirable light. The text of St. 
Peter, then, does not help Luther.

He goes on: ‘We grant that all should not speak 
simultaneously, even though all have the same 
right to speak. Thus Paul was the leader of the 
word, and whilst he spoke Barnabas was silent.“ But 
had Barnabas not also the right and the duty to 
speak?’

I answer that Barnabas had indeed the right and 
the duty to speak, because he had been separated 
by the Holy Ghost unto this ministry together with 
St. Paul, but it does not follow that individual 
Christians, who have not been sent nor have 
received the grace of teaching, have the right and 
power to teach.

Luther proceeds: ‘Of course, as the apostle says, 
all things must “be done decently and according to
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order.”’ But this does not deny an equal ministry to 
all, rather it confirms it. An order in speaking must 
be observed, just because all have the power to 
speak. For if one alone had such power, what need 
would there be to lay down any rule as to order?’

I reply that St. Paul wished things to be done in 
order where there were many teachers and 
prophets, as would be the case in large cities, 
especially at Corinth, which was the metropolis of 
Achaia and a most famous mart for all Asia. But 
this does not show that each one of the townsfolk 
was to have an equal power of teaching.

’But,’ says Luther, ‘let us see the whole passage 
of the apostle, which like a mighty thunderbolt 
shatters the Papistical lies about the right and 
authority of teaching. “ If any speak in a tongue, let 
it be by two or at the most by three, and in turn, 
and let one interpret. But if there be no interpreter, 
let him hold his peace in the Church and speak to 
himself and to God. And let the prophets speak, 
two or three, and let the rest judge. But if anything 
be revealed to another sitting, let the first hold his 
peace. For you may all prophesy one by one, that 
all may learn and all may be exhorted”.’10

This passage seems to Luther a most mighty 
thunderbolt, and I partly believe it, for it has 
blinded him so effectually that he is unable to 
perceive the truth. For earlier in the same Epistle 
St. Paul has shown clearly enough that it is not the 
office of all to teach or to prophesy. ‘Are all 
apostles?’ he asks. ‘Are all prophets? Are all 
teachers?" But all would, of course, be teachers if 
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all had the power and right to teach.
But even if we granted to Luther that they had 

the power to teach, they would obviously have it 
only in the same way as an unlearned man would 
have it if he were appointed to a professor’s chair. 
He would have the right to teach, but knowing 
nothing, would be unable to do so. Such were most 
of the Corinthians, as St. Paul clearly shows: ‘And 
I, brethren, could not speak to you as to spiritual, 
but as to carnal. As to little ones in Christ, I gave 
you milk to drink, not meat. For you were not able 
as yet, but neither indeed are you now able.’ So, 
then, most of the Corinthians were carnal and 
infants in Christ who were not yet fit for 
nourishment. And though they were not yet strong 
enough to understand what they were taught, yet 
these were the people whom Luther shamelessly 
asserts to have been fit to teach others.

‘I challenge you,’ says Luther, ‘ye idols of the 
Pope. What can you mumble against this? Paul 
says that all can prophesy, and in order, one after 
the other. If to a listener anything is revealed he 
may rise from his seat, and the previous speaker 
must yield to him and be silent. All who speak are 
to be judged by the hearers and to be subject to 
their authority.’

St. Paul is speaking of the prophets and of those 
able to prophesy, not of the others who had not 
received the office of prophesying, who were, as we 
have shown from the words of the apostle, the 
great majority amongst the Corinthians. Those 
who were prophets and knew how to prophesy 
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were, according to St. Paul’s desire, to speak in 
order unless, as often happened in those days, to 
one were granted a special revelation. In that case 
St. Paul seems to have wished that the order should 
be interrupted and that all should listen to the new 
speaker whilst the earlier one kept silent.

But what has this to do with the Pope? Unless, 
perhaps, in a council where the Pope is present 
someone should receive a revelation concerning 
the matter in hand. In that case no one will deny 
that all, even the Pope, ought to listen to him and 
to judge whether what he brings forward is truly 
revealed by God.

‘Where now,’ says Luther, ‘is your impudent 
mouth, your cheeks swollen out with blasphemy as 
with the sea, belching forth with ungovernable 
pride. “Where there is superiority there is authority 
to command, there is for all others the obligation of 
obedience.” Satan himself speaks through your 
mouth these mad words against Christ speaking 
through Paul. Christ by His divine authority made 
you and yours subject to all Christians, giving to all 
the right to speak and to judge. But you in your 
effrontery make everyone subject to yourself, and, 
arrogating to yourself alone the right of speaking 
and of judging, raise yourself alone above all, like 
Lucifer. All Christians, then, have the right and 
office of teaching, to the confusion of Behemoth 
and all his scales.’

All this is pure abuse, unworthy of a reply. 
Unless there were in the Church authority to 
command, St. Paul would never have said: ‘Obey 
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your prelates and be subject to them.’13 Or again: 
Let the priests who rule well be esteemed worthy 
of double honour.’14 And again: ‘Treat with honour 
such as he is.’15 Once more: ‘We beseech you, 
brethren, to know them who labour among you 
and are over you in the Lord and admonish you, 
that you esteem them most highly.’16

Never does St. Paul command otherwise, and 
indeed more than once he speaks of his authority 
and of the obedience others must give. For there 
must be in the Church superiority and the 
authority to command. And if such authority be 
granted to any, most of all is it proper for it to 
belong to the supreme pontiff. But Luther tries to 
sweep away all other authority that he may reign 
alone. For unless I am much mistaken, he desires 
just what he objects to in the Pope, the subjection 
of all to himself. Is not this the reason why he 
prefers the judgement of the rude and ignorant 
populace to the interpretations of the holy Fathers? 
To him the judgement of the populace is of more 
weight because it approves his faction than the 
unanimous consent of the holy Fathers because 
they entirely disprove all his dogmas.

If, then, one wishes to retort Luther’s abuses 
upon him one will find that they fit no one else so 
exactly. An impudent mouth, blasphemous cheeks, 
the belching of ungovernable pride, a tongue 
inflamed by Satan against Christ speaking through 
St. Paul, the vomiting of mad words, the effrontery 
of wishing to subject all things to himself, an 
ambition greater than Lucifer’s, by which he tries 
to be raised up above the Pope and all the Fathers, 



Third Rejoinder 173

an immeasurable arrogance by which he 
shamelessly despises the judgements of all men, 
however holy or learned. In fine, like a veritable 
Behemoth, he is covered by the impenetrable scales 
of deceit. But we have thought it right to abstain 
from abuse.

‘Consequently,’ Luther goes on, ‘the words of 
Christ, “He that heareth you, heareth Me,”17 are 
unfairly distorted to support the Pope’s tyranny, 
just as the words of the prophet, “Touch not my 
anointed.”18 For when the prophet speaks of “my 
anointed” he means those whom God has anointed 
Himself and sanctified by the Holy Ghost. But the 
Papists restrict the words to those who are anointed 
with corruptible oil upon the tips of their fingers by 
Popes and bishops. See how wickedly the Papists 
treat the words of God. The anointed of God are all 
holy Christians, but the Pope makes adulterers and 
thieves the Lord’s anointed.’

It is true that here the prophet speaks literally of 
the whole people of the Jews. The priests among 
them were anointed, the people were not anointed. 
Here, however, the prophet calls them all christs, 
or anointed, because of their mutual 
communion.We must not infer, however, that the 
offence of one who should strike one of the people 
was as heinous before God as if he had struck one 
of the priests. So, too, must we think of Christians 
of whom spiritually these words are to be 
understood. Amongst them there are priests and 
there is the people. All have been anointed and 
received the imposition of hands, yet because 
priests have twice been anointed and have been 
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consecrated by a second imposition of hands, to 
them applies more strictly the command of God 
that His anointed are not to be touched.

Luther proceeds: ‘Whereas all Christians should 
be heard, i.e. all who announce Christ, the Pope 
restricts it to his emissaries alone who announce 
none but the devil. Then he who despises the devil 
is judged to have despised his Christ.’

Surely if Luther were not inspired with an 
utterly diabolical spirit he would not so 
untruthfully interpret the Gospel. For St. Luke 
most clearly testifies that Christ said these words to 
the seventy disciples when He sent them out to 
preach. For thus he writes: ‘After these things the 
Lord Jesus appointed also seventy others, and He 
sent diem two and two before His face into everjj 
city and place whither He Himself was to come.’ 
It was to these that after many instructions He said: 
‘He that heareth you heareth Me, and he that 
despiseth you despiseth Me.’ Now, if these words 
were said to all Christians, so must all the preceding 
words have been. Therefore this, too, was said to 
all, viz., ‘Carry neither purse, nor scrip, nor shoes, 
and salute no man by the way’—which is obviously 
false.

Similar words, indeed, are related by St. 
Matthew to have been uttered to the apostles when 
they were sent out to preach: ‘He that receiveth 
you, receiveth Me; and he that receiveth Me, 
receiveth Him that sent Me’;20 but as both the 
apostles and the seventy disciples were being sent 
out upon the ministry of the word, what was said
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of the former can well be understood of the latter.
What Luther goes on to say about man being 

taught by God is utterly unreasonable.21 For since 
he teaches that every one of the people is taught by 
God, it follows that no one need obey and no one 
has any right to command. How foolish, then,were 
the Thessalonians in obeying the commands of St. 
Paul, as he testifies: 'We have confidence 
concerning you in the Lord, that the things which 
we command you both do and will do. Foolish 
too, the Philippians to whom he says: ‘You have 
always obeyed, not as in my presence only, but 
much more now in my absence.’23 Foolish also the 
Corinthians, for he says: ‘I praise you, brethren, 
that in all things you are mindful of me,and keep 
my ordinances as I delivered them to you.24 Idly did 
St. Paul bid Titus admonish the Christians ‘to be 
subj'ect to princes and powers’25 and to obey the 
magistrates. Idly, too, did the apostles who 
remained in Jerusalem command the Christians 
who were abroad to ‘abstain from blood and from 
things strangled’2’ as to which Christ left no 
command. Luther, of course, knows quite well that 
not all his Lutherans are taught by God, but he has 
one single aim. He wants to appear especially 
taught by God beyond all others and therefore 
subject to none; he wants to be regarded as better 
than all others and the master of all.

Then he puts to himself the objection that 
women are forbidden to teach. It seems, then, that 
they do not share in the ministry of the word 
which he contends is the common right of all 
Christians.With many words, then, he tries to 
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prove that women may teach, that they have an 
equal right in this matter with men, although on 
account of certain difficulties they yield their right 
to others. And if one asks how, if women have 
such a right, St. Paul could take it away from them, 
Luther is ready with his lying glosses, viz. that St. 
Paul does not seem to have taken away the right 
from them absolutely, but only in those places 
where there are men able to speak, so that all 
things may be done decently and in order.

Good God! How shamelessly Luther distorts the 
Scriptures and twists them to his pleasure! Study 
the words of St. Paul and you will see that it is God 
rather than the apostle who has forbidden women 
this power. For shortly after he tells the 
Corinthians that it is the precept not of man but of 
God. Hear the whole passage: ‘Let your women 
keep silence in the churches, for it is not permitted 
to them to speak, but to be subject as also the law 
saith. But if they would learn anything, let them 
ask their husbands at home, for it is a shame for a 
woman to speak in the church. Or did the word of 
God come out from you? Or came it only unto 
you? If any man seem to be a prophet or spiritual 
let him know the things that I write to you that 
they are the commands of the Lord.’27 See, dear 
reader, how St. Paul first imposes silence upon 
women and shows that it is not so much by his 
own command as by the command of the 
law.‘They must be subject as the law saith,’ i.e. the 
law does not permit them to speak. For God said to 
the woman: Thou shalt be under thy husband’s 
power, and he shall have dominion over
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thee.’28And if they are doubtful about any point, 
may they not put a question? St. Paul replies: ‘If 
they would learn anything, let them ask their 
husbands at home.’ See, dear reader, that not only 
does St. Paul forbid them to teach, but he will not 
even allow them to put a question in church about 
necessary things. He even adds that it is a shame 
for women to speak in the assembly. But if 
perchance the Corinthians should be unwilling to 
listen to his admonition and wish to continue to act 
as they had been accustomed to do, yet as they 
were not the first nor the only ones to embrace the 
Christian faith he shows that they were bound to 
conform themselves to the rites of other churches, 
especially as it was the precept of God which he 
was giving them to observe. Clearly, then, the right 
of teaching publicly is withheld from women, 
since by the precept of God even the right of 
speaking in the church is taken from them.

And yet Luther obstinately insists that women 
may prophesy and teach, bringing forward some 
texts to support his contention. It is to be noted 
that the word ‘prophesy’ is taken in different 
senses. Sometimes it means in the fulness of the 
Spirit to praise God. Thus those upon whom after 
Baptism St. Paul imposed hands are said to have 
prophesied.2’ For in those days it was a common 
thing for those, upon whom the Spirit came, to 
speak with tongues and prophesy, i.e. to announce 
the wonderful works of God, as we read in various 
places in the Acts of the Apostles.30 A second 
meaning is the foretelling of the future. Thus 
Agabus is said to have prophesied. A third 
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meaning is the interpretation of Scripture and of 
tongues, as it is more frequently used by St. Paul.

Hence it will be clear that Luther’s texts will not 
help him. First he quotes Joel: 'And your daughters 
shall prophesy.’ But St. Peter teaches us that this 
was fulfilled on the day of Pentecost when the Holy 
Ghost came down visibly upon the apostles and the 
other believers. ‘This is,’ he says, ‘that which was 
spoken of by the prophet Joel: And it shall come to 
pass in the last days (saith the Lord) I will pour out 
of my Spirit upon all flesh.And your sons and your 
daughters shall prophesy.’32 But this kind of 
prophecy is merely to tell of the wonderful works 
of God, as we have said. It is quite different, then, 
from the office of a public teacher.

What Luther says of the four daughters of 
Philip,33 of Mary the sister of Moses,34 of Holda,” 
and of Debbora36 is nothing to the purpose, for 
none of these held the office of public teacher, but 
either prophesied of future events or gave private 
admonitions.

But as to the most Blessed Virgin, who bore for 
us the Lord Jesus, we need have no surprise if she, 
by a special privilege, still teaches the whole 
Church by her canticle. Can we wonder if she, the 
Mother of the Word, proclaims the word to all? 
Sublime beyond all others is the prerogative of the 
Blessed Virgin, so singular in her perfections, who 
alone is the Mother of God. What, then, was 
especially granted to her cannot be extended to 
others. Woe to those wretches who even in the 
smallest degree try to lessen the pre-eminence of 



Third Rejoinder F¡9

this glorious Virgin, as I hear is a common practice 
of the Lutherans. Wherefore, unless they hasten to 
repent, the divine vengeance will not fail to 
overtake them. However, then, it may be with the 
most Blessed Virgin or with others, ‘the privilege of 
the few,’ as St. Jerome says, ‘does not make a 
general law.’

What Luther last of all quotes from St. Paul is 
false. Nowhere does St. Paul teach that the woman 
must prophesy with veiled head. For if so she might 
teach also with veiled head, whereas St. Paul 
altogether forbids her to teach in the assembly. 
What he does say is: ‘Every woman praying or 
prophesying with her head not covered disgraceth 
her head,’3' which is quite different from what 
Luther says. We cannot infer that it is lawful for 
the woman to prophesy. St. Paul’s word stands, and 
he is consistent with himself and with the 
Scriptures. He forbids altogether that women 
should speak to the men in church, and says that 
this is laid down for them by the law and by the 
commandment of God. Wherefore the right 
publicly to teach men is utterly withheld from 
women. Therefore the ministry of teaching is not 
common to all Christians.

But now let us note Luther’s conclusion: ‘In the 
strength of these indisputable texts we conclude 
that there is in the Church only one ministry of the 
word, and that common to all Christians. All may 
utter it, all may judge it, all must hear it. Scripture 
knows of no other ministry, and therefore we ask 
the Papistic idols whence they derive that ministry 
which they hold to be unshared by all. Come now, 
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you Papists, bring forward, show me one iota of 
Scripture about this ministry of yours.’

See, dear reader, how Luther conjures up his 
female priests from nowhere. From what has been 
said it is abundantly clear that the ministry of 
pastors and rulers is not common to all Christians. 
But we shall not think it too much trouble to add 
yet one more undeniable proof that this ministry 
does not belong to women.

We know that many excellent women followed 
our Lord Jesus Christ and after His Ascension lived 
holily among the apostles. They had been present 
at our Lord’s instructions, both public and private, 
they had witnessed His miracles, they had seen His 
most holy manner of life. And yet when it was a 
question of filling Judas’ place in the ministry, St. 
Peter entirely excluded the women, high in sanctity 
though they were. ‘We must choose,’ he says, ‘of 
these men who have been with us all the time that 
the Lord Jesus came in and went out amongst us, 
etc.’38 As St. Peter so clearly teaches that a choice 
must be made among the men, it is obvious that 
women were unable to be appointed to this 
ministry.

You will see, dear reader, how Luther has 
effected nothing by his attack, for he has not 
shown that the ministry of the word equally 
belongs to all Christians, nor can he ever show it. 
For if, as Luther tries to prove, there were no 
ministry in the Church which did not belong to all 
equally, whether men or women, St. Peter would 
not have excluded women when St. Matthias was 



Third Rejoinder 181

co-opted, nor would St. Paul have so often 
forbidden them to speak in the churches. But 
Luther wishes to curry favour with the ladies.

Moreover, St. Peter would have exhorted not 
only those who had been appointed presbyters,” 
but all Christians without distinction, to feed the 
flock. St. Paul, too, when he had called together at 
Miletus the presbyters of Ephesus would not have 
said especially to them: ‘Take heed to yourselves 
and to all the flock over which the Holy Ghost hath 
placed you bishops to rule the Church of God 
which He hath purchased with His own blood.’'10 If 
the Holy Ghost has entrusted the Church to the 
rule of the presbyters it is obvious that they have a 
ministry which they do not share with the people. 
The Holy Spirit would not have distinguished 
between them and the flock had there not been 
some ministry which they held towards the flock, 
which the flock in return could not hold towards 
them.

One further point. As these priests, although 
ordained by the imposition of men’s hands, were 
yet, as St. Paul here teaches, appointed by the Holy 
Ghost to rule the Church of God, we may be sure 
that whatever teaching they agreed in handing 
onto the churches is of the Holy Ghost. We cannot 
believe that so soon after the descent of the Holy 
Ghost any false dogma was accepted by all the 
churches.

St. Hegesippus testifies that until the time 
ofAnicetus, whom he reckons as the eleventh 
Pope,the Church remained a virgin. These are his 
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words: ‘Up to that time the Church remained a 
pure and undefiled virgin. As to corrupters of the 
truth and adulterators of the word of God, either 
they did not exist or, if they did, they lay hid in the 
caverns of the earth or in other secret places.’ 
Clearly, then, there was no open corrupter of the 
truth.

St. Irenaeus, who had heard St. Polycarp the 
disciple of St. John the apostle, speaks in similar 
terms of the time of Soter, the successor of 
Anicetus. ‘To Anicetus,’ he writes, ‘succeeded 
Soter, the twelfth to hold the episcopate of the 
apostles. He preserved in their integrity and purity 
those doctrines of the faith of God which the 
apostles hadpreached and handed down.’

Why do we quote these passages? In order that 
we may understand that teaching which is handed 
down unanimously by the writers of that age must 
be true and incorrupt. Since, then, all orthodox 
writers, whose writings have survived from that 
time, clearly testify that the presbyters were truly 
priests, and had a special ministry over the flock, it 
follows necessarily that it is an undoubted and 
unassailable truth. This we shall now show.

We have already quoted many writers, both 
Greek and Latin, and now we shall confine 
ourselves to the Popes who succeeded St. Peter. Of 
St. Clement we have spoken. To him succeeded 
Anacletus in whose decrees we have the following: 
‘The Blessed James, surnamed “the Just,” the 
brother of the Lord according to the flesh, was 
ordained the first archbishop of Jerusalem by Peter, 
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James and John. Thus to their successors they left 
an example that a bishop should not be consecrated 
by less than three bishops, the rest assenting, and 
the desires of the people being ascertained. Other 
priests should be ordained by their own bishop, the 
people and the rest of the priests giving their assent' 
and celebrating the ordination fasting. Deacons 
should be ordained in the same way. For the 
bestowal of other orders, the witness of three 
trustworthy men, with of course the approval of 
the bishop, will be sufficient.’“ And elsewhere in 
the same decrees: ‘Dear brethren, the order of 
priesthood is twofold, and it must be maintained 
unaltered as the Lord instituted it. Now you 
knowthat the apostles were chosen and appointed 
by Our Lord, and afterwards sent out into various 
provinces to preach. When the harvest began to 
grow, seeing that the labourers were few, He 
commanded seventy disciples to be chosen to help 
them. The bishops take the place of the apostles, 
the presbyters of the seventy disciples.’“

To him succeeded Evaristus in whose decrees 
we read the following: ‘We must be united, 
brethren both in thoughts and in acts, that, as is 
written, there may be in us “one heart and one 
soul.”45 For we know, as also we have received 
from our fathers, that Christ is the head and we are 
His members. Therefore we have one father, the 
Lord in heaven. But the priests, in ^lace of 
Christ,exercise His office in the Church.’

After him was elected Alexander, who in his 
decrees after he had forbidden priests to be unjustly 
accused by clerics, goes on to say: ‘I can conceive 
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no worse evil than that Christians should foster ill- 
will towards their priests.’’7

Sixtus, the successor of Alexander, in his decrees 
writes thus: ‘Dearly beloved brethren, let it 
beknown to your wisdom that in this holy apostolic 
see it has been ordained by us, the other bishops 
and all the priests of the Lord that the sacred vessels 
are to be touched by none save by men consecrated 
to God.”'

Telesphorus, too, the successor of Sixtus, 
speaking in his decrees of priests and bishops, says: 
‘Those who with their own lips consecrate the 
body of Christ are to be obeyed and feared by all, 
and not to be attacked or calumniated. By them the 
people of the Lord desire to be blessed and to be 
taught the way of salvation; therefore the populace 
must not attack them nor be received in accusation 
against them. The people must be taught and 
corrected by the priests, not vice versa, for the 
disciple is not above his master. For the bishops and 
other priests, to whose authority the people are 
committed, will be unable duly to correct their 
subjects if they know that they are attacked by 
insidious lies. It is just, then, that doctors of the law 
throughout the whole world should understand the 
prescriptions of the law and not besmirch the 
priests with their lips or by any plotting. For while 
they try to dishonour them they dishonour and 
injure themselves. He, then, who attacks priests or 
tries to get them condemned attacks God who has 
appointed them.’”

Hyginus who succeeded Telesphorus makes no
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mention of priests by name in his decrees, which 
are commonly joined with the Apostolic Canons.

Neither is there any mention of them in the 
decrees of Pius, the successor of Hyginus, although 
Yvo, the bishop of Chartres, a man of great charity, 
in the fifth part of his collections, records the 
following words of Pius: ‘As he is guilty of sacrilege 
who devastates the Church of God, who steals its 
lands and destroys its property, so is he who attacks 
its priests. He is guilty of sacrilege and will so be 
adjudged.’50 Need I add anything more?

All these Popes reigned before Soter and 
Anicetus and spoke of priests as we have stated. But 
up to their time, as we have learned from the 
testimonyof St. Hegesippus and St. Irenaeus, the 
Church remained a virgin, pure and undefiled. 
(The Church can never, indeed, become corrupt, 
but this is a testimony that up to this time no 
heresiarch had arisen in her to attempt publicly to 
contaminate her.) We conclude, then, that the 
special priestly ministry was not at that time 
common to all thepeople.

This is a divine ordinance and with obvious 
reason. The people are like a flock over which the 
priests are placed as shepherds and rulers. 
Therefore did Christ thrice say to St. Peter: ‘Feed 
My sheep.’51 And just like sheep when their 
shepherds are absent they suffer from many evils. 
For some wander away and become separated from 
the rest of the flock, some fall sick and, unless a 
remedy be at once applied, become incurable. 
Others are devoured by wolves or other wild beasts.
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Others, because they are not fed and watered at 
proper times, perish of hunger and thirst. So, too, 
of the people, unless protected by the diligent care 
of their pastors, some contract diseases of the soul 
and give way to every kind of crime, some are 
pitifully harried and destroyed by heretics and 
schismatics. Many perish of hunger and thirst 
because they are deprived of the word of God. 
Multitudes wander in the desert, and stray far from 
the straight path, according to the proverb of 
Solomon: ‘Where there is no governor the people 
shall fall.’52

Men might be bold enough to deny the truth of 
this picture were it not that we see it daily enacted 
before our eyes. Where the priests feed the flock 
committed to them both by their word and by their 
example the people are preserved from many 
errors. But on the other hand when the priests are 
negligent in the performance of their duties the 
people fall headlong into the abyss of all evils. For 
this reason did Christ, even when His flock was still 
quite small, appoint twelve apostles and add to 
them seventy disciples, commanding them all to 
teach the people. Upon St. Peter, indeed, whom He 
made the chief pastor of His flock. He especially 
enjoined this duty, that if he loved Him he should 
diligently feed His flock. In addition, power was 
given to the apostles, either through Christ or 
through the Spirit of Christ, to consecrate priests as 
they judged fit and to place them in authority over 
the churches. Nor was there lacking the promise of 
grace as often as they should for this purpose 
impose hands upon anyone.
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Section 25 
EPILOGUE

Y this time you will, I hope, 
understand, dear reader, and quite 
clearly, that all the boasting which 
Luther has belched out against the 

sacred priesthood has come to nothing. How stands 
now his impudent assertion that there is no visible 
priesthood except what has been set up by the lies 
of men and by Satan? For we have abundantly 
proved that the priesthood is something not 
common to all Christians, and that it is of divine 
institution. Even if in the Scriptures priests were 
never mentioned by name, there is so much about 
the substance of their office that it would be more 
than foolish to assail it. But as now both the 
substance and the name are asserted in the 
Scriptures, as so many early writers are unanimous 
in their testimony to the priesthood, and there is no 
writer, either ancient or modem, who disagrees, as 
no reason or text can be adduced to the contrary, 
what can be more mad or shameless than to cast a 
shadow of doubt upon this luminous truth?

Now, then, we have established the priesthood, 
and from this truth necessarily flows all that is 
taught by the Fathers concerning the sacrifice of 
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the Mass. There is no need here to refute all 
Luther’s foolish blasphemies against the Mass, for 
we have dealt with the subject fully elsewhere, i.e. 
in the apology, in which we refuted Luther’s 
attacks upon the book of our most illustrious and 
learned king.1 Now let us end our treatise.

Finis

‘ See Section 15, note 3.


