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General Introduction 

HE first editions of Luther’s collected works appeared in the T sixteenth century, and so did the first efforts to make him “speak 
English.” In America serious attempts in these directions were 
made for the first time in the nineteenth century. The Saint Louis 
edition of Luther was the first endeavor on American soil to publish 
a collected edition of his works, and the Henkel Press in Newmarket, 
Virginia, was the first to publish some of Luther’s writings in an 
English translation. During the first decade of the twentieth century, 
J. N. Lenker produced translations of Luther’s sermons and com- 
mentaries in thirteen volumes. A few years later the first of the six 
volumes in the Philadelphia (or Holman) edition of the Works of 
Martin Luther appeared. Miscellaneous other works were published 
at one time or another. But a growing recognition of the need for 
more of Luther’s works in English has resulted in this American 
edition of Luther’s works. 

The edition is intended primarily for the reader whose knowledge 
of late medieval Latin and sixteenth-century German is too small 
to permit him to work with Luther in the original languages. Those 
who can, will continue to read Luther in his original words as these 
have been assembled in the monumental Weimar edition ( D .  Martin 
Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe; Weimar, 1883 ff.). Its texts 
and helps have formed a basis for this edition, though in certain 
places we have felt constrained to depart from its readings and 
findings. We have tried throughout to translate Luther as he thought 
translating should be done. That is, we have striven for faithfulness 
on the basis of the best lexicographical materials available. But 
where literal accuracy and clarity have conflicted, it is clarity that 
we have preferred, so that sometimes paraphrase seemed more 
faithful than literal fidelity. We have proceeded in a similar way 
in the matter of Bible versions, translating Luther’s translations. 
Where this could be done by the use of an existing English version 
- King James, Douay, or Revised Standard -we have done so. Where 
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it could not, we have supplied our own. To indicate t h i s  in each 
specific instance would have been pedantic; to adopt a uniform 
procedure would have been artificial - especially in view of Luther’s 
own inconsistency in this regard. In each volume the translator will 
be responsible primarily for matters of text and language, while the 
responsibility of the editor will extend principally to the historical 
and theological matters reflected in the introductions and notes. 

Although the edition as planned will include fifty-five volumes, 
Luther’s writings are not being translated in their entirety. Nor 
should they be. As he was the &st to insist, much of what he wrote 
and said was not that important. Thus the edition is a selection 
of works that have proved their importance for the faith, life, and 
history of the Christian Church. The first thirty volumes contain 
Luther’s expositions of various Biblical books, while the remaining 
volumes include what are usually called his “Reformation writings” 
and other occasional pieces. The final volume of the set will be an 
index volume; in addition to an index of quotations, proper names, 
and topics, and a list of corrections and changes, it will contain 
a glossary of many of the technical terms that recur in Luther’s works 
and that cannot be defined each time they appear. Obviously Luther 
cannot be forced into any neat set of rubrics. He can provide his 
reader with bits of autobiography or with political observations as 
he expounds a psalm, and he can speak tenderly about the meaning 
of the faith in the midst of polemics against his opponents. It is the 
hope of publishers, editors, and translators that through this edition 
the message of Luther’s faith will speak more clearly to the modern 
church. 

J. P. 
H. L. 



Introduction to Volume 1 

N Monday, May 31,1535, Luther finished his lectures on Psalm 90. 0 There he had announced that after completing these lectures 
“I will devote the remaining years of my life to an exposition of the 
books of Moses” (Luther’s Works, 13, p. 75) and that “later we shall, 
if the Lord lengthens my life, interpret Genesis” (ibid., p. 141). It is 
usually supposed that on Thursday of that week, June 3, Luther be- 
gan his great Lectures on Genesis (Weimar, XLII-XLIV; St. Louis, 
1-11), which appear in this volume and in those that follow. 

Since the usual days for Luther’s lectures were Monday and Tues- 
day, however, it appears more likely that he launched his Lectures 
on Genesis the very next day, Tuesday, June 1, 1535, rather than on 
June 3, the date usually given (cf. Luther’s Works, 13, p. 75, note 1). 
For the next several weeks his lectures proceeded on the basis of 
his preparatory notes and outlines, which he had worked out up to 
Gen. 3:14. From the status of Veit Dietrich‘s notebooks on these 
lectures it appears that Luther was lecturing on Gen. 3:14 when an 
outbreak of the plague interrupted his lectures in July of 1535. The 
University of Wittenberg was transferred to Jena on July 18 as a re- 
sult of the plague; therefore Luther did not lecture on Monday, 
July 19, as he had been scheduled to do. It is not clear just when 
the university returned to Wittenberg or when classes were resumed. 

Luther, it seems, did not resume his Lectures on Genesis until 
January 25, 1536, when he picked them up at Gen. 3:15. His ref- 
erences to “hope” in that section of the commentary (cf. p. 191) 
would seem to fit the mood of the university during and after the 
plague. From a statement at table, dated October 27-December 4, 
1536, it is clear that by the autumn of that year Luther’s lectures 
had progressed to the ninth chapter of Genesis (see Luther’s Works, 
2, Introduction). Thus the material presented in this first volume of 
the Lectures on Genesis came out of Luther’s work in the classroom 
in the middle months of 1535 and the early months of 1536. It is 
impossible to make the chronology of the lectures any more precise 
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than this. The lectures as we have them are almost totally devoid 
of contemporary allusions, and some of the allusions we do have are 
obviously interpolated (cf. p. 288, note 45). Therefore they give us 
no information about the progress of Luther’s lectures. The histor- 
ical introduction is, therefore, unable to provide very much detail 
about the time and circumstances of the original composition. 

Instead, the historical introduction to these Lectures on Genesis 
must concern itself with a more serious problem than chronology- 
the authenticity and integrity of the material in the lectures them- 
selves. For as we have it, the work is not a product of Luther’s pen 
or even a transcript of his lectures; it is a transcript that has been 
reworked and edited. From the instance of other commentaries, 
where we have both the lecture notes and the printed version, it is 
evident that the editors of Luther’s Biblical commentaries allowed 
themselves greater liberties in preparing his lectures for publication 
than the modem conventions of editing and publishing would justify 
(cf. Luther’s Wo.rks, 13, Introduction, pp. xi-xii). Where we have 
only the printed version, therefore, we have reason to be on the 
lookout for marks of redactorial additions and changes. 

There are such marks in the Lectures on Genesis, as Peter Mein- 
hold, the leading scholar to concern himself with them, has pointed 
out. Now and again, for example, there are admonitions addressed 
to the “reader” even though this purports to be a lecture (thus 
p. 16, note 29). We have already referred to the presence of his- 
torical allusions that are clearly anachronistic and are apparently 
inserted by the editors. A remarkable circumstance is the accuracy 
with which most classical citations are quoted. Luther had an aston- 
ishingly retentive memory, as his Biblical quotations show. He had 
also read around in the classics and knew some classical works almost 
by heart. But the citations here in Genesis are almost uniformly ac- 
curate; and where a comparison of lecture notes with printed version 
is possible, it becomes evident that the editors took a chance phrase 
or allusion from Luther’s lectures and amplified it into a full-blown 
and accurate citation. 

Some citations from classical authors do not even have a chance 
phrase or allusion as their foundation but were inserted by the 
editors because they seemed to fit. Because of this we are in no 
position to determine with any degree of finality which of the 
classical quotations originated with Luther and which did not. The 
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same thing is true of quotations from Christian authors. It is be- 
yond doubt that Luther had read widely in the works of St.Augus- 
tine; therefore many, if not most, of the references to Augustine seem 
to be based on his own reading. Other authors, too, he had studied, 
as his completely authentic works clearly show. From repeated ref- 
erences we know of his regard for Nicolaus de Lyra, on whom these 
Lectures on Genesis are dependent for the rabbinical learning they 
display and for at least some of the patristic exegesis they consider. 
We have used Lyra in an incunabulum of 1492, titled Postillu frattis 
Nicolai de lyra de ordine minorum super Genesim Exodum Leuit- 
icum Numeri Deutronomium [sic] Josue Judici Regum & Paralyp- 
pomenon. Cum additionibus pauli episcopi Burgensis. (Because 
Lyra’s work is quite rare, we have quoted it at length in some foot- 
notes, to give the English reader a sample of Luther’s exegetical 
sources.) We know, too, that in 1509-10 Luther had lectured on 
the Sentences of Peter Lombard, to which he also makes reference 
in this commentary. But we cannot be sure how many of the quota- 
tions even from these works are actually his own. 

The problem of authenticity and integrity becomes most acute, 
however, not in the question of Luther’s erudition but in the question 
of his actual theological position. And the researches of Peter Mein- 
hold have led him to the conclusion that the,theology of the Lectures 
on Genesis has also been adulterated by the editors to conform it 
to the growing orthodoxy of the second generation of Lutherans. 
He bases t h i s  conclusion on a study of the theology of Veit Dietrich 
in relation to both Luther and Melanchthon; in several cases he has 
proved that Dietrich‘s brand of Melanchthonian theology has been 
superimposed upon Luther’s thought and language, and in other 
cases he has shown that this is very likely. This has led him to 
a rather profound skepticism about the reliability of the Lectures on 
Genesis as a source of information about the thought of the old 
Luther. 

Is that skepticism justified? The studies of Prof. Meinhold must 
certainly cast doubt on those sections of the commentary in which 
Luther sounds more like Melanchthon than like any Luther we know. 
One must have some misgivings about passages which present such 
novel ideas as these: the arguments for the existence of God (p. 2.5, 
note 41), rationalistic arguments for the natural immortality of the 
human soul (p.45), defenses of astrology (p.31, note 57), and the 
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like. The line of descent here runs from Melanchthon through his 
pupils to later Lutheran theologians, but the ancestor of these ideas 
is apparently not Luther. -A reader is, therefore, obliged to keep 
the facts of this descent in mind when he cites the Lectures on Gen- 
esis to prove that Luther held a position which is not well authen- 
ticated from his other writings. To this extent it must be asserted 
that Meinholds skepticism is warranted. 

On the other hand, Meinhold's criteria themselves are not beyond 
suspicion. Taking for granted the emphasis on the young Luther 
that became canonical for Luther scholars in the past generation, 
Meinhold makes the early thought of Luther normative for his judg- 
ments about the authenticity of many passages in this commentary 
which are not suspect on other grounds. This procedure makes it 
impossible to accept Meinholds conclusions wholesale. Nor does he 
deny the presence of much material in the lectures that comes directly 
from Luther. About most sections of the commentary any respon- 
sible historian of theology must conclude that if Luther did not 
really say this, it is difficult to imagine how Veit Dietrich or even 
Melanchthon himself could have thought it up. Therefore the Lec- 
tures on Genesis are an indispensable source for our knowledge of 
Luther's thought, containing as they do his reflections on hundreds 
of doctrinal, moral, exegetical, and historical questions. The hands 
are sometimes the hands of the editors, but the voice is nevertheless 
the voice of Luther ( c f .  Luther's Works, 22, Introduction, p. xi). 

J. P. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

HE first chapter is written in the simplest language; yet it contains T matters of the utmost importance and very difficult to under- 
stand. It was for this reason, as St. Jerome asserts, that among the 
Hebrews it was forbidden for anyone under thirty to read the chapter 
or to expound it for others1 They wanted one to have a good knowl- 
edge of the entire Scripture before getting to this chapter. Not even 
with this practice, however, did the Jewish Rabbis achieve anything 
worthwhile; for in their commentaries men twice thirty and even 
older prattle most childishly about these extremely important matters. 

Until now there has not been anyone in the church either who has 
explained everything in the chapter with adequate skill. The com- 
mentators, with their sundry, different, and countless questions, have 
so confused everything in the chapter as to make it clear enough that 
God has reserved His exalted wisdom and the correct understanding 
of this chapter for Himself alone, although He has left with us this 
general knowledge that the world had a beginning and that it was 
created by God out of nothing. This general knowledge is clearly 
drawn from the text. As to particulars, however, there are differences 
of opinion about very many things, and countless questions are raised 
at one point or another. 

We know from Moses that the world was not in existence before 
6,000 years ago. Of this it is altogether impossible to convince a 
philosopher, because, according to Aristotle, no first man or last man 
can be conceded.2 Although Aristotle leaves unsettIed the problem 
whether the world is eternal, he leans toward the opinion that it 
is eternaL8 Human reason cannot rise to a higher level than to con- 

1 Such k Jerome's report in his letter to Paulinus, Epistle LIII, Putrologiu, 
Sertes Luttna, XXII, 547. The immediate source of the information, however, is 
probably Nicholas of Lyra in his introduction to Gen. 1 (cf. Introduction, p. xi). 

2 See the quotations from Aristotle assembled in Thomas Aquinas, Summa 
theologica, Part I, Q. 46, Art. 1. 

Aristotle speaks of questions "in regard to which we have no argument 
because they are so vast, and we find it difficult to give ow reasons, e.g., the 
question whether the universe is eternal or no," Topics, I, ch. 11. 
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clude that the world is eternal and that countless men have gone 
before us and are coming after us; here it is forced to call a halt. 
But from this very conclusion there follows the most dangerous 
opinion that the soul is mortal, for philosophy knows no more than 
one infinite.* Indeed, human reason cannot avoid being overwhelmed 
by the grandeur of this subject matter and coming into conflict with it. 

It seems that perhaps in Egypt Plat0 picked up a few sparks of 
thought, seemingly from the discourses of the patriarchs and the 
prophets, and for this reason came closer to the t r u t h . 6  He indeed 
assumes matter and mind to be eternal but declares that the world 
had a beginning and was made out of mattere6 But I shall stop citing 
the opinions of philosophers, since Lyra enumerates them, although 
without comment.? 

Thus among the Hebrews, the Latins, or the Greeks there is no 
guide whom we could follow with safety in this area. In view of 
t h i s  we likewise shall deserve indulgence if we do the best we can. 
For apart from the general knowledge that the world had its begin- 
ning from nothing there is hardly anything about which there is 
common agreement among all theologians. 

Hilary and Augustine, almost the two greatest lights of the church, 
hold that the world was created instantaneously and all at the same 
time, not successively in the course of six dayss Moreover, Augustine 
resorts to extraordinary trifling in his treatment of the six days, which 
he makes out to be mystical days of knowledge among the angels, not 
natural ones. Hence debates are customary in schools and churches 
concerning evening and morning knowledge, subjects brought up by 
Augustine and scrupulously propounded by Lyra. Whoever wants to 
gain a knowledge of them, let him get it from Lyra.O 

4 Cf. Aristotle, Physics, 111, chs. 4-8. 
5 This is a familiar notion among the church fathers, as, for example, in 

6 Presumably this is an allusion to Plato’s Timoeus; cf. also p. 47, note 77. 
7 Lyra says: “And so let the reader choose the exposition he wants to 

hold” (introduction to Gen. 1 ) . 
8 Hilary, On the Trinity, XII, ch. 40, Patrologh, Series Latim, X, 458,459; 

Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram lfbd XZZ, IV, ch. 33; Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesi- 
usticorurn Latinorum, XXVIII, Sec. 111, Part I, p. 133. 

9 In his introduction to Gen. 1, Nicholas of Lyra states that according to 
Augustine, “angelic knowledge is twofold: one is a knowledge in general (in 
genere), and this is called evening knowledge. . . . The other is a knowledge 
in the Word, and this is called morning knowledge.” 

Clement of Alexandria, Exhortation to the Heathen, ch. 6. 
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Although these subjects are debated with keen reasoning, the 
result is no real contribution. For what need is there of setting up 
a twofold knowledge? Nor does it serve any useful purpose to make 
Moses at the outset so mystical and allegorical. His purpose is to 
teach us, not about allegorical creatures and an allegorical world but 
about real creatures and a visible world apprehended by the senses. 
Therefore, as the proverb has it, he calls “a spade a spade,” lo i. e., he 
employs the terms “day” and “evening” without allegory, just as we 
customarily do. The evangelist Matthew, in his last chapter, preserves 
this method of expression when he writes that Christ rose on the 
evening of the Sabbath which began to dawn into the first day of the 
week (Matt. 28:l). If, then, we do not understand the nature of 
the days or have no insight into why God wanted to make use of 
these intervals of time, let us confess our lack of understanding rather 
than distort the words, contrary to their context, into a foreign 
meaning. 

Therefore so far as this opinion of Augustine is concerned, we 
assert that Moses spoke in the literal sense, not allegorically or 
figuratively, i. e., that the world, with all its creatures, was created 
within six days, as the words read. If we do not comprehend the 
reason for this, let us remain pupils and leave the job of teacher 
to the Holy Spirit. However, these days are distinguished in this way: 
on the first day the formless mass of heaven and earth was created, 
to which later on light was added; on the second, the firmament; on 
the third, the earth, with its fruits, was brought forth out of the 
water; on the fourth the heavens were adorned by the creation of 
the sun, moon, and stars; on the fifth, the fishes of the sea and the 
birds of the air; on the sixth the land animals and man were created. 
However, I am disregarding the division which some make-into 
works of creating, of separating, and of adorning -because I do not 
know whether this tallies well with the facts in every case. Yet if 
anybody finds pleasure in that sort of thing, let him consult Lyra.ll 

As to Lyra’s belief that a knowledge of the philosophers’ opinion 
concerning matter is essential because on it depends fhe under- 
standing of the six days of activity - I am not sure that Lyra under- 
stood what it was that Aristotle called “matter.” Unlike Ovid, 

10 This is our rendition of the German-Latin pun uppeh t  Schpham scuphm. 
11 In his introduction to Gen. 1, Nicholas of Lyra says: “The work of creating 

(opus creatoris) he describes before all days, the work of separating in the 5st 
three days, and the work of adorning in the following three days.” 

[We XLII, 4.51 
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Aristotle does not designate the shapeless and crude chaos as matter.12 
Therefore, disregarding these needless opinions, let us turn to Moses 
as the better teacher. We can follow him with greater safety than 
the philosophers, who, without benefit of the Word, debate about 
unknown matters. 

1. In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 

At this point another necessary and rather difficult question is 
raised, namely, that Moses mentions the creation of heaven and earth 
but does not mention the day or the Word by which they were 
created. Some ponder why Moses did not rather express himself as 
he did in the other instances where he makes mention of the Word 
and say: “In the beginning God said: ‘Let there be heaven and 
earth.’”18 He asserts that heaven and earth were created before 
God said anything, in spite of the fact that the Decalog (Ex. 20:11) 
and the entire Scripture bear witness that in six days God made 
heaven and earth and everythmg in them. However, I said previously 
that we are going on this journey without a guide; we shall, there- 
fore, leave others to their opinion and explain what seems right to us. 

What Moses calls heaven and earth are not the kind they are now, 
but the crude and formless masses which they were up to that time. 
The water was dark; and because it is lighter by nature, it sur- 
rounded the st i l l  formless earth itself, like an ooze or a dense fog. 
This primary matter,” so to speak, for His later work God, according 
to the plain words of the Decalog (Ex. 20:11), did not create outside 
the six days but at the beginning of the first day. 

So far as I can see, Moses until now makes no mention of the 
first day because later on those unordered masses of the crude heaven 
and earth were given shape, and, as it were, highly perfected and 
made separate entities. What he later calls the abyss and water- 
namely, the formless and crude mass of water, not yet arranged in 

THE WORK OF THE FIRST DAY 

12 Ovid, Metamorphoses, I, 6; cf. also p. 4, note 7. 
1s Augustine, D e  Genesi ad litteram, I, ch. 3, p. 7. 
1 4  By prima muteria metaphysicians meant “that elementary constituent in 

composite substances which ap ertains in common to them all without dis- 
tinguishing them from one anoger,” as yet united with no form. By secunda 
muteth (see p. 8, note 17) they meant something like what we call “raw 
material,” that which is given ‘to an operation, as distinguished from that which 
is given by an operation; thus wood is secunda muteria to a cabinetmaker, who 
gives it the form of a bench or cabinet. 
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an orderly manner and not yet graced with its specific shape-this 
he designates here as heaven. But if Moses had expressed himself 
differently and had stated: “In the beginning God said: ‘Let there 
be heaven, etc.,” there would later on have been no place for the 
repetition of the word “He said” when these formless waters were 
illuminated and light was created. 

The very simpIe meaning of what Moses says, therefore, is this:  
Everything that is, was created by God. Furthermore, at the begin- 
ning of the first day were created the crude mass of mire or of earth, 
and the mists  or waters. Into these, within the remaining space of 
the first day, God introduced light and made day appear, in order 
to expose to view the crude mass of heaven and earth, rather like 
an elementary seed, but one suited for producing something. 

2. But the earth was empttj and soid. 

A wider significance attaches to the Hebrew words MA and 173 

than can be reproduced in translation. Yet they are used frequently 
in the Holy Scripture. m h  is employed in the sense of “nothing,” so 
that the earth is a 333, which so far as it itself is concerned, is empty, 
where there are no roads, no separate localities, no hills, no valleys, 
no grass, no herbs, no animals, and no men. Such indeed was the 
first appearance of the unfinished earth; for since mire was mixed 
with the water, it was not possible to observe the distinctive marks 
which are observable now, after it has been finished. 

Thus Isaiah, in the chapter where he threatens the earth with 
desolation, says (34:ll): “There will be stretched over it the line 
m h  and the plummet 373,” i.e., the earth will be laid waste to such 
an extent that neither human beings nor beasts of burden will remain, 
and the houses will be laid waste and everything thrown into con- 
fusion and disorder. This is how Jerusalem was later laid waste by 
the Romans, and Rome by the Goths, to such an extent that the traces 
of the very famous ancient city cannot be pointed out.16 

You now see the earth standing out above the waters, the heaven 
adorned with stars, the fields with trees, the cities with houses, etc.; 
but when all these are removed and thrown together into a shapeless 
mass -what then results Moses calls mh and 333. 

But just as the earth was surrounded by darkness or by waters 
16 Like other references to Rome in Luther’s lectures and writiny 

(cf. Luther’s Works, 13, p. 281, note 48), this may be a reminiscence of Luther s 
trip to Rome in 1510-11. 
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in which there was darkness, so the heaven, too, was unformed. 
It was qnh, not only because it lacked the adornment of the stars, 
and 132, because it was not separated from the earth; but it was also 
still without light and was a dark and deep abyss which, either like 
a very dense mist or like the already mentioned ooze, surrounded the 
earth. For the account of the separation of the waters will follow 
later. 

So, then, we have this as the first fact: Moses teaches that on the 
first day the heaven and the earth were created, but an unformed 
heaven, that is, without any separation of the waters, without lumi- 
naries, and not yet raised up; likewise an unformed earth, without 
animals, rivers, and mountains. 

With Lyra’s contention that matter is pure potentiality and can 
take on form through its own power; likewise, with Augustine’s saying 
in his Confessions - that matter is almost nothing, so close to nothing 
that there is no intermediate reality - I disagree entirely.lB How can 
you apply the term “mere nothing” to something that is a genuine 
substance of the kind Moses calls heaven and earth? You could not 
do so unless you wanted to apply the term “matter” in a contrived 
sense to something like wood which is not yet a box or a bench. But 
in this sense the philosophers speak of “secondary matter.” 

Much more noteworthy is what St. Peter says in 2Peter3:5-6, 
where he is speaking of the wicked: “They deliberately ignore this 
fact, that by the Word of God heavens existed long ago, and an earth 
formed out of water and by means of water, through which the world 
that then existed was deluged with water and perished.” Thereby 
Peter seems to be referring to the fact that the earth was established 
out of water and through water, and afterwards was brought forth 
out of the water and, as it were, placed into light, just as it seems 
to float on the ocean up to the present time. This, he says, the wicked 
know; and therefore, because of their confidence in this state of 
affairs, they have no fear of any danger from water, which they know 
to be the foundation of the earth. Nevertheless, water destroyed the 
earth which it was sustaining and buoying up, just as the earth will 
also perish by fire at the end of time. Thus St. Peter seems to refer 

16 The Latin sentence reads: Materiam esse prope nihU, nec posse excogi- 
tad intmedium, haec nullo modo probo. The quotation from Augustine is in 
his Confessfons, XII, ch.4,8; its immediate source may be Nicholas of Lyra’s 
introduction to Gen. 1. 

17 Cf. p. 6, note 14. 
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to the fact that the earth was brought forth in the water and out 
of the water. Let this be enough on the subject of matter; for I think 
that if anyone were to argue with greater subtlety, he would not do 
so with profit. 

And darkness was over the face of the abyss. 
Water and abyss and heaven are used in this passage for the same 

thing, namely, for that dark and unformed mass which later on was 
provided with life and separated by the Word. Now these are func- 
tions of the Second Person, that is, of Christ, the Son of God: to adorn 
and separate the crude mass which was brought forth out of nothing. 
Furthermore, this may have been the reason why Moses decided not 
to use the words “He said” in the first instance. Indeed, some mention 
this as a reason.18 

And the Spirit of the Lord hooered over the waters. 
Some explain that “the Spirit of the Lord” simply means “wind.” 

If something physical is to be understood here under Spirit, I for 
my part would rather refer it to this phenomenon, that the unformed 
mass of heaven and earth, which He also called abyss, began to be put 
into motion, just as it is in motion today. Water never stands still 
but is always in motion on its surface. 

But it is more to my liking that we understand Spirit to mean 
the Holy Spirit. Wind is a creature which at that time did not yet 
exist, since so far those masses of heaven and earth lay mixed together. 
Indeed, it is the great consensus of the church that the mystery 
of the Trinity is set forth here.l0 The Father creates heaven and 
earth out of nothing through the Son, whom Moses calls the Word. 
Over these the Holy Spirit broods. As a hen broods her eggs, keep- 
ing them warm in order to hatch her chicks, and, as it were, to 
bring them to life through heat, so Scripture says that the Holy Spirit 
brooded, as it were, on the waters to bring to life those substances 
which were to be quickened and adorned. For it is the office of 
the Holy Spirit to make alive.20 

18 Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram, I, ch. 4, p. 7. 
1s Augustine, Confesstons, XIII, ch. 5. 
20 This is a reference to the Nicene Creed: “I believe in the Holy Ghost, 

the Lord and Giver of Life.” In the original the terms “Lord” and “Giver of Life” 
are both adjectives; a more literal translation would read: Y believe in the Holy 
Spirit, lordly and life-giving.” 
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So far as I can see, these remarks about the subject under con- 
sideration are sufficient for us to set aside other opinions and to 
establish the following: Out of nothing God created heaven and earth 
as an unformed mass so that the unformed earth was surrounded by 
the unformed heaven or mist. 

It remains for us to have some discussion also about the words. 
And here we immediately encounter some who argue in a variety 
of ways and with subtlety about the phrase “in the beginning.” They 
explain “in the beginning” as “in the Son,” on account of the passage 
in John when Christ gives His reply to the Jews who were asking who 
He was (John 8:25): “The beginning which I also am saying.” Like- 
wise, Ps. 110:3: ‘With Thee is the beginning in the day of Thy valor.” 
This passage almost all explain as follows: ‘With Thee is the Son 
in divine power.” 21 But it is well known to those who are acquainted 
with Greek that in John .;1v &eXip must be interpreted as an adverb, 
a figure of speech occasionally met with in Greek. So let those who 
care to do so, trifle with the expression; I prefer what is simplest and 
can be understood by those with little education. 

So, then, I have the conviction that Moses wanted to indicate the 
beginning of time. Thus “in the beginning” has the same meaning 
as if he said: “At that time, when there was no time, or when the 
world began, it began in this wise, that heaven and earth were first 
created by God out of nothing in an unformed condition, not beauti- 
fied as they now are. However, heaven and earth did not lie 
unimproved this way for a long time, but immediately on the first 
day the beginning was made to adorn them with light.” 

The Arians have fancied that the angels and the Son of God were 
created before the beginning.22 But let us pass over this blasphemous 
idea. Let us also disregard another question: What was God doing 
before the beginning of the world? Was He in a state of rest or not? 
Augustine relates in his Confessions that someone had answered to 
this effect: “God was making hell ready for those who pried into 
meddlesome questions,” obviously, as Augustine says, to frustrate any 
injurious effect of the question.23 

Indeed, the modesty of Augustine pleases me. With perfect frank- 

21 See also Luther’s Works, 22, pp. 7,8. 

23 Au stine, Confessions, XI, ch. 12; but Augustine tells the story about 

22 Cf. Luthds Works, 22, pp. 19-26. 

someone e r e. 
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ness he says that in the case of questions of this kind he hauls in 
the sails of his acumen, because even if we should engage in endless 
speculation and debate, these matters nevertheless remain outside 
our comprehension. And if we do not fully understand even the 
things which we see and do, how much less shall we grasp those? 
What will you assume to have been outside time or before time? 
Or what will you imagine that God was doing before there was any 
time? Let us, therefore, rid ourselves of such ideas and realize that 
God was incomprehensible in His essential rest before the creation 
of the world, but that now, after the creation, He is within, without, 
and above all creatures; that is, He is still incomprehensible. Nothing 
else can be said, because our mind cannot grasp what lies out- 
side time. 

God also does not manifest Himself except through His works and 
the Word, because the meaning of these is understood in some 
measure. Whatever else belongs essentially to the Divinity cannot 
be grasped and understood, such as being outside time, before the 
world, etc. Perhaps God appeared to Adam without a covering, but 
after the fall into sin He appeared in a gentle breeze as though 
enveloped in a covering. Similarly he was enveloped later on in 
the tabernacle by the mercy seat and in the desert by a cloud and 
fie. Moses, therefore, also calls these objects “faces of God,” through 
which God manifested Himself. Cain, too, calls the place at which 
he had previously sacrificed “the face of God” (Gen.4:14). This 
nature of ours has become so misshapen through sin, so depraved 
and utterly corrupted, that it cannot recognize God or comprehend 
His nature without a covering. It is for this reason that those coverings 
are necessary. 

It is folly to argue much about God outside and before time, 
because t h i s  is an effort to understand the Godhead without a 
covering, or the uncovered divine essence. Because this is impossible, 
God envelops Himself in His works in certain forms, as today He 
wraps Himself up in Baptism, in absolution, etc. If you should 
depart from these, you will get into an area where there is no 
measure, no space, no time, and into the merest nothing, concerning 
which, according to the philosopher, there can be no knowledge.** 
Therefore we justly pass over this question and are satisfied with 
the simple explanation of the phrase “in the beginning.” 

It is more worthwhile to note that Moses does not say: “In the 
94 The phrase “merest nothing” is a translation of merlssimum nihil. 
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beginning ’W created heaven and earth” but makes use of a term 
in the plural number, n’?h?, a name which Moses, and others use 
to designate the angels as well as judges and magistrates, as in 
Ps. 82:6: “I have said, You are gods.”’ Here, however, it is certain 
that it designates the one true God, by whom all things were created. 
Why, then, does he make use of the plural number? 

The Jews apply their sophistry to Moses in various ways, but 
to us it is plain that he wants to hint at the Trinity or the plurality 
of Persons in one single divine nature. Because he is speaking of 
the work of creation, it follows clearly that he is excluding the angels. 
There remains, therefore, this contradiction: God is one, and never- 
theless that most perfect unity is also the truest plurality. Why else 
should it be of importance that Moses makes use of the plural number? 

Therefore the feeble sophistry of the Jews is unacceptable, that 
the plural number is made use of for the sake of respect. What room 
is there here for respect? Especially since our German custom to use 
the plural number out of respect when we speak of only one person 
is not common to all languages. 

In the second place, even though they loudly claim that this 
expression is applied also to the angels and men, nevertheless in 
this passage it is a plural and cannot be understood except of the 
one true God, because the context deals with the creation. There 
were many other terms in the singular number of which Moses could 
have made use if it had not been his definite purpose to indicate to 
those who are spiritual that in the divine nature, apart from the 
creation, there is a plurality of Persons. Of course, he does not say 
in so many words that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are 
the one true God; this was to be reserved for the teaching of the 
Gospel. It was adequate for him to indicate this plurality of Persons 
by means of the plural term, which later on is applied also to 
human beings. 

Nor should it give us any offense that the same term is later 
applied to creatures. Why shouldn’t God assign us His name, when 
He assigns us His power and His office? For to forgive sins, to retain 
sins, to make alive, etc., are works of the Divine Majesty alone; never- 
theless, the same works are given to human beings and are done 
through the Word which human beings teach. As Paul says (Rom. 
11:14) : “That I might make many to be saved of my flesh.” Likewise 
(1 Cor. 9:22) : “I was made everythmg for all, that all I might save.” 
Therefore just as these works are truly works of God but may also 
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be assigned to men and be performed by men, so the name of God 
in truth denotes God but may also be applied to human beings. 

Arius was unable to deny that Christ existed before the creation 
of the world, because Christ also says (John 82%) : “Before Abraham 
was, I am.” And it is written in Proverbs (8:27) : “Before the heavens 
were, I am.” Therefore he shifted to the position that Christ, or the 
Word, was created before all things and later on created all things 
and was the most perfect creature, but that He had not always been 
in existence. This insane and wicked opinion must be countered with 
the fact that Moses briefly says “in the beginning” and does not assert 
that anything else was in existence before the beginning except God, 
to whom he gives a name in the plural number. 

The minds of men arrive at these foolish conclusions when they 
are determined to do their thinking about such lofty matters without 

the Word. Yet indeed we lack knowledge about our very selves, as 
Lucretius says: “It is so far unknown what the nature of the soul is.” 
We feel capable of forming judgments, of assigning numbers, of dis- 
tinguishing quantities and spiritual creatures (if I may call them so), 
what is true and what is false; but we are still incapable of giving 
a definition of the soul. How much less knowledge are we going to 
have of the nature of God? We do not know how our will is aroused; 
for it is not aroused qualitatively or quantitively, and yet it is aroused 
in some way.26 Much less, then, could we know anything of divine 
matters. 

It is therefore insane to argue about God and the divine nature 
without the Word or any covering, as all the heretics are accustomed 
to do. They do their thinking about God with the same sureness with 
which they argue about a pig or cow. Therefore they also receive 
a reward worthy of their rashness in that they arrive at so dangerous 
a view. Whoever desires to be saved and to be safe when he deals 
with such great matters, let him simply hold to the form, the signs, 
and the coverings of the Godhead, such as His Word and His works. 
For in His Word and in His works He shows Himself to us. Those 
who are in touch with these are made sound, as was the woman with 
the issue of blood when she touched Christ’s garment (Matt. 9:20-22). 

25 Lucretius, De remm wtura, I, 113. This is one of the classical quota- 
tions which Peter Meinhold regards as interpolations by the editors (cf. Intro- 
duction, p. x) . 

26 That is, the changes of the human “will” do not corres ond to the increase 

material things. 
or decrease of quantity, nor to the variation in quality, w K ‘ch we observe in 



14 LUTHER’S WORKS 1:2 

But those who want to reach God apart from these coverings 
exert themselves to ascend to heaven without ladders (that is, without 
the Word). Overwhelmed by His majesty, which they seek to com- 
prehend without a covering, they fall to their destruction. This is 
what happened to Arius. He thought that there was some intermediate 
being between the Creator and the creature and that all things were 
created by that intermediate being. It was inevitable that he should 
hit upon this idea after he had denied, contrary to Scripture, the 
plurality of the Persons in the Godhead. Since he argues his position 
apart from and without the Word of God and relies on his thinking 
alone, he cannot avoid falling into error. 

Similarly, because a monk does not adhere to the Word, he thinks 
that there is a God sitting in heaven who intends to save anyone 
wearing a cowl and following a definite rule of life. He is also 
ascending to heaven without God’s disclosure of Himself or without 
His face leading the way. So also the Jews had their idols and their 
groves. The fall and destruction of all these is the same; they all run 
into the same difficulty because, forsaking the Word, they each follow 
their own thoughts. 

Therefore if we want to walk in safety, let us accept what the 
Word submits for our reflection and what God Himself wants us to 
know. Let us pass by other things -things not revealed in the Word. 
What concern is it of mine, and how can I comprehend what God 
did before the earth was created? These are thoughts concerning the 
uncovered Godhead; by such thoughts the Jews permit themselves 
to be led away from this text, so that they do not believe in several 
Persons, although Moses consistently adheres to the use of the 
plural noun. 

A papal decree condemns the Anthropomorphites for speaking 
about God as if they were speaking about a human being, and for 
ascribing to Him eyes, ears, arms, e t ~ . ~ ~  However, the condemnation 
is unjust. Indeed, how could men speak otherwise of God among 
men? If it is heresy to think of God in this manner, then a verdict 
has been rendered concerning the salvation of all children, who think 
and speak of God in this childlike fashion. But even apart from the 
children: give me the most learned doctor - how else will he teach 
and speak about God? 

27 Epiphanius, in his Punurion, ch. 70, tells of a sect called “Audians.” They 
were accused of teaching a gross form of anthropomorphism. 

IW. -, 11.121 
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And so a wrong was done to good men. Although they believed 
in the omnipotent God and their Savior, they were found guilty 
because they said that God has eyes, with which He beholds the poor; 
that He has ears, with which He hears those who pray, etc. How 
can this nature of ours understand the spiritual essence of God? 
Scripture, too, here and there makes use of this very manner of speech. 
Therefore they were unjustly condemned. Their zeal for simplicity 
should rather be commended as something supremely necessary in 
doctrinal matters. When God reveals Himself to us, it is necessary 
for Him to do so through some such veil or wrapper and to say: 
“Look1 Under this wrapper you will be sure to take hold of Me.” 
When we embrace this wrapper, adoring, praying, and sacrificing to 
God there, we are said to be praying to God and sacrificing to 
Him properly. 

Thus there is no doubt that our first parents worshiped God early 
in the morning, when the sun was rising, by marveling at the Creator 
in the creature or, to express myself more clearly, because they were 
urged on by the creature. Their descendants continued the custom, 
but without understanding. Thus this practice turned into idolatry. 
The sun itself, which is a good creature of God, is not the cause of 
this development; but the reason lies in the fact that the true doctrine, 
which Satan cannot endure, gradually became extinct. Thus when 
Satan led Eve away from the Word, she immediately fell headlong 
into sin. 

But to return to the Anthropomorphites, I think that they should 
in no wise be condemned, because even the prophets describe God 
as sitting on a throne. When uneducated persons hear this, they 
immediately think of a golden throne marvelously adorned, although 
they know that no such material is found in heaven. Thus Isaiah 
says that he saw the Lord in a very wide garment (6: 1 ) , because God 
cannot be depicted or viewed in a vision which is absolute or subject 
to direct perception. Therefore such figures of speech have the 
approval of the Holy Spirit, and the works of God are set before us 
so that we can grasp them. Such works are: that He created the 
heaven and the earth, that He sent His Son, that He speaks through 
His Son, that He baptizes, that He absolves from sin through the 
Word. He who does not apprehend these facts will never apprehend 
God. But I shall stop here, since I have often discussed these facts 
at great length. Nevertheless, it was necessary at this time to touch 
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upon them on account of Moses, whom the Jews torture so miserably 
in connection with this passage, from which we prove that there 
are several Persons in the Godhead. Let us now go on in the text. 

3. And God said: Let there be light, and there wm light. 
I have said that in the beginning there was created through the 

Word that unformed mass of earth and heaven (which he calls 
waters and likewise abyss), and that this must be assigned to the 
work of the first day, although this is the first time Moses speaks thus: 
“God said, ‘Let there be lightl’” However, this expression is indeed 
remarkable and unknown to the writers of all other languages, that 
through His speaking God makes something out of nothing. And so 
here for the first time Moses mentions the means and the instrument 
God used in doing His work, namely, the Word. 

Furthermore, one must note carefully the difference the Hebrew 
makes between 7Qb and 137. We render either word by the verb 
“say” or Speak,” but in Hebrew there is this difference: V b  denotes 
only and strictly the uttered word, but 137 also denotes a thing. Thus 
when the prophets say: “This is the Word of the Lord,” they employ 
the noun 127, not XV. Even today the Neo-Arians28 deceive those 
who are not familiar with the Hebrew language by making the claim 
that the word denotes something created and that in this way Christ 
also is said to be the Word. Over against this wicked and, at the 
same time, silly distortion the reader29 is here properly reminded 
that Moses employs the verb W, which simply and strictly denotes 
the uttered word, so that the word is something distinct from him 
who is speaking and there is a distinction between him who speaks 
and that which is spoken. 

Therefore just as we earlier proved a plurality of Persons from 
the text, so here there is revealed a distinction of Persons. It says 
that God is, so to speak, the Speaker who creates; nevertheless, He 
does not make use of matter, but He makes heaven and earth out 
of nothing solely by the Word which He utters. 

Now compare with this the Gospel of John ( 1: 1 ) : “In the begin- 

28 We have coined the term “Neo-Arians” to translate novi Ariuni, which 
seems to be a reference to the misgivings about the dogma of the Trinity being 
expressed by some of the radicals in the left wing of the Reformation. 

29 Such references to the “reader” further substantiate the supposition that 
Luther’s lectures have undergone revision at the hands of editors (Int~oduc- 
tion, pp. x-xii). 
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ning was the Word." He is in proper agreement with Moses. He says: 
"Before the creation of the world there was not a single one of the 
creatures, but God nevertheless had the Word." What is this Word, 
or what did He do? Listen to Moses. The light, he says, was not yet 
in existence; but out of its state of being nothing the darkness was 
turned into that most outstanding creature, light. Through what? 
Through the Word. Therefore in the beginning and before every 
creature there is the Word, and it is such a powerful Word that it 
niakes all things out of nothing. From this follows without possibility 
of contradiction what John expressly adds: 'This Word is God and 
yet is a Person distinct from God the Father, just as a word and he 
who utters a word are separate entities." Yet this distinction is such 
that, to use the expression, a most single singleness80 of essence 
remains. 

These are difficult matters, and it is unsafe to go beyond the limit 
to which the Holy Spirit leads us. Let us, therefore, come to a halt 
with the knowledge that when the unformed heaven and the unformed 
earth, both of them marred by mist and darkness, had come into 
existence, light also came into existence out of nothing, that is, out 
of the very darkness. Paul cites this first work of the Creator as an 
extraordinary work (2 Cor. 4:6) : 'Who commanded the light to shine 
out of darkness." "By His command," he says, "He made that light." 
This, therefore, is sufficient for the confirmation of our faith: that 
Christ is true God, who is with the Father from eternity, before the 
world was made, and that through Him, who is the wisdom and the 
Word of the Father, the Father made everything. But in the passage 
referred to this point should also be noted: that Paul regards the 
conversion of the wicked - something which is also brought about 
by the Word-as a new work of creation. 

Here reason commits sacrilegious blunders with its stupid ques- 
tions. "If," it says, "the Word was always in existence, why didn't 
God create heaven and earth through t h i s  Word at an earlier time?" 
Likewise: "Because heaven and earth came into existence only when 
God began to speak, it appears to follow that the Word had its 
beginning at the same time the creature had its beginning." But these 
wicked thoughts must be banished. Concerning these matters we 
cannot establish or think out anything, because outside that beginning 
of the creation there is nothing except the uncovered divine essence 

80 This is a translation of the clause ut unisshna, ut sfc dieam, u n h  men- 
tfae maneat. 

[W. XLII. 13.141 
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and the uncovered God. And so, because He is incomprehensible, 
that, too, is incomprehensible which was before the world, because 
it is nothing except God. 

It seems to us that He begins to speak because we cannot go 
beyond the beginning of time. But because John and Moses say that 
the Word was in the beginning and before all creatures, it necessarily 
follows that He always was in the Creator and in the uncovered 
essence of God. Therefore He is h e  God, but in this manner, that 
the Father begets and the Son is begotten. This difference Moses 
brings out when he mentions God, who spoke, and the Word, which 
was spoken. This was enough for Moses. The clearer unfolding of 
this mystery properly belongs to the New Testament and to the Son, 
who is in the bosom of the Father (John 1:18). There we also hear 
the precise names of the Persons: the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit. They are also revealed, but in a most subtle fashion, both in 
some psalms and in the prophets?’ 

Augustine explains the verb “He said” somewhat differently. This 
is his interpretation: “He said, that is, from eternity it was so deter- 
mined in the Word of the Father and was so established with God, 
because the Son is the reason, the image, and the wisdom of the 
Father.”82 But the simple and true meaning must be adhered to: 
God said, that is, through the Word He created and made all things, 
as the apostle confirms when he says (Heb. 1:2) : Through whom the 
worlds were created.” Likewise (Col. 1:16) : “All things were created 
through Him and for Him.” Within these limits our thinking con- 
cerning the creation must remain; and we should not go too far afield, 
because then we shall surely get into darkness and mischief. 

When questions are raised concerning the world and its creation, 
therefore, let us be satisfied with these facts. So far as the matter 
of the universe is concerned, it was made out of nothing; just as out 
of nonlight light was made, so out of nothing heaven and earth 
were made. 

As Paul says (Rom. 4: 17) : “He calls the things which are not that 
they be.” The instrument or means God made use of is His omnipo- 
tent Word, which was with God from the beginning and, as St. Paul 
says, before the establishment of the world (Eph. 1:4). Therefore 
what Paul says (Col. 1:16): Through Him all things are made”- 

31 For an example of how Luther finds this in the Old Testament see his 
comments on Ps. 8, Luther’s Works, 12, pp. !%-101. 

82 Augustine, De Cened ad litteram, I, ch. 5, pp. 8.9. 
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he employs the preposition “in” according to Hebrew usage for 
”through,” for in this sense Hebrew employs the letter 9 - and similar 
passages were drawn from this passage of Moses, who is talking 
about the spoken Word, by which some command and order is given. 
This Word is God; it is the omnipotent Word, uttered in the 

divine essence. No one heard it spoken except God Himself, that is, 
God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. And when it 
was spoken, light was brought into existence, not out of the matter 
of the Word or from the nature of Him who spoke but out of the 
darkness itself. Thus the Father spoke inwardly, and outwardly light 
was made and came into existence immediately. In this manner other 
creatures, too, were made later. This, I say, is suf6cient knowledge 
for us concerning the manner of the creation. 

But here a famous question is raised: “Of what sort, then, was 
that light by which the unformed mass of heaven and earth was 
illuminated? Although neither sun nor stars had been created, the 
text makes it clear that this light was true and physical.” This has 
given rise for some to look for an allegory and to explain “Let there 
be light” by saying that it is an angelic creature.88 Likewise, 
“He separated light from darkness” is said to mean that He separated 
the good angels from the bad. But this is toying with ill-timed aIle- 
gories (for Moses is relating history); it is not interpreting Scripture. 
Moreover, Moses wrote that uneducated men might have clear 
accounts of the creation. Such preposterous ideas should, therefore, 
not be propounded here. 

Secondly, this, too, is asked: “Did this light move in a circular 
motion?” I for my part confess that I really do not know. If, however, 
anyone desires to know what appears to me most likely to be true, 
I think that this light was in motion in such a way that it brought 
about a natural day, from its rising to its setting. Although it is 
difficult to say what sort of light it was, nevertheless I do not agree 
that we should without reason depart from the rules of language 
or that we should by force read meanings into words. Moses says 
plainly that there was light, and he counts this day as the first of 
the creation. 

Therefore I am of the opinion that this was true light and that 
its motion carried it in a circle, just as sunlight moves in a circle. 
Nevertheless, it was not such a clear and brilliant light as it was later 

[W. WI, 15, 161 

88 his may be a reference to Augustine, De Genesf ad lftteram, I, ch. 17, 
pp. 23 ff. 
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on when it was increased, adorned, and perfected by the light of 
the sun. Similarly, the Holy Scriptures also bear witness that on the 
Last Day God will make more brilliant and glorious the present day- 
light of the sun, as though it were a weak light in comparison with 
the future glory (Is.30:B). As, therefore, the present daylight is, 
so to speak, a crude and coarse mass of light if it is compared with 
the future light, so that first light was crude when compared with 
this present light. This is my opinion concerning these two questions. 
Now Moses continues. 

[W, XLII. 161 

5. And evening and morning became one day. 
Here it must be noted that the Jews begin their day in a way 

different from ours. For them the day began in the evening with the 
setting of the sun, and it came to an end on the following evening. 
We begin our day with the rising of the sun. I think that they derive 
the noun “evening,” which is called a’JY by the Hebrews, from 
which means “to mix,” “to confuse.” From this designation they get 
the name 394, which denotes our dogily. It is as if you called it 
a “confused fly”; for in the evening the appearances of objects become 
indistinct, and after light has gone, things cannot be clearly 
distinguished. 

This is what Moses has now taught us concerning the fist  day, 
but we shall see that Moses also retains this expression in the creation 
of the remaining things: “God said: ‘Let there be a firmament,’ ” etc. 
This very repetition should be most welcome to us because, as I said 
above, it provides an important witness for our faith that the Son, 
in His divine nature, is true God and that in the unity of the Godhead 
there is a certain plurality of Persons, because one Person is that 
of the speaker, and another is the Word, or the h6yos. 

In this manner the psalm also says (33:6): “By the Word of the 
Lord the heavens were established.” Solomon points to this amazing 
expression of Moses when he writes that divine wisdom was, as it 
were, the helper of the creation (Prov. 8:22-27): “Before He made 
anything in the beginning, I was set up from everlasting. When He 
prepared the heavens, I was there, when by a sure ordinance and 
with a circle He enclosed the depths.” Here Solomon shows that 
he understood the doctrine of our religion which was revealed by 
Moses, but he does it in such a way that the uneducated people 
heard and read his words and yet did not understand them. If Solo- 
mon had not understood t h i s  mystery, he could not have spoken thus. 
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