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After these explanations, Mannermaa quotes extensively from Luther’s 
Lectures; in this quotation Luther explains the profound meaning of the 
atonement on the cross and of the resurrection of Jesus as the foundation 
of justi�cation and salvation. In Mannermaa’s quotation Luther, explaining 
Christ as ”the Propitiator and Cleanser of the church,” says for instance: 
”For, according to the theology of Paul, there is no more sin, no more 
death, and no more curse in the world, but only in Christ, who is the 
Lamb of God that takes away the sins of the world, and who became  
a curse in order to set us free from the curse (qui factus est maledictum, ut 
nos a maledicto liberaret). …But the true theology teaches that there is no 
more sin in the world, because Christ, on whom, according to Isaiah 53:6, 
the Father has laid the sins of the entire world, has conquered, destroyed, 
and killed it in his own body. Having died to sin once, he has truly been 
raised from the dead and will not die anymore (Is semel mortuus peccato, 
resuscitatus vero ex mortuis, amplius non moritur).”23 In spite of quoting this 
text of Luther, Luther’s teaching on the cross and the resurrection are left 
unremarked by Mannermaa. Luther follows his logic of theologia crucis, 
whereas, it seems, Mannermaa does not.

Participation both in the work and in the person of Christ belong 
together

In many of the quotations from Luther used by Mannermaa, the Reformer 
himself speaks about the atonement and redemption on the cross as the 
foundation and essence of grace and justi�cation. Without the cross of 
Christ, there is no gospel, no forgiveness, and no grace. In his analysis 
Mannermaa does not pay attention to this aspect. In the following I will 
pick up some further evidence from Luther’s Lectures on the importance 
of the cross; these are quotations not used by Mannermaa. Unfortunately, 
so far, no proper research on Luther’s comprehensive teaching on the 
doctrine of atonement exists. It may well be that it would be di�cult to do 
such research because Luther employs a variety of biblical and traditional 
concepts and imagery of atonement, reconciliation, and redemption; 

23 M�������� 2005, 17–18. WA 40/1, 445, 19–32; LW 26, 285–286.
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with his own blood (pro illis sanguine proprio satisfacturus).”29 In addition, 
Luther loves to speak about the ”victory” of Christ on his cross over the 
powers of evil and over the law and God’s wrath; this is the gospel which 
”liberates” the sinners from the consequences of sin.30 Luther summarizes: 
”…I immerse my conscience in the wounds, the blood, the death, the 
resurrection, and the victory of Christ (immergo conscientiam meam in 
vulnera, sanguinem, mortem, resurrectionem et victoriam Christi). Beyond 
him I do not want to see or hear anything at all.”31 �is is the central 
teaching of Luther in his Lectures overlooked by Mannermaa.

If compared with Gustaf Aulén’s famous motivforskning on the three 
paradigmatic models of interpreting the su�ering of Jesus,32 it is clear that 
Luther combines the ”classical” Christus victor motif with the Anselmian 
doctrine of satisfaction and the post-Anselmian doctrine of penal 
substitution. Moreover, the Abelardian motif of the cross of Jesus deeply 
moving the human heart and molding the form of Christian existence 
is not absent in Luther’s theology either. One of the great weaknesses 
of Aulén’s analysis of the three main motifs of the atonement is that he 
does not link the cross of Jesus with its Old Testament background: the 
Passover meal (”the Lamb of God,” emphasized in all of the four Gospels 
and by Paul) and the sacri�cial system of the temple (Leviticus, interpreted 
typologically by Paul and by the Letter to the Hebrews). �e notion of the 
sacri�ce is lacking in Aulén’s analysis, yet it is an essential part of Luther’s 
interpretation of Paul.

Because Luther uses an abundance of soteriological imagery, it is 
impossible to place him in any particular interpretational framework, 
even though Aulén places him in the paradigm of Christus victor. Luther’s 
theological understanding of the cross of Jesus is rich: it includes elements of 
atonement, sacri�ce, reconciliation, redemption, vicarious representation, 
penal substitution, expiation, satisfaction, transference of guilt, victory 
over the evil powers, participation in his death, etc. It is also evident that 

29 WA 40/1, 274, 24–25; LW 26, 160. �e unpublished text of Luther’s Lectures emphasizes 
that Christ, when cruci�ed, ”kills sin in his body”: ”Christus solus tollit et occidit peccatum in 
corpore suo.” WA 40/1, 274, 8–9. WA 40/1, 433, 32–434, 12; LW 26, 277.

30 See, for instance, WA 40/1, 260–261, 439–441; LW 26, 151, 281–282.
31 WA 40/1, 564, 12–14; LW 26, 369.
32 A��� 1931.
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meam �eri unum corpus), so that nothing remains in my sight but Christ, 
cruci�ed and risen (in conspectu meo nihil maneat nisi Christus cruci�xus et 
resuscitatus).”37 After explaining at length the meaning of the atonement on 
the cross in another key verse, Galatians 3:13, Luther concludes: ”�is is 
how we must magnify the doctrine of Christian righteousness in opposition 
to the righteousness of the law and of works (Ita oportet nos magni�care 
articulum de iustitia Christiana contra iustitiam legis et operum)…”38 Here 
Luther powerfully emphasizes a union with Christ as a union with the 
cruci�ed and resurrected Jesus Christ, true man and true God, not just 
with his divine nature.

In a way of a summary, we may conclude that Luther’s teaching about 
the cross is rather traditional, not as original and systematic as his teaching 
on the application of the fruit of the cross in his doctrine of the justi�cation 
of the sinner. Mannermaa’s interpretation has a bias towards focusing solely 
on the reception of grace in terms of a personal union between Christ and 
the sinner at the expense of the historical dimension of salvation, the work 
of Christ. For Luther, the historical cross and the historical resurrection 
are the foundation which makes the personal union possible. Some might 
defend Mannermaa by saying that he takes the historical dimension of the 
cross and resurrection for granted, there is no need to mention it. But if Luther 
in his Lectures continuously speaks about it, why should Mannermaa never 
mention this essential content of Luther’s doctrine of grace? Argumentum ex 
silentio in defense of Mannermaa is not convincing here.

It is obvious that Luther understands justi�cation in terms of the 
forgiveness of sins and of the imputation of the gift-righteousness of 
Christ (juridical or forensic justi�cation, favor), based on the atonement 
and the penal substitution of the cross. But simultaneously, he also sees 
justi�cation as participation in the fruits of the cross and the resurrection 
of Jesus as well as in the personal righteousness and the divine person of 
Christ (Mannermaa’s ”real-ontic” union with Christ, donum). Mannermaa 
concentrates on the latter, and even then he emphasizes only participation 
in the divinity of Christ with no mention of the fruits of his cross and 
resurrection. 

37 WA 40/1, 282, 16–22; LW 26, 166.
38 WA 40/1, 438, 18–19; LW 26, 280.
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Mannermaa, why then should that be overlooked and not mentioned at all 
by Mannermaa? Luther’s Pneumatological expressions are present even in 
many quotations used by Mannermaa, but he pays no attention to them.44

Here we look at some teachings of Luther in his Lectures overlooked 
by Mannermaa. As to the �rst function of the Holy Spirit e�ecting the 
conversion of the sinner and creating faith (point 1), Luther explains Paul’s 
teaching on justi�cation sola �de as the work of the Holy Spirit: God’s Spirit 
creates faith in the unbeliever through the preaching of the gospel. When 
commenting on Paul preaching the gospel to the gentiles, Luther often uses 
expressions such as ”the Holy Spirit came upon those who heard the word” 
and ”cleansed their hearts by faith,” etc.45 ”For just as through the gospel 
God gave the Holy Spirit to gentiles who lived without the law, so he gave 
the Holy Spirit also to the Jews, not through the law… but solely through 
the proclamation of faith (per solam �dei preadicationem dedit Spiritum 
sanctum).”46 ”…the Holy Spirit, who comes with the preached word (qui 
cum verbo praedicato venit), puri�es our hearts by faith (qui �de puri�cat 
corda), and produces spiritual motivation in us.”47 ”We are justi�ed solely 
by faith in Christ, without works, and the Holy Spirit is granted solely 
by hearing the message of the gospel with faith (solo auditu �dei Spiritum 
sanctum dari ad vocem Euangelii)…”48 ”�en what does justify? …hearing 
the proclamation of faith – when this is heard, it justi�es (audire sermonem 
�dei, is sermo auditus iusti�cat). Why? Because it brings the Holy Spirit who 
justi�es (Quia a�ert Spiritum sanctum qui iusti�cat).”49 ”We are justi�ed 
through the Spirit by faith (Iusti�camur Spiritu ex �de)”; ”righteousness…
is achieved by the Spirit through faith in Christ.”50 

When interpreting Galatians 3:2, Luther creates a sharp contrast between 
”being justi�ed by works of law” and ”being justi�ed by the Holy Spirit.” 
”For whatever is not the Holy Spirit or hearing with faith is clearly the law 

44 One curiosity in Mannermaa’s magnum opus shows a certain belittling of the person 
of the Holy Spirit: in his original Finnish work he always calls God’s Spirit by the impersonal 
demonstrative pronoun ”se,” ”it,” not by the personal pronoun ”hän,” ”he/she.”

45 WA 40/1, 150–156; LW 26,79–82.
46 WA 40/1, 332, 26–29; LW 26, 205.
47 WA 40/1, 572, 20–23; LW 26, 375.
48 WA 40/1, 336, 25–26; LW 26, 208.
49 WA 40/1, 336, 30–31; LW 26, 208.
50 WA 40/2, 23, 25; LW 27, 20. WA 40/2, 32, 30-32; LW 27, 27. 


