Erasmus ¢} Luther A}o]of] +=2] 9]
A7 ol W3 HEx

A B XK

3

16417]o Erasmus®} Luther A}ololl 4 FHEK sfksiol AolA 713 2 @& shtgdct
Erasmus+ Zej23 Folu2e2 A WHELS @RS HESIT Qo Luther: 42 Witten-
bergtHetm o] w424 RFWES $¥¢ o At HWEE 27 =ua2e mRHK
¥ A3y ¥ 4 Qded, 2udat om Hold Hfolt FHEKES BMIT 2 g
oAl fBR3A FHX3ln olxgels HirstAl =gch

°l2{& FAl= Erasmuset Luthergli ¥ Aol B d AE slolol @ Jeldch Fig A
olofl #r =} ol B WHEE A HXL T4 Yk MiFol Erasmuse} Luther Aol &

* AXKY Bh¥s
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2 AFgda =y ABAIE - Aszsy)

Fol Bl o] 9l HEE BFESIL ot BoyledAle " AFAA HAZ % Aojol W%
o] #E RifEc] Ea=Ect &2 2y AL _1%94 ol T ol A flol] wFel, &
2 gy WES FeIUZSE mEelA =5 e slelof gz $ick?’ 53] Boyle oAb
Erasmus o] “EIE#ER (De libero arbitrio)” & AN 2T 24 - iBHH WXL 247t bzt #5
UxEo #Hoz s gk, 24vE Erasmus?t 8BEFH F = L E (evangelical humanist)
24 ey 2uALE 903 HEte HMS HANAGT ok

Aol A= BoyleedAte] olaqt HAEREE ElE M Aolol WS tHixE %ML 2
He P23 ot olF 5 RH EHE - Hik Sol FESMAR, FRucE, FEL R
ol el i) BN 2RAS v - BEtSLA ok AZAA gL AdEe] mE A
ool H&L HEk - WA, BEHMos oA, ol phaagQl KKk - KEFE 2XE
2, EL Foluxee vips B o2 axt Mime] Adch Y #EE FAM U
oll A Exs)s] Mool AR ERE U7 A8 fEEMe) RES WS LA ek oA
o] W& Atolol W%l MinS vz, dolrl agaR FeiyF, zul4dx FoUF FKI}
o FEREE EekE slvd FR3ee Ue

1) Marjorie O. Boyle, Erasmus on Language and method in Theolog{Uni. of Toronto Press. 1977)
Majorie O. Boyle, Chrislening Pagan mysleries : Erasmus in Pursuit of Wisdom(Uni. of Toronto
Press. 1981)

Marjorie O. Boyle, °Stoic Luther : Paradoxical Sin and Necessity, Archiv fir
Reformationsgeschichte. 73(1982)

Marjorie O. Boyle, Rheforic and Reform @ Erasmus Civil Dispule With Lulther. (Cambridge,
Mass., 1983)

Marjorie O. Boyle, “Erasmus and the ‘modern’Question : was He Semi-Pelagian?”
Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte 75(1984) et al.

2) Boyle, Rheloric and Reform : Erasmus Civil Dispule wilk Luther. (Cambridge, Mass. 1983) p. 3.

3) Ernst W. Kohls, Lulker oder Erasmus @ Lulhers Theologic in der Auseinanderszizung mil Erasmus, 2 vols.

(Basel, 1972-1978)
Karl Zickendraht, Der Strest Zwischen Erasmus wnd Lulher siber die Willensfresheit. (Leipzig, 1909).
Essays on The Works of Erasmus, ed. Rickard L. Demolen(Yale Uni. Press. 1978).
Gottfried G. Krodel, “Erasmus-Luther : One Thelolgy, One method, Two Results.”
Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol XLI, 1970, etc.

4) M. M. Phillips, Ersmus and ihe nolkern Remaissance. (Collier Books, 1959)

J. Huizinga, Erasmus and the age of Reformation(Harper Torch Books, 1957)

George Faludy, Erasmus. (New York. 1970)

Myron P. Gilmore, The World of Humanism(o)® E5rL §E7l B 7)ol o]AE-o) Erasmus$]
Fojdazse mEel A9HcHE Holx, 2REl BRHUGE Fol ohdzh drA, %
7l Yol Y HEWE £, E. H Harbison®| The Christien Scholar in the age of
Reformation. (1956), P. Smith®l Erasmus: a sludy of his Life, Ideals, and Place in Hislory.
(1922), R. H. Bainton®| Erasmus of Chrislendom. (1972), A. Hymas®] The Christian Remasissance
(1924), John C. Olin® Christian Humaism and ihe Reformation. (1976) S-o] <lch.
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Erasmus$} Luther Alojo] =xj2] Ao i HE 3

=
i
B

1. W& R Bz

Erasmust 2 XA, S#d7 R0 ey T8E: ohiqdcl BE=2A a2+ F
o} S B Asted YMch Y ok FELE = BiFo 2 THFEMELIY] dFdl, 2t Luther
o &k Aol sdelx] gx WARSE Zligch 22y 29 EEBE ] EMES FEfil
i3k oz £, ASEe a9 FdaFel, 28 Er19EA Balsln, ob3W Lutherst
Lutherit #H ol ti3led 3H4jolE witfo]E 2] 73S 25A gfodd A=A olFe] 15249
9%dol R “EEREER(De libero arbitrio)”® 0] ololl w3 Luthers} 15253 124l mERMsto
4F 3 Ho] “HUEEER (D Sevo arbitri” " 01 glch. o] Erasmuse} ®WEe Hibdl o 33 &
23 H= 2§ Luthere] Wlxtz A FTx s SAdHA =i

a2]w Erasmus ¢} Lutherale]s] A7} ol A BES+E7l, 1516~1524d Alelol Lutherel]
tH3l Erasmuse] A& E#Hd BE Aol $& Zolch £3% Wormselsl(1521, 44) LI 2
Li% dvlE et Lutheroll oHdt #ol gloIA Erasmuse| (7EE #AEY Hart Qo

Luthert ##%# ] Erasmushig R0l AR olF FA(1516, 5401AH) ZAelA A4
stelct. 28|y} Luther= Erasmus®] ##ZE® s 2A23A HWEY Fol. 29 AT Spalatinel
A A 8h=d 4(1516. 10, 19) Erasmus >} #2i, ff, Xl iy A= whgo) &S Ad A X
Yok Yot ® Erasmusoll i Lutherd] ojAl& AA ofdiA =lglw, 15199 34 284  Eras-
musollA 2 HAolA 27t 2k 2o gMARE FESIA Hct o]FA, ASol Luthere

Erasmuss 52 vxoza AZRAYch 1+ ¥ ErasmusE Yol Folz 2 2|&3 Erasmus¥

5) Inquisitio De Fide, ed. Craig R. Thompson. (Yale Uni. Press, 1950) p.4.
6) JFMES De libero arbitrio, O carpepy) sive collatio 2 4] MF3tod On the Freedom of the will a diainbe
or discourse 2} Bp=ul, LIFT “Natribe"2} n&§t. Diairibes} collalioo tl#l A= XM 2 3} 2.

7) LIF “Sewo’ehm ma¥. Erasmusit “Seo’oll o3l Hyperaspisies® 5 8722 vvol MM
Ho (152603 39, 15273 94) Il M+ ®Ee] ABLce, Luthers} FHME A9 &
AAL udsldm Dold W& MBS Luther #3e] £Mol oH# #Byst=Al, Luther
2 scoizolx, FuFoxln gz, AAE Bigo] WE £ ohdzl JUEE Jepdn
2 9= Fojdseztn Wk olo] oi#l Luthert MEF#HA WA, 2F Aleole MHFL
shet oA slgdch

8) citing in Krodel, “Erasmus-Luther : One Theology, One Method, Two Results.”
Concordia Theological Monthly, Nov. 1970, p.654.
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4 AZYRT =2 A2 (AL - A5 Hex)

ARt Foll 25 29 HoixE oA Pagln, £K8 i WES 25 AL o
Y43l 2= Erasmus®| #fo] 7S mol gk 29 Bl 38 itz =27 HEe1q
o},

§# Erasmust o] 53 Lutheroll widled $& 2§ o] 3}HA < Luthers} #F34x goz
2 Prb 2= ofd Mikel €3 2o} o}ugdch. 151937, Erasmus: Lutherel #&E 3 &irag
ol FEolA Lutherst advh B2 RI-T Latole 29 welalg o) mhiss} st#lel doht 4

=7t ALz FE FAE 5 gz Y
A4 9] Frederick 2olAl B & M={(1519.4) ol 4 Erasmus+= ¥ Luther®} u|%AlEof
) FASE ez wixtd of7]A 2Eo] Luther S|z sle AL 270 $Re K%
¥ WA= 713071 57] dlFelatx ot ' Brandenburg®l F#o]8 Mainze) tiFm Albertd]
Al 2= M2 (1519, 104) &= Luther] diake] 8 YlSolztn AzslE AL wstn Q7] =
<ol 53 7kxst ek & MAE AR #49F, 2T 95 e g, SusEe
2z MY, AgH29 g, HRol diF AUA A2 Foz Asn ke Aol ?

e Fiol Zav|at YADo] N3 AsE 5 T AtelAl £ HA A BEEL] A5 ol
U E BRE#RY A el dckn sivjels, AW THEL 150 FLUE Wel FolAY A
¥ HYE A Yook ¥Rzt bk W Hasl ok RIS &= ojof it
-------- U9 WA YFEL agaREol AYse ez F¥sich UL MEE Mol
7l 2ol $2ls b g 2RSS 7eks] EMWE Aoz whEs)el Mok ErasmusE o]
+ LutheriRollx @Astz= g} '

7|4 2] Erasmus} Lutherty %5 &34 BF 979 713 Fo¢ FEES ¢4
T+ ek AA z 3o WL EFE ook Aok ol WEHE Y MRS oY HR
B9 FfEFE 7P A gt A 23+ HRSE, AU, BEAHES ftmeln, FEEHA T
roie JE2AH] FAez oF ogFst Aot Aol '

%2+ Erasmus®| ol&l IAHE viobsla] Pecohd FHKWHE 2ol Erasmuse] $x§ spet
¥ 4 ¢dot. 24 Lutherd® 7 A %3 Luther§ X352 =3 1 237} Luther§ w314l
2 g AAEA 42 Lutherel] whelisiAl o} “'ofalz 1519~203 7, Erasmus+ Luther
of sl WE s v 3lA %3 AEY UZE st ok o3t @R HR] o §-93%

N

9) E. H. Barbison, The Christian Scholar in the age of Reformalion (New York, 1956)P. 110.
10) Craig R. Thompson. op. cit. p.9.

11) Ibid.

12) Ibid. p.10.

13) Ibid.

14) Ibid. pp. 10-11.

15) Ibid.
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Erasmus$} Luther Alolo] Eao] AAo Pg FEK 5

A BNz Wenc Al HE AL stz 9lch'® 22y 2+ Lutherd AZQg Higdl o
g ®oo BAL Uebdz gch ALE, 2t 2 A4l 2l oE Luther®] =73
Aaa, BAAS BN olzol ‘FL AT AR 2 g uAA € Holgtx 7
Agch " xelole] Algtolebe Ao] Adeletm 159 AEllULEE F AR *T 4+ ol
5 #BRYL "

15203 #0338 15244 974, Luther S#ol oHd Erasmuse] Misel dAbe E#HS Rt
ololl gt Erasmuse] KMol o8 42 4 olg Zeoleh. ' ‘2l 27t Lutherik 7t oz,
= asb 28 iEHle 1 atfbel thsted A HAlo] Aok, o a7t o] ¥R Rigol A3t
o THE BATeRA 28 AARE ISR FuA? ol AW AL = o] ==
o, =3 15201 69 WEPIIR(Ewuwge Domine)o] LI E Fol a2igch

Erasmus: ©}# W] Lutheroll uichsie] & #ol @ Luthere] #HEel uldsle] F& &4
sich, meiub 2= Lutherd] Fitol 12 slm, 29 A7z &S Auale] gold & W
Ae BASA B Folat 1A sigdch. 53] Bmelt k¥, kel FEl AAAE, BT
B0l i REaslolof gekn ek ™ 15209 A% e Fatel 2o FEFHN AT
932 77} Luthere Eikol 59§ vejulx lch.?” 53] Ariomatet Frederick 2ol 2%
#E FEsol oste Luther® Aol AYEA, 1§ B asAURLE W7 £ stebe HY
& ult Zof, Erasmus’t 19 ByE$ $ =k CologneolH 29 R T %0l(1520,11,5) F Al

=2

Z4slo] 12490, o3 19 HifRs ™

rlr

)

16) B. A. Gerrish, ‘De Libero Arbitrio(1524) : Erasmus on Piety, Theology and the Lu-
theran Dogma.” in Essays on the Works of Erasmus, ed. Richard L. De Molen(Yale Uni.
Press. 1978) P.189.

17) Ibid. pp. 189-190.

18) Erasmus®] 3+ iz ¢712 & B#(rapier) g2 Luthers] R+ MSETI(saber) 3ot
(Craig R. Thompson, op.cit. pp. 15-17) €714 MY Y 4 flcte B¢ P. Smithe) ¢ol
2 W#7} Copernicus® Fugger AbolA ¥ A3 REMyolels FL ohich FEE Ml
A= USRI elolol sttt s EEEYI(dogmatic) ol m o E it @R
g (ethical) o]2lc}. (P. Smith, Erasmus, p. 337)

19) C. Thompson, op. cit. pp.17-19.

20) Ibid.

21) Acla Academiac Lovaniensis Contra Lutherom (1520, 11, 1)ei4l& Lutherel =gt st HEY
BHESS PR iy b weiYe MEN FAANIAT, Consilivm Cuinsdam ex Animo
Cupientis Esse Consulium el Romani Pomlifcis Dignilali el Christianae Religiomis Tranquillitati (152114 2
o WREH)olE Luther: %Y ##e AUz ok A, AFEL 29 A% #HE22H4
sl Qloke 2, vtk 27 2fdds, 2t REsoer ¥z

22) The Axiomata, in Christian Humanism and the Reformation ed. John C. Olin(Fordham Uni.
Press, 1975) pp. 146-147, LATF  Christian Humanism o] 2} w3}
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6 MFcitr =gy A28 (A¥ - AFHe)

o] & Luther £=lol| thaled 22709 A MRS Bsln g, LutherolAl «l$ 39
Hql o] ByFeol Fredericke 8 3ledZ Luther® 254 shed oluixficks RE AY AY
odx7} gick. o7 Erasmust “EEFY 7tz ol 7H% sz sb EEE =€ AEEE Lu-
ther ol ¢]#] 22x &4z ¢=c}" 3 32 “Luther AAlo] TE 2j2 ¢ AlgEA ZAEY A
€+ Raz g AR dusld ot A4S 28 HEE A3 WU, BL2AT ARSI
Al FBE817] =] Folch. " ek ool t#], “Lutherd FA3I: AUEL gy AF Y=
A& M=l |4, 2% Karlo|v} 8 LeoX ollA] S84 #EF olel A FWE 7]
&2 Qlch ol o]n] Erasmust "M oW AgEo] Asie i o E e AEn
At = AL mmstz ot

Luther® #% Erasmus¢] =3 152049 ofx &l o #EHe 2 22y 15209
12901%, 21+ 9% sl HAANA 4 sld+= Hge 47 AR shukdd 2+ o)A Lu-
thers} £4#331A &< AHolx, S 22 E Erasmus7} {## (moderation) 0]et 3= Ao g a7}
2AY H3A] G AT ALRr] HEelct. 0 1520 9] &Y hirclAd 15243 949 FH
2o RAAY EEE Y2222 Erasmuse) EFHRK X750 204 93 g A3l=E @
#olels el Atz A%E 4 ook 28y, 27} Luther #xl9 %32 kel mThHe
ol H¥ 2o RME BEsIA Gdcthd a2t of ol EHfE UL Aol ¥

ol Erasmust Luther F#lol o]u] MR A oldez Aadsl: A A== AL TR
A Hdet. 2y 29 Bz oS MEFPR, 29 REL ol oz, =X F Aelsid
Erasmus+ Canterbury &<¥# Warhamol#] Lutherel] dhfdls ojm AL ¢ Zelal: iz
#W-E ot (1521,849)% 1522 496l Glapionol Al 7} Luther 3% 297 943 ol ¥F
Ytz ok ?” 2, Holl o3 e|FA God t=cte ok 22y Duke Georgesl
BERell s 27t Sdojol A5 bt @RI W =y & B A7" Adrian VI
#a o] M5-2(1522,12) Erasmusol o3t MIER 2ol xvt, &8 39 AEMgolslct g
v}, Erasmust &3 278 A2 2opole 24E AAsglch (1523,2) o] MA4 Eras-
must &¥lE Aol ¥ BEE s Uh

23) Ibid. pp. 147-149.

24) Luthero] 2)#14) GEFI4Kk(Exsurge Domine)o) B 2 (1520, 12, 10) De Caplivilale Babplonica Eccle.
sie7t HRRER, (1520, 10) Assertio(1520, 12)& @amcsch.
25) C. Thompson, op. cit. pp. 21-22.

26) J. A. Froude, Life and Lelters of Erasmus (London, 1923) P.288.

27) On Sellling the Lutheran affaire A7) HEEHE MM AT, REts)=| B8z, oub  fuguistio
de Fide ¥ HARWH(1524, 3)
28) J. A. Froude, op. cit. p.306.

29) Ibid. pp. 310-312.
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Erasmus®} Luther A}ojo] =x9] 4rof A% g 7

a1 RNLE oqghsiais ol 2 Zoln, TYPZo|A Lutherkel AME sl AR
= A REEZA delod A94sE SigmelAY Az e BEL JUsts H(dE =, M
fRel HErE FRAZIE SN FL& Zojzgln Yoh o)A 2= S B2 2D 24,
AYE ) o HEs WAL, % AAY A4EF BRSAY s S BT At
BN, HRE) Bl i WE el gloiA 2+ Thomas More9} Zto] 1| BE{te] 4EkE: o}y
Aot 2v 2md BEeld AR KEL A8 256 Jets= AL wiAd. 22y #H

= A& Luther ®oll tHste] £1¢ 243t Hol 289 BML gl 4 giot: 29 L£hE
i & olch

A% AdrianVI$ &L ErasmusolA] Lutheroll thsle] REo|E K¥fo]E HBHY 28 ik
st o ol 2 AMEA gfolol Frh, vlfol WA BT AY 4 gl 12
% B Ao ¥olth® 2% 8/44el slo], F 15239 9Uol 2= Henry oAl 2 ul: 3
& Aol "2 Mol Hste] olm AL st AUk (Moior aliguid adversus nova dogmala) "L
23 g5 a2u 1d Foll HAEEE “Diatride’o] 0|27 AE SojTHo] Fr}.

Hullen?: 152334 ol AR Expostulatiol 4] Erasmus§ o2 & oletn w)ba}d T Erasmus
+ ololl ot Spongie® LE Ak (15230 99)* o7]4 & ‘Ut AR Luther§y RipE=
FE2A gt v omst Bl REYS =g o= g4 28 £ EL k)
et sz, ‘U Yol vkl a2 § Y MsEsl 57F et a3y U Luther
= S AEs 9 o Uk EHsA R4l wipd wElm QU ol 2T gl
A9 Tunstall F#el HA (1523, 6)ol Y EfFolA, Rifiol ¥ Tunstall £#e) BAlo] &
Al tEME, 2+ o}FE Luther’t A8 2%5)x ¢gkctn F34ct * 15233 84 Zwingliol
Al Rl "HAeAE ‘Y Luthers} 7k2 A whg b2 Ycha 2o o9t 088 (Paradoxes) 3 4
TAE H3HA 2A AAA AL Gt n Lo 2 Luthero] oy LU Xige sn
dcte L& EA gl

2 9714 Erasmus®] Luthero]h ¥t Mol oA MiEtte ¥ 4 ok 8xo] Luther
RE Rikos A2 v YGodA oful, FE], HHE, R (Paradoxes) ] Bl o wosin

& o

30) C. Thompson, op. cit, pp.24-25.

31) °olA& ‘Diairibe” ¥ 27 A1ZgctDn s}7]ucl, Luther MUEE Evain 31 MEE§ sin|
¥ elct. (ibid. p.28)

32) Hutteno] ®¥%3 4B FM: Expostulatio cum Erasmod] T, ojoldl 3} Erasmus’} MMM
R 212 Spongia Adversws aspergines Hultenilch.

33) R. H. Bainton, Erasmus of Christendom (The Fontana Library of theology & philosophy,
1972) pp. 215-216.

34) C. Thompson, op. cit. pp.26-27.

35) R. H. Bainton. op. cit. p.221.
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8 AFcigx 23 A283(RAE - A AHH)

gch. = olo] fuMel 7137t Azt AAWARL, zAx 78 AL gk o1& HF
& FEs 2= Aol 15243 34l v Inguisitio de Fide (An Inquisition Concerning the Faith)dth. o1 Z&
“Diatribe’ 7} 2.7 644 M2, 6714 Aulus(Erasmus)< Barbatius(Luther) ol Al fEEE#E (Apos-
tles’ Creed)ol] T+ated £, Barbatiust 2w} F27t a3l ol o3 5oz FRY HEM F
el $E A3 fAd ANstw, TE T gob Utk Erasmust o] A& %38l Luthers}
mio] old e ¥oi3] welxm, 7HEHS3 Lutherd Abolel 715z el Al HHol AL
gee ARz oW i WiEKE HHAR AR %

2ju} “Dialribe’, “Servo’, Hyperaspisies ) HIFR o] Foll= ohat s fotel Eagdel 9
glt}. Erasmusit olv] 1524\d 297, “Disinbe’2] FiRE e ROl R o) BiEHEQ EBK
& #T7<l Basel®] Louis Beroll Al 293, 397 (Inguisitir} M <) o= Bk WWA o] Hen-
ryEoA Bulxs, 49 zol, % Clement: RRsH A €& Bycel

15244 94 (" Diatribe 7} & ) Erasmust Melanchtonell 4| Ul #Ao4 27t iAW Lu -
theroll chted wieists T& 2 FinE BE#sx Ao 2Rl F HAT o] WEEE a7t
Lutherst $EMsicts BES S ASA 7 Ruhy Hel dsiy 12 BEF BiE 8] whaor
o o) AFES msdRoldch ™ =8 15244 44 Lutherol Al4 & =7} 12 3lodF o
2 2z 2 FgsEE Rolch ™ zejy elAgte] ARE obuglch shukstd, 1523 94Ul ol
o] =17} Lutherel Wefsted 2712 gistgdr] Aol 29 HA L Es e Aolsleth
ol =it BAA HBE A7 Ui, Whlel AR Luther#¥ ZBEsi= ez Po}
Eaze Aol 1521~36Wel glo TaE|lart =] K#E LAHSZ el B3NS
Holch

=g W £52 ERIZ & dd 1517~2436l Luthers] ¥ Erasmus®] BEE
e XMslgn of$ —Ritel Uk & BAA A7 B E¥dc A2 ae 29
oey o AZe dA AT, = KEel ¥t 2Rz R M-S EXdctz U

36) Ibid. p. 227, C. Thompson, op. cit. p. 31.

37) Ibid. pp. 28-29.

38) Ibid. p.28.

39) o] #A|od4 Luthert ‘Since we see that the Lord has not given you courage and
sense to assail those monsters openly and confidently with us, we are not the men
to exact what is beyond your power and measure--- We only fear that you may be
induced by our enemies to fall upon our doctrine with some publication, in which
case we should be obiged to resist you to your face--" &t o2 Erasmus¥ ZA%F
olebn &8 udstn, A7|sk A7 AYsfol R#HE ol FEHE YEHA G K
sl9sl ok (P. Smith, op. cit. p.344)

40) C. Thompson, op. cit. p.28.
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Erasmus$} Luther A}ojol] =xe] Ao gl Hsx 9

$otct. #E& QolAN-8 W oF Pole 54 152197 2 o] %9 Erasmuse BMch

Erasmus”} Lutheroll K#3le 3¢ 4 o, 2 slvle Bl Fx 9 M ol R & Luther
AAlE =it T2 MBAR, GeorgeZtZL ojollAlE 9 HE22L siolgdAnlE, ®  Eras-
musol| Al AR Bz KiFpuql #%E5Ee Hwez dfxA sigdch

2. WP .

=12 Erasmus7} Lutherell R¥E 3l & € of ol B Fxol 3¢ £A:F 9siA =lgdest
4% 2l Luther: Heidelberg %% (1518) 9] 36fkol 4] “Misko] % ¥iBe) Hhs cobwt LB E
o] Wit 2kell Qe AE st UM 2L $EA] BE AA I 2 Yoh Y 2o} K
£2 2 H#olA Luther®! R 7}-d 41BEE RS2 FAsIAEd 2 FolA 136%7] =8
o] Aol Y AHeolddoh. 15201 Lutherss “Assertion of All the arbicles of M. Luther condemned by the
latest Bull of LeoX "ol A =HAl9] el Hiol 8 F3EG6H) S Buysisdd.

oq7]14 2& BE oA B Hiic ciut FBH Loz Sk UE 4T el =
9] BT EMY K87} glc olBelch divbsiwd, el AR oW AL HEE 3+ AL
of Alghe] #ed] <ol A& Aol olvI TE L KEEY LRI 28] o] djEejtn
Yot 28l oA EoloiMi(Luthers ol A& wmacua asserticct 2 Y-8, LIT Aseertio b2 magh) L ©of
f#fgsiA ‘v Bt BEEes EE dolsl A2 AU]A gstedd FEAd, 2L A
YRR o 284 23L B (self-wil)olatz $2+& o] of AAsd' s g}

=€ 39 BHESL AUl Sol4 M=l 53 A7lolA Luthers} ol Hol R
=2 FAH Wycliffes 57 d&el of 2{fictk of$7], 25L& BiFe Aol 3%
LEE Folucs F§3x 2 U ARt el Lol B3I Luther: 29 S
B Loz 4 Edech. a2t ofd AR o MEE B et ZAololA T Aelt:
Aelg 22 Xéct ot Ezrasd 22 sl ey LRS- 3884 @ LS Jebllo). Eras-
must AE 3 g FAHA ZPAL e 2v o Bkl sigih @

Erasmus “Diatribe” FFaiol4 ‘W7l oS BHENA 4 dEX oJHa] 2o FE= Aol 1}e

41) Tbid. p.32.

42) B. A. Gerrish, “De Libero Arbitrio(1524) : Erasmus on Piety, Theology, and the Lu-
theran Dogma.” in Essays on the Works of Evasmus, ed. Richard L. De Molen. (Yale Uni.
Press. 1978) p.191.

43) R. H. Bainton, op. cit. p.227. FERHyU MM A= 51 =

44) B. A. Gerrish, op. cit. p.187.

45) Ibid.

46) Tbid. p. 188.
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10 AZchts =24 284 (IE - AdzLR)

A7 SolA AR AR D Dapd A ‘He BT M olsto R WIE A Yok
‘B RIS RUEE o3 o 4 B 4K, MEEE olsd AW 2 TEYPATL, F
o usjA oo Hojch LutherolAl ‘Ei BFL f@we ol RFE e FdHE ¥
AT Erasmusol A 10| Mg £ H5¢ 71Xz gt Aol o ey N
248 AR s ® it oAe a0h B WAL AN A AL etz 42
e Aol eldrh

Erasmus: ‘B BiF o BE7 85 2t 7]'374 el A A=l Mty ERSE
AdsolA FEsA @it 1= fRY HELds o ke AE #RSA @ av
a2l gl tHshed BiE (assertions)sh: of®l FKIE dsidh ot ‘RS MRY 4 e
W KAel G4o] 148t & 7l7o] MEEEME (Skeptics) 2 1222 Y™ 2= 'HEA
B olw YL EESE oo, TE o EME dis|A A GACSE wRS AU
2t ojw e Bl Bmsly] Yols BES WRE ExXYch 2322 2+ Lutherd *
e o} BBy wewAE, E4 BEs ULAE 27| dFel, 2t BHE (udge)®] °F
Uzt B4 (debater), BB (dogmatist) 7+ ohi 2} P (inquirer) o] &M1& stz Y™

Erasmus”} o|¥ A ‘B B|F o M-S MRy RS F3ld NEE F o #1879 d2A
PAL 19 T AL FE EE LX) g s1¥ddE OFdde] fdA ‘§
AR Q'golu, @shtdel SEoA ‘gAE & XA FHA UE e, @Fst WEge] W
B Lol RMSER 5514 U =t @7 HAY dEo UdkT ¥ AF $7t
#wsln e ‘Hih ¥ ME 3 shidol odl e MR BAEAEA oHx], £
7 ARY Hdgol BAX Aol ofd AL AAY 4 UeA, =& 23] &3 BAEY
e e A ofwmz] st FHE AN JdE £33k old AEg§ o 23, &
Bz sln, AYsA At & 2olA o] Ty dols o4& ololiet.* 2+ Luther

47) “Diairibe”, in Luther and Erasmus:@ Free will and salwalion, trans. & ed. E. Gordon Rupp.
(The Library of Christian Classics VI, Philadelphia : The Westminster press.
1969)p.35. LIF  Dialribe 22 88

48) B. A. Gerrish, op. cit. p.191.

49) Diainde, p.37.

50) Ibid. p.38.

51) ErasmuselA]l @ B BB MEZEA @ 39 A7, AR 44 @ dd &
ZHE o @ =frAlels) BEe, alAxEqlel glo] mdEa Adte]l R4, £AMA XY
BRE AL AR KMEZA olF AEL wMslA, oA Ag4dee oo} 3}
2, old HAEe uidl aYAHEL BRIE, 287 UE Fod= Uk Erasmust 7=
1 BEE 3ld 2K Ruch o’ FFRM A& Yoo FAE B Hx9
Aol gl

52) Ibid. p.39.



Erasmus$} Luther A}olell w=alel Aol W& Hm 11

7} o] RAREOITHY WFE-S St WS § FRY o RS, 2 Eikel didtd KR A
$ic}. 2= Luther®] sja|SA7 FAY Aol olxe R, =K FHRE P3G

Erasmusoll A& & Algtol#| deizlel € HAY dFol At & ‘§F& 4% #Mp=2A
shupdel atolgleh * a2y o 99 Ae MY 4 gledd 2EE HRIe Ao o =
gigolztn gk a2y 2k WHES Yol ohdx, it KA AR MR FRE
218315 famesiAl sz Yo

Lutherol Al #E7F &Y Hifol Beixl Mo A ofd A& =ik &L oFF A= 3
A F3heik 3 AE oobe AL i Fasiglch 2y Erasmust o] R didte] BAR
32 ekgkeh. 2+ Erasmusyh ‘e B 223 K&ro @é4d dolAde =€ Al o
U gt dEoictely gddizld 2= - PFAL Az mgEagoict 23y EREL
mEERES]L obch FA2 WEGo] odd FuE df 4 gide AE A RIj=dr2
e} % o] B AEX 2oich shubsty Erasmust B WEE 97 #Feldh. x|y Lu-
thert ZE4Re] BiEY U4 oA 2 HBiEE UMk 1A EEL WET 222§ ¢
Azlztel FE 2§ 4 ool EE2 L4l shddE ok Aol 4£3 FES MBS, JFolgls
B P =3 AWY WA MEGC vE A4 AFREL PR FAE Hikes 3gs
5ol Hsld FREAAE BEL, 7152 #kFEME FY5A g& Aoich sy 259 o
e Ad Aol ozl wlAAlE FedA Yt Mol HUL 2t ol HES TAEAA
T ojWict. Erasmus?} 3 “BrE"-2 LutherolA] stz z |23 WES Hlolch

Erasmusoll Al 4t Z24T-3 3B (cognitio) el BHste Helddch w4 ot EMi-9
d.lo2 Fgch W&ol 1L AT 4 U, U £ 2L FEY 4 8o 26A
g el Weol Agtolat 15 0] 8| w2 3olsA Astctn At FgYs, HAEYS o}
d BIRE it Yrbe KiBESoIch 159 Kilts e BE e BEE 49 Fdd R
#c 2elaxol o MESUDG. 2 Kiftolchd BAL BhHat #Y Fxe sz A KM=
o} iRel g ol EMo| XpEd|A Erasmust BYEHY MR (theologia affirmativa) & FEE 3}
£ Ho] ol oA w4 FREY (descriptive) o] & ﬁ'ﬁé‘](analytic) olgich. o AAleg

53) olzle] Ayl HWMEE A ol RAEL WAN}Z =Edx o 27t XRWA Re
2 23¥ AEg€ 29 oYL FEWE UM Fooid, S (incarnation), ¥,
miE, d¥ez FA ¥ zelaxd 9y 24 5§ ¥ 4 A& Holt} (Bainton, op.
cit. p.227)

54) Diatrite, p. 42.

55) “Serwo”, in Luiher and Erasmus @ Free will and Salvalion, trans, & ed. Philips, Watson. (The
Library of christian classics XWI, 1969)pp.106-109. LITF Serwoz}m mgg}.

56) Krodel, op. cit. p.663.
57) Ibid. pp.657-659.
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12 AFdida =54 A28 (AL - A33%)

Fiakel= E73lT 29 W42 33 (disputatio) o 5Eikel o182 AUk zedME, @B}
I @ A71ed BIRE T3t Trinkause ¢ wWejwd 29 #pSS MREYHY T4 (rhetorical
Theology) o1 51c}. °® ool |3} Luther®] 422 4 E1(confessional) ¢] %2 REE 2 EHi#e] 8
B3t ABBE F3k(affirmatio) x| E A (assertio) 3} A e] gl e} @

M Alolo] olz{dl mhEto] ksl el £ o] i AR AN ERJ WEE A=
SREA Yot BH Bl VY MEL RHES ot ol ER HEde] EAYUL N 74 o
A B Abelo] WPl QA Hibe £RE U A% vz six.

Erasmus?} Luther®] “Assertio™o] Q1= wigol tisted —mHey KME-S el o] “Diatribe” i}
2+ 53] Luther o “LLSR14" (necessity) ol #3iA] #rdlgl7] wFol Luthers] &% MLS
12183t A] X3tx, Lutherdtell flv EdMl HER BRES oot 2 o4 BEL &M
EE d¥sted dodA & x#,  X#e 2, Hols @ Melastz, & Wazze gl
ool AFHHT, KEEF AL ol F 3171 ANt Luther: c}at Erasmuss} 93 %459
SEME-F YolEdloz A HRio] B48Hcl Luthers 3o ErasmusolAls 713 283 230
R @ 4 Ae oAt Wz E A AR Yootn fEsic

=Y ofqt BT Khdes DT 25 o] TR Fakol] oA —stA| gk = 2o,
i o| 2ol ojulA st Elol XX Y} Erasmus$} Luther: 27| “EB4%” (reason)
BB " (experience) o] FEAREIGI, = 2t7] 2 F RS AMA ®ekol Y ML AR =i
= shpd e Fobel A eblch a2y REHAE 252 2] o2 BHRlA) MBS
w-£ol o2 kol ol=A =it

WA E Erasmust {#HH 2Tt Hmoldel AR BERY M LSS —T8e fgs
A3 dubd, ARES} shde EXalole] Al MMl Luther: shids} ofojajs
BRY TR RS RS Sk 25 #lolalE A 259 iR Htd oA
< A3l A GF7]2 33

58) Ibid. p. 660

59) John W. O’Malley, “Erasmus and Luther, Continuity and Discontinuity as Key to their
conflict. ” (Si:teenth century Journal, V.2, Oct. 1974) p.52.

60) Ibid. p.62.

61) Krodel, op. cit. p.660.

62) Iniroduction, in Luther and Evasmus®@ Free will and salvation, trans. & ed. E. Gordon Rupp,
Philip watson. p.13.
UT Dbirdwctiono) 2} wg 8t

63) Ibid. p.10.

64) Ibid.

65) Ibid. p.14.

66) Ibid.
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Erasmus$} Luther Apolol =xe] AlzAo] A Fm 13

olgA WY Hikz KMol o] T FEol JUSolE ETEHT 2 F Alolo] MEL 2F9
2ele] Wz Fikdas BA =) s o] 2RE HEs JYeld Eoa @ Hold oA 53
Erasmus® Fit#< SkitA ¢4+ + gid

Erasmust ‘HEH BiF o MBS @Y 35 WA 88y Hes F o B\asiAd jzx
ok A BB HBE FXY FE AR AFT AL ool 23 REEE AL o
Fech a2, FEISE A2 AE #@ma e Mirez oF3x . Dr. Mcsorley
" Erasmus?} ‘HEH Ry Tl BEd dis] As SRslA G2 HEE Mkl
A ERPUE HollA Z srigol Ackn Pk a2y 2+ A4 EHEZIE  Erasmust
ME ALYl e} HE\EYch2 Yo} Erasmust FXE JAG7 = Ay F@SA g2 A
e S ewstelx 9ot Luther: Erasmuszt I3 ASoll4 ‘HE B AN =
%S 443 @ Aoz BMIT ErasmusE Hepr|faRketr HESHAS 2& 5ol Eras-
mus? ## WL vA TG A& RS Erasmusol e B g2 Aol Erasmus
o] FEEe EMEA ¥& oA & AR

Erasmus®| %ix& 3 et 2+ AL 2 BH 712l Dalnbet Collatioo] o Diatribes 1]
A8 A W A @%ass stk collatios U VEEZ A it kP =3 steelA
ST BREE SO o3 ANA Ko Ma, =3 WMt REEC 23S REY Moot A
= Peter Lombard®] Bl ¥ M-S sles|AY =& RE7L FAIY RBYE MR =
B Fke £45 sl o714 k@S SAL B ol HEEE JtelAlos Aol Kro-
del€ ‘Erasmust 28]A o}7tdiule] @RE qlollA maEe] HME BRI 4 282
olf HE REchE AL &G sHA, ofw B¥ MRS sAY BESA G fRRdA £
S-S Mgt Jqoh®

£ 3 Boyle®dAb="" Diatriber} ole]2E w32 o] fERedtol Yo s oz, RS M S A
Bl 1A S A RME T3, New Academyd] By rfolA AAK HIN
€ Fadcn Yok 249,  Dilrk £ FBHEClL HHAgC] ohu=, &3zts|2A] EREMO

- G

67) Luther : Right or Wromg? An Ecumenical-Theological siudy of Luther's major work, The Bondage of the will.
(New York and Minneapolis, 1969) il 4.

68) Erasmus+ "By free choice in this place we mean a power of the human will by which
a man can apply himself to the things which lead to eternal salvation, or turn away
from them.” olatz EMP v, in lhis placer} 78] 7= wpelbzdo] Luthert 2 EW7F K
A AE zeisia 2o (& 3% F2)

69) Introduction, p. 28. XBEZ “diatribe” = JENE, BES Fo| QlojAl, “Deatnde’d] HA FFol
23R &7t A7) ded, o)RAL £ Erasmus’t FBT v ohdsidh

70) Krodel, op. cit. p.660.

71) Marjorie O. Boyle, “Erasmus and the Modern Question: Was he
Semi-pelagian?” (Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte, Jahrgang 75, 1984) pp.59-62.
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14 Azcsm EE MA28Y(AEL - Al zHen)

sleh =@ Collatios 7172 3 Q) MgEdtoll A Hltol o E5}= ZIRKE (probability) &} 71 o] Lok,
Erasmus7} =14 ;B HlE R X8 O6e 232 Lol 230 FMsl: £ OGS
< 23 Yok ol PHESY Hikol Colatio Qo 27t 28 BEE Comtuki 3= ®HIZ opHS
o 2e “vel #mEE o ol E oolicg, U e = #%E Jeldna o

Boylesd A= ol §A| Erasmus®] K< MEsHA] 515, Hwitgdo s Erasmus>} @bl 4
s 2}7] -+ 2R (Semi-Pelagian) 2H= 3BME glolnzt gc}h olHL Erasmusoll s} &} pRshiy PR}
R 2A FRY Foz Yz a8, 2 LIETe Rupp, Watson, Krodel, Gerrish 7}&
YEEE Erasmuse] oY &ule MRS sn2 Yoz 2o MEES Erasmus$} Luther Aol
of ZRF FoluaEs agaye Kam TEolA HES Joen 1 B89 1452 FERR S}
T odeletx Aztsiny

3. Erasmus$} Luthere] F3E.

Erasmus®} Luther Alololl %o B ARY X7 § ol 3§ BBY #£HE 288
SE Fold BEEGT GAA 4 Qe s A, 2 of Bk 2k, AME 29 Mg
RiRHel gloix} FiBo] HERE 2 vk sl Holgich 2elm2 of7| e “Diatribe” s} “Serw’
of vehd BEe EiRE THEY o Wk, WEtsHA 25 Alole AMMe ZR olsl g
B ZRE ERsiaz o

Erasmus& =1# “o] zlelellA], HE #iFolst AMo] %8 Lo n FlMsls ASo HEY
= BANAY 202 EE Wl ¢ 4 gt AT FEY YL EkU} T wgch olo] o
3 Luthert X ¥ AFsohx k™ a2|u Erasmusts Fol  Hyperaspisles ~ ol 4]
19 MRS BUISE “grace’” sl HMEEE WA BREA 9& Aox, "HES WEY
T AHEA FL "2RE2YE do] 2 4 Qo BEL FEE oyt g} Vs sl
A2 eA] #HEE ojw (EX) ol Y HE HA EEE 9olss] WEolg. 2 BE A
miggQl fefF AS AT TE AE THANI] A4 29 MRS ez sl 29
Bde 27t Fxslein Qw SIAGES HES J8 2% oujd Qlojd: EMs ol
o 2L e sy A8 gHES EEl S MEES ] 93 d44 ™ 2ne o] %
of %g#sted Erasmus®] E#ifE-s RESE AL #3537 Aol Laztsjre] RES HBs)
= e o @A oz @ AHeld

72) Dialribe, . 47.
73) Serw, p.170.
74) Boyle(1984), op. cit. p.63.
75) Ibid. p. 64.
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Erasmus®} Luther Alolo] =] Ao | FK 15

th&oll Erasmust 8% RISl ARIS] 245e] oiuldtslg 4% ol ik Adam® 3o}
T A3 Aol ¥ AL BEAE 4 v oY HAA g2 BiEE X fhEsgdd a8d =
T A dAY HRAHE EFE7) Folzong 0 FEL HoA dev} Bog g 4
At ™ a2d] Adame 2 EErl 2o &Rl oY EEHHY Aoz s HAR@t F o
£ g BeroE 2us XS o AATAD Yok Erasmust oldl, EAsl Helude
RiF 19 Hi%(reason) ol =¥ B Aot fio}, 2+ HitE M (nous §& mind) T
(intellect), soulo]e}is 3ldl, o{FE AL Fel o434 3o AHAT A WA= &
etz e

et Bfte s sy, BEEZ A BESAY BT, 2 FEol Al mkEg] =g
of 2 el Yo 1 AE BEY 4 ¢k Y 2 HHEr MEiEHA, o ®FE B @
H FEEYE BE AVA G 4 A Hsc Py 28 3235 FUl Sddy B
o FrEz FEL - A= AHEFA =Qlcks Aol Fcl o3t Erasmust B2t
B 384Fe] BifRo ol Wb o2kt MR Aleld R AS& HEESIYH

delr] 2kl o3, 2 EEe A2E BE 3] glolx ko E2Y 4 & HE
HHEZ N od, 25L Bl EXF AliEsl @A shldA = Higol el RME
E-oh. EHRO] o3, oz 2 qlels RIS EA o] QU7|=Foll o MEe] gl A& o}
YA, iz dhide) BMel 802 2ulE 4iES AlLEE o] WM. P asy E
RS Atolole 2RI gk 28 25E A4 el =80 Y LEE FEU} ey
aE2 Sde =8el B3 ol disted o2 RME TESAch

Scotus#ik= HE BRE T34 siglcd, ¥E RBE WHE BEXE obx A opstAIg,
B&e HRM o2 MBEMo: ¥ oL o4 B8 (congruously) EXEF HE 4 9
= ¥WE T 4 Atz Wch AugustinelR+ BEEME WM wBos LR § AR
Rt 1E2 el W7 4 AMel BHHY Yo2 AC £4S KEY 4 UTESA,
X2 a7t Sde B2 ¢ BEB(“4£178 prevenient” BXM L& “operative” grace)oll oA K4
L& olne AELT BPHA 9A sHojels RS kA 2 oW L ¥ 4 AkE AL K
HIY " Augustineo] o3l W& HiRel o]t FMolxn shide A4z BEIL oA
of Aol ZE@ols) ¥ vt oz ik ok o] AL " B M (cooperative grace)” e}
2 e ol AL ot fe Bi¥s BESL L o, L ool AU o2, AEY H

76) Diairibe, . 48.
77) Ibid.

78) Ibid. pp. 48-49.
79) Ibid. p.4S.
80) Ibid. pp.51-52.
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16 AFdgx =&y A28 (UE - A3 =4H)

89S BRI A BhEle ARE Jbed 34 dehdods Yot adels, BXEIE 299
fEME ol HAMEL otz ok olFL d¥E B Fz AMZ oFF Ax HH BY
o Fx ¥+t

Foz FrA AM} e, shie Carlstadt(1480-1541) o 23} £3EE Aoz B BB
F ol ol 427 glx, FXEslo] 2 oA #HY S ¥ 4 slod, o« -2l FE
T EAY & ol U WMol o}F Ax ofdstx Fch. €22 Lutherd AMatx ¢ 4 2
= Aoz B /P ohx] ZgEy ol fol TEsle, BX ficly BE olfols 23 £9
el A ol F ZE ¢ 4 gz oul, FdAA 2] kel #& B ol Bx 54|,
dolvs RE ol B UREA ¥ olFolAdgn Yo W

Erasmust °o] F71¢] Rigel B< MOE 71T EikE BAsicd $93 kM3l 9t
2}l Erasmus& AugustinelRe] RMEE ‘723 2052 3 (probable enough) A2 ¥ -=u,
sistd 231 AZdolA ofS o2 ksl BhsiA sxgh oz 2R3 Qdzke] &7 =4
9 Yoz ¢ o9 A= EA ¥A 47 dEelch®™ A7 4 Erasmuse| Rolcidte] & o
A3 B2 A,

1+ Luther®] ‘“Assertio” off vtel'd E3R-& MRtslHA BB B WY ol o7 A
5 o] 4 glx, oub EHE LR MM 2E Hol o|RolAct: MW WA M EF A (Par
adox)*Voll W2 F 7}z MBS EUCE Tol RiBY Bl giobd KB S AT BH
of dizte] s A5 Rl s L2ldlA AW s BWHT 492 k&S A7 R
F¥of Yoz srrpe Holch oA 2R AMY KL mhe EMS B9 fifol H¥
o] X 7] o £ HRESEA Fche eolsic.

azzg, 2+ shid3 AMe BFEelsts RE7L o “igdAsicte g & &M d& 3
vhde] BEe Eels], o5 RBe BB B T3 FL o] Hir} we] B Y ol|ul,

81) Ibid. p.52.
82) Ibid. pp. 53-54.
83) Ibid. p.53.

84) Paradoxt S48 #tFolu, MM KMolA 1%, WY RNME HANE BWAY 852
FES ME& Waksiool, BEMe® Stoa§xE o] ParadoxE4 2RLY Hes HE
ok MBEERKEL olE9 MIP§ B, Erasmus’t Luther¥ Y =i, 2k
Tt RM2=5 w9 MEBiolgict Luthers] Stoafy KMol of®14+ Boyle oJA}8] “Stoic
Luther : Paradoxical sin and necessity. " (Archive for Reformation History, vol 73. 19
82 x=.

85) Diatribe, pD. 87-89.

86) Ibid. pp. 41-42.
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Erasmus$} Luther Alololl =32 Ao 3t ¥&\ 17

Amel EEe gad A8 gl gt Holglch " Erasmusell &) 3hE $-2]& -2 S MMk (Souls)
& Higol MEHE A2 YA sAY F BESH ¥ BF (synergein) & & A o
2 B 2o mhsbe] dYt BiERY $Ele] Higoluld EZRE HY 4 9lAl ST Luthe-
r7b i AEE 94X 9A Yotz P O

Erasmus: ¢8| S&% o9 Az, REH, 29 4 $£#22 JUFd F of AMLAZl F
920 M (Sou) S WEAI7|E Azl & Hs EXol £, 203, A& EITSHE Bl
L oojm AL AMe] BBl S, sivkstd AMe HiFol shide EM2YE 1ANE
1T Bty dEolch Teoz oo wHE A shide BEEZ Ech oA, A
Be @ E2n, chat BEA Heh Bl od A& Uckn ¥ 4 Yk oA wEA
=oe EE 2 shidel EXe AMe &7} BRI, olddl $2is FEY AL BES
H—ol EEI EEE H-9 mEolet: ook 2® ofval, o RMEE AMS & HigE
el Emz Seln Qos Aolch oubsiwd, AMS] ol oA Heh Mi¥e] YL T3] R
a7 WSole, 2ol ¥ 4 gt ddolek AE, Aol Heli WL AEHAT, 2chEol 2
Ae BEEA s, 2L HMEA shide] e ey wfFolch ! &MEyo R Erasmus
= Emol mEy Ri®o) RN hsled o]gA sl glch. I prefer the view of those who
do attribute much to free choice, but most to grace.”™™

A2 shbdel B AR Eeh B Mi%el oy Erasmuse] "53¢ RE (Probd-
able opinion)*” ol tH#| 43 2gkch o] AL Erasmusel AN HEME ¢ Tohn ¢ Hol
o} o] A Baysid b3 o] I Aolch Ak AME CHNA G Hito: MY 4
QT =8 dax AU AHEe EE2 HE L B oY 4 Ak 2 #E 9
7 Eez 7oA 45 Qoich A il Adame EEE Wslo] BEsHR, 2 A AMA
FEe As s, o EE0F Jet HiRe B A M, O RE A4 3]s}
A sgdch 2y A 2 Yol WK AL @okeh ol AME 2 FEUL el ¢l & %

87) Ibid. p.89.

88) Ibid. p.90.

89) Ibid.

90) Ibid.

91) Ibid.

92) Ibid. p.96.

g3) “Probable” & New Academys] EMoi+ Wei¢ 124 ANMEA RES XM WREs
Moz BEY « A8Y AL EME MRiEe] $E3AL s e 4 A= N
Mol Y s} EEHT $AY FME EskBch (Boyle, 1984, op. cit. p.75)
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18 MZAUEL =R ABY(QL - As|zheia)

ol & o &kEEech 2y shide BEE Ryl Y Pgoz o FEUF HEA =
I 2 BEtte] MMk ™ of 7|4 Erasmust Augustinetty R#E “A-TAY Aozt st
2L Bl oisted AR HEE BPS A gz %7l AFoldt. Augustined AMS
e &%/ Oscdas 3 229}, Erasmusoll A8} 7He] AMo] BMol oisie BiBY Heh
7} Aot AL 294 A G R Boh. 2388 Augustined shvhd el EMel djdtd AMo]
BT 4 gt CATHAN BEE BT RERS UshA SIgich® a2y Erasmus
oA EXo EEs: ARG Bt vl FEEA XE Bd BB B BREASL T

29l Luthere] ARIMR, Rrigiiol oi3) MomgsiAl Az 272 84 A2 29 AMBRE Era-
smus® A3t Eof.  ouk, Lutherol Al Alebe] AR W LT AR Zgol it
a9 A& S BFEY KA AMEH L T BT 5 3iddd A”, § Fel o= 3
o] XA 47 oiedolct. shudol o Hell Elwd 29 REE LRMSE LI Algke] 1 4
o el Algle] XEEE LML R el oju] AL F BF Fo o= A& HEY AB7
gtz @b ot shudo] AlEER A HEH AN XEsted 2 BEMA(FERY KK
oA Hrky) AR FEY @FErL HA 2ok 2oz sdel o3 Arlo] w7 o A
M Ale] ol sleivxn shid e 33 HiBE FA ddz F4.0

o] 37| Luthert StollAs L wieizhe] suldsl Arlelel: FEHKH) ikl HE3}~
wl-Eoll, 2o BN Erasmuset wEael £REF = Jcl Luthert Erasmus¥ch= o Au-
~ gustined] Rf#ol s}t e 2@y Luther: Hel %ol BE Biolu #ol= civt ZR Y
ol&ol @il st ZZch Lutherol 93w, ARje] Ext Abgtell sio] 17| aZol, 5B
Soj o}f A=z ¥ 4 glcd. & Luther® ARo] “HE ol 31+ HE (things beneath him)el
e ol BHHE 7T Qlde A BEUC § A4 AoldlA A7|elA Fo13 WhEtE

94) Erasmust AM ®Eel ¥z} WMl A #lie &4 53 Aot © HRS Z(law of
nature), EE AR olfof AAA v Ao, AFES ¥T Fu(Y 4 UAAqL, 2L
of g BXEel =iglele kFEY Hikel olF 4 gt @ TR #H(aw of works),
Bxglels ¥% 4 gl TRE 957 «dFe, BF FHlE 2, F&o ol=A
@ H&9 #:(aw of faith), BXE7F 7 317] oo 222 FygEd AL A2
24 o oA L& Rl A3 RS BES AWMU} (Diatrike” . pp. 49-50)

95) Erasmust BXE AFFA FolA od HF T ¥tz 3z, 4719 BXF BE28c
©® EREY BX(natural grace), & Aol 53 Aoz, kiof o}Fd &) HA
%S @ #H5I¢ B X (peculiar grace), WK E HRERAI7IE BE, Frey OBKS
B X (supreme grace), ¥ WHAI7|= MhEH (effective) BXE, $22 3lnx F=RE
T4-AA 8= 1RFE8g (cooperative) . @ SERASH= B (" Distribe” pp. 52-53)

96) FwHl, TREH Boe) A1FH. AL ESES, 1963, p. 228

97) Gerrish, op. cit. p.198.

98) Imiroduction, p.18, Servo, p. 140.
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Erasmus$} Luther Alolol =2} Axo uy #gg 19

E stolell A 27} Wak: AE WA ik whet PaiAY oA 4E AE B#Y £ At
a2} #g ool # A 4E 4 ¢loh siukstE o Bch AR 3 B Wﬂ%ﬂ'.‘%. 1
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Summary

A Study of Character in the Controversy between Erasmus
and Luther

Park Chan-moon

Erasmus is typical of the Christian humanism, and Luther is typical of the Reformation.
There is a obvious connection between the Christian humanism and the Reformation. The
two, however, should not be identified, for they differ essentially in many points, despite
some resemblances. This appears evidently in the controversy between Erasmus and
Luther.

From a synthetic viewpoint of both humanist and christian, this writer was about to
study a character of the controversy by comparing, investigating their methodology,
temperament, view on human nature, and soteriology. Erasmus is rhetorical, Luther is
confessional. Erasmus establishes a criterion of truth as the ca]culatioq of probability.
Luther proclaims the Gospel truth surely by dogmatizing. For Erasmus the free response
to Grace is probable most. For Luther, the response of faith alone in Grace is only one
way to the Salvation.

Thus there are essential defferences in soteriology between the two, but those are not
extraneous. This means not a total severance of relation but firm ambivalence,

establishing a distance each other.
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