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	Jesus said, ‘As often as you hear the clock strike the third hour, immerse yourself completely in My mercy, adoring and glorifying it; invoke its omnipotence for the whole world, and particularly for poor sinners; for at that moment mercy was opened wide for every soul.  In this hour you can obtain everything for yourself and for others for the asking; it was the hour of grace for the whole world — mercy triumphed over justice’ (Keane, 2013, Diary 1572). You will not read these words of Jesus in any of the four gospels, or indeed in any extant gospel. According to Sister Faustina Kowalska, Jesus began to appear to her in 1537, and she recorded what he said to her in her daily journals. Three o’clock is the traditional hour of Jesus’ death on Good Friday; Sister Faustina helpfully adds, ‘Here Christ invites the greatest sinners (in union with the sacrament of confession) to be embraced by his merciful love in a special way to find redemption, rest and renewal in him’ (Keane, 2013). According to Ehmann, Protestant churches also rang the bell at 3 o’clock as a call to prayer. In a tradition that goes back to the 16th century, bells rung at 3 o’clock are known as “Turkish bells.” ‘Three o’clock was the liturgically set time for prayers against Turkish gains, for the Christian troops, for protection from physical harm and against false beliefs (Ehmann, 2008, p. 27). The following hymn was often sung at three o’clock: 

Lord, keep us steadfast in thy Word.
And curb the Turks’ and papists’ sword
Who Jesus Christ thine only Son
Fain would tumble from off thy throne[footnoteRef:1] [1:  (Ehmann, 2008, p. 26)] 


	That two faith traditions should hear the same bell ringing at the same time and pray for two opposite reasons should not surprise anyone who is familiar with the invectives traded by the first Protestants and Catholics. In the following, that rift will be often cited in the study of Martin Luther and his relationship with Islam, for in his mind, the Pope and the Turk were not only the owners of two swords needing to be curbed, but the spiritual and physical manifestations of the Antichrist. This study will ultimately answer this question: Should the 80 million people who bear the name of Lutheran today distance themselves from the content and tone of Martin Luther’s writings concerning Islam? And further, should the question be answered differently if one is a conservative – one who believes Luther’s words should prevail – or a liberal – one who believes a Lutheran spirit should prevail? These two rifts – between two divided religions and two divided synods – put liberal Lutherans in between two groups who do not see the purpose in unifying with them: those who mistrust Christianity, and those who mistrust their version of Lutheranism. 
	The present paper begins with a brief examination of the German view of Islam in the West when Luther was born in 1483. While analysing the six extant primary sources of Luther’s specific writing on the Turks[footnoteRef:2] and his response to them, this paper will develop a brief literature review of Luther vis a vis Islam. And while Rajashekar (1990, p. 179) suggests there are several ways to tackle Luther’s relationship to Islam,[footnoteRef:3] this paper will tackle the subject with a theological hermeneutic, according to what I have termed Five Pillars of Luther/anism:[footnoteRef:4] Theology of the Cross, Confession and Absolution, Justification by Grace through Faith, Sola Scriptura, and the Two Kingdoms. In applying a theological hermeneutic to Luther’s polemics, this paper’s goal is to bridge the chasm between the Lutheran bodies, to unite in the act of distancing themselves from Luther’s writings on Islam. [2:  This a common 16th century literary device, along with Saracens and Mohammadans, to refer to Muslims before the term “Muslim” came to be used. The author will use Turk in this sense.]  [3:  Politically, theologically, eschatologically, apologetically, exegetically, educationally, linguistically and polemically.]  [4:  Significantly, not The Five Pillars of Martin Luther, as Law & Gospel, the priesthood of all believers, the means of grace and real presence in the sacrament could also be thought of as foundational.] 

The German view of Islam in 1483
	When Martin Luther was born in 1483, contemporary Germans believed Islam posed the greatest threat to their existence (Francisco, 2007, p. 9). Only thirty years before Luther was born, the Ottoman Turks under Mehmed conquered Constantinople, so the military danger was clear and in 1529, would be present in Suleiman II’s siege against Vienna. The current wisdom held that the Turks were Christendom’s ideological, political, military, theological and cultural archenemies, with a rapacious thirst for conquest and potential forced conversion. Its holy book “contradicted itself, was not verified by miracles, was irrational, disorderly and wicked, contained obvious falsehoods, condoned violence, and, finally, had a dubious textual history (Francisco, 2007, p. 13). Much of this information came from one man, Riccoldo da Monte di Croce (1243-1320), a Dominican who spent 10 years in Baghdad and returned to write a highly polemical and influential treatise Contra legem Sarracenorum in which he described the contents of the Qur’an as the ‘faeces of all the ancient heresies vomited up through Mohammad’ (Francisco, 2007, p. 14). 
Forrell claimed that while Luther would have known about the Turks in the abstract, as a distant, menacing enemy, when Suleiman II “requested” an audience with Ferdinand of Austria in Vienna in 1529, abstraction vanished. ‘Small wonder that not only Austria, but Christian Europe in general, were terror-stricken’ (Forell, 1945, p. 257). According to Francisco (2007, p. 29), the German mindset at this time was that Muhammad was the first-born of Satan and that he and the Turks were the prophesied Gog and Magog bringing about the impending apocolypse, which God would naturally crush. Nevertheless, Islam needed to be refuted: it was the Christian duty to rescue the Turk from the error of their ways, be it by missionary work, or by the sword. 
Luther’s Writings on Islam
	While Luther mentioned Turks and Islam in private letters and his Table Talks, the bulk of his thoughts on the Ottomans, their culture, their danger and their religious beliefs were directly displayed through the following six writings. We take each in turn.

On War Against the Turk, 1529 (LW 46:157-205)

Caught between defending his theoretical passivity written as a call of resistance against the pope[footnoteRef:5] and the reality of the Turk knocking on the door in Vienna, Luther penned On War Against the Turk in 1529 in part to clear the consciences of the Christian populace – especially the Christian soldier – that the Turk was not a spiritual enemy, but a societal enemy. Were Luther Machiavellian, he could and should have allied with the Turk against the Pope (Forell, 1945, p. 260).[footnoteRef:6] Luther dispelled that forthwith, saying ‘the war against the Turks is not our business as Christians, but it is very much our business as citizens’ (Forell, 1945, p. 269). Fighting against the Turk was a German Christian civic responsibility, as the Turk was not only attacking their land, but their way of life. But this was no Crusade (Grafton, 2017, p. 670). Defending German homes and family was the only motive to fight; soldiers fighting against the Turk should do so in good conscience (Rajashekar, 2006, p. 178) and here Luther returned to his original reason for his defence of the 95 Theses: he did not want to be lumped in with those who wished for a crusade: ‘Again, if I were a soldier and saw in the field a priests’ banner, or banner of the cross, even though it were a crucifix I should run as though the devil were chasing me’ (Luther, 1967).  [5:  ‘It should be just as permissible to resist the pope when he inflicts his burdens and unfair decrees, as it is to resist the Turk or other adversaries. But one must not resist anyone, even if one does not approve his action, so that one does not act against one’s conscience’ (Grafton, 2017, p. 671).]  [6:  Suleiman II reportedly wished to meet Luther and offered him his protection. Luther said, ‘May God protect me from such a gracious protector’ (Forell, 1945, p. 260).] 

He wrote these words for the majority of his readers; to the lone reader who could actually start and wage a war, Luther reminded the emperor that, ‘[He] is not the head of Christendom or protector of the Gospel or of the faith. The Church and the faith must have another protector than emperor and kings’ (Luther, 1967). As anxious as he was to distance himself from those who sought to fight under the banner of the cross or under the name of conquest, Luther also fought against those who refused to fight. ‘Moreover, I hear it said that there are those in Germany who desire the coming of the Turk and his government, because they would rather be under the Turk than under the emperor or princes. It would be hard to fight against the Turk with such people’ (Luther, 1967). Luther compelled soldiers to fight for their current masters, saying death by the Turk was superior to willingly submitting to heathen rule.

Military Sermon Against the Turks, 1530 (LW 30/2:160-197)

One year after his first writing, the reason for this sermon being preached to the military was two-fold: place the Ottoman threat in an eschatological framework and prepare Germans for Turkish capture. Luther viewed the war against the Turk as a classic Just War because ultimately a state’s purpose is to defend its citizens against outside aggressors, and the attacking horde of Turks at the gates of Vienna qualified (Miller, 2007, pp. 53-54). Luther’s task was to inform his readers that there was biblical precedent for the current military threat, and it could be found in the book of Daniel. Inspired by John Hilten’s interpretation a generation earlier in which he had identified Islam as the “little horn” which rested on the head of the fourth beast in Daniel’s vision (Daniel 7:8), Luther concludes that by its conquest of Constantinople, the Ottoman Turks were now in a more powerful position than the Roman Empire (Baldwin, 1995, pp. 197-99). Subsequently, Luther predicted, that since there was no Fifth Beast, the eschaton would commence when the Turkish threat was repelled. ‘Christ has given a sign by which one can know when the Judgment Day is near. When the Turk will have an end, we can certainly predict that the Judgment day must be at the door’ (Baldwin, 1995, p. 201). Luther felt like he was living in the Last Days, and the Turks’ eventual defeat was the key indicator for the impending eschaton.
The second part of the Military Sermon had to do with practical information for those captured by the Turk, particularly those soldiers on the Habsburg frontier. Luther counselled captured Christians to be good slaves. Their defence was to memorize the Ten Commandments, the Lord’s Prayer and the Creed, particularly its Second Article. In doing so, by their words and their actions, some Muslims might come to faith in Christ; at the very least, remembering these lessons, some might be spared from the temptations of the Turkish religion (Francisco, 2007a, p. 290).

Preface to The Tract ‘On the Religion and Custom of the Turks,’ 1530 (LW 30/2:205-208)

The ostensible purpose of this short work was to preview for the reader Bartholomew Georgijevic’s tract on his capture and subsequent study of the Turkish culture. But Miller says Luther’s preface ‘praises the Turk as a way of damning the Papists’ (Miller, 2018, p. 469.6); his agenda is to conflate the hypocrisy and pageantry of the Catholic Church with Islam. Luther stated that the Christian religion is more than ‘showy ceremonies, tonsures, hoods, pale countenances, fasts, feasts, canonical hours, and that entire show of the Roman church throughout the world’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 259). Based on what he read, Luther reckoned that in the competition for ostentation with the Ottomans, the Christian were clearly second best. ‘Indeed, in all these things the Turks are by far superior…Our religious are mere shadows when compared to them, and our people clearly profane when compared to theirs’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 259). In his Conclusion, Luther wishes his readers to know that while it is not in their best interests to fall into the hands of the Turk, were they to do so, they might find their captors employing a similar style of worship, as well as a concomitant lack of depth. ‘The Turks and the papists may be radiant in such matters [of style]. At the same time they are void of true faith and filled alike with other most disgraceful crimes, abominable before God and hateful among people (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 261). Miller reveals that Georgijevic sought out Luther’s blessing, and while he received it, it was not enthusiastically given; unlike the captive George of Hungary’s apologetic tome of 70 years earlier, Luther’s contemporary prisoner’s tract was more of a military call to action, which Luther was less interested in (Miller, 2018, p. 469.6).[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Miller takes Luther’s ambivalence as grounds for questioning the authenticity of Georgijevic’s first-hand account altogether; he noted there were errors, and much of his material was suspiciously similar to George’s account (Miller, 2018, p. 458.0).
] 


Appeal for Prayer Against the Turks, 1541 (LW 43:215-241)

	Not surprisingly in a document about prayer, Martin Luther offers a 592-word prayer that Christians may say regarding the Turk, and as befitting his theory that we are all miserable sinners, he begins the prayer by politely reminding God that the Turks are more God’s enemies than they are the German’s since ‘The Turk wants to put his Muhammed in the place of thy dear Son, Jesus Christ, for the Turk blasphemes him and asserts that Christ is no true Son of God and that Muhammad is a greater prophet than he’ (Luther, 1968, pp. 232-33). The actual prayer is a little more than five percent of this later work, the bulk of which Luther spends berating his fellow Germans – by trade[footnoteRef:8], and occasionally by name[footnoteRef:9] – with his conclusion being: [8:  Peasants, businessmen, nobles, counts, dukes, lords, bankers, peasants again, townsmen, servants, maids, hired men, laborers, skilled craftsmen, lawyers and the imperial court: ‘What a hellish whore is in control there!’ (Luther, 1968, pp. 220-21)]  [9:  Münzer and Zwingli] 

Germany is ripe and bursting with sin against God and is even going so far as to justify itself defiantly before God. That, unfortunately, makes me too much of a true prophet. For I have often said that if we did not bring punishment upon ourselves, the Turks would do so for us (Luther, 1968, p. 221).

Refutation of the Alcoran of Brother Richard, Preaching Order, 1542 (LW 53:272-396)

	The purpose of writing this was clear: if the reader falls under the Turk’s sword, they will at least have this tract to protect them against Islam (Francisco, 2007, p. 179). Returning to his earlier theme that the Turk was the punishment for Christian Europe’s manifest sinfulness, Luther then set out to summarise the main points[footnoteRef:10] of the Qur’an: its rejection of the Trinity; that Jesus was not divine, but a prophet; that Jesus ascended without being crucified; that the jinn were converted upon hearing the Qur’an; and the holy book’s description of heaven. Luther was following the Thomistic method of disproving other religions first on rational grounds and then the veracity of one’s own faith tradition: ‘[T]he proper starting point in Christian-Muslim dialogue, according to Luther, was to first destroy the foundations of the Muslim faith by exposing its errors’ (Francisco, 2007, p. 183). He does so by composing a Decalogue of Errors: 1) there is no evidence Muhammad was a prophet; 2) it contradicted God’s previous methods of revelation (i.e. the Bible); 3) it contradicts itself[footnoteRef:11]; 4) Muhammad did not perform miracles, like other prophets[footnoteRef:12]; 5) it is irrational by its own standards; 6) it was filled with lies[footnoteRef:13]; 7) it condones compulsory conversion and murder[footnoteRef:14]; 8) it was historically inaccurate and disorderly; 9) it was unjust, undignified and shameful[footnoteRef:15]; and 10) it’s composition was untrustworthy[footnoteRef:16] (Francisco, 2007, pp. 183-198). Luther’s conclusion was clear: The Qur’an, as evidenced by Brother Richard and Luther (neither of which had read the Qur’an), was weighed on the scales and found wanting. [10:  Francisco (2007, p. 181) concluded it was intended to be a ‘summary of the main points of contention between Christian and Islamic doctrine.’]  [11:  In one place, it says Jews and Christians would be saved, in another that only except Muslims are saved (Francisco, 2007, p. 187)]  [12:  Muhammad did not perform any signs, like the other prophets mentioned in the Qur’an, because they were considered to be magicians. Luther was not persuaded (Francisco, 2007, p. 189).]  [13:  That God could not have a son since he lacked a wife, to which Luther responded ‘But such wisdom is just as if I said: “God cannot live for he does not eat or drink, does not shirt or piss, does not sneeze or cough”’ (Francisco, 2007, p. 193).]  [14:  Luther claimed that imams would preach their sermons brandishing a sword (Francisco, 2007, p. 195)]  [15:  For example, a fifth of the spoils of war were apportioned God, to which Luther responded, ‘Has God become such a rascal that he permits robbery out of which he takes a fifth?’ (Francisco, 2007, p. 196).]  [16:  Abu Bakr consolidated his version, and burned all the rest, for example, according to Luther (Francisco, 2007, p. 197)] 


Preface to Theodor Bibliander’s Edition of the Qur’an, 1543 (LW 53:569-572)

Beginning with a condemnation of the religion of the Jews, Greeks, Romans, Egyptians, Arabia, Thebes and the Jews (again), Luther set out this preface in order to refute ‘all those who wage war against the gospel’ and in this specific case, ‘the pernicious beliefs of Muhammad’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 263). Luther states that, from Adam, God has created one church, attested by prophets, Christ and Paul, and that all sentient Christians outght to reject this new belief: ‘as you firmly repudiate the beliefs of the Egyptians who worshipped cats and of the Arabians who worshipped dogs, so you shall denounce the new creation of Muhammad, because he himself openly admits that he does not embrace the teaching of the prophets and apostles’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 264). Luther’s counsel is for readers to study this as a tool for those who are captured to be able to convert their captors. Just as the Babylonians were converted by Daniel, ‘Therefore, it is of value for the learned to read the writings of the enemy in order to refute them more keenly, to cut them to pieces and to overturn them, in order that they might be able to bring some to safety, or certainly to fortify our people with more sturdy arguments’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 266).

Luther/an’s Five Pillars
The response to the Turkish threat were varied. Following the counsel of the Fifth Lateran Council, Pope Leo X began counting the cost of launching a crusade ‘in order to turn their arms against the impious enemies of our faith’ (Francisco, 2007, p. 41). Luther, Erasmus and others were convinced that they could only support a defensive war, and suspected Rome of employing indulgence-style fund-raising tactics, and taking a percentage thereof (Smith, 2007, p. 353). Other Christians favoured suing for peace, ready to throw in with the Turks, praying for benevolence.  Joachim Greff noted that he had heard several Europeans express, ‘Ha, what do I care who conquers us – the Devil, his mother, the Turk, or whoever! It’s all the same to me who is my ruler…it’s far better to live under the Turk than under some Papist tyrant’ (Miller, 2007, p. 45). Some critics cited Luther as the instigator of this passive, pacifist response, ironically because of his stance against the crusade in the 1518 defence of his 95 Theses.[footnoteRef:17] ‘Following Wycliff and Erasmus, Luther looked upon the visitation of Turks as the well-deserved rod of God for the punishment of Christian transgressions’ (Rajashekar, 2006, p. 176), which is a gentle segue into the first of Luther/an’s Five Pillars, The Theology of the Cross. [17:  In his explanation of the Fifth Theses, he wrote, “it should be just as permissible to resist the pope when he inflicts his burdens and unfair decrees, as it is to resist the Turk or other adversaries. But one must not resist anyone, even if one does not approve his action, so that one does not act against one’s conscience’ (Grafton, 2017, p. 671). ] 


Theology of the Cross – Luther on God’s punishment
Both the Theology of the Cross, and its doppelganger the Theology of Glory, attempt to answer the question, “How is God revealed to us?” In this respect, the Theology of Glory is easier to define and spot: 
The notion that God can be known in his power and majesty and appeased, even manipulated, to respond favourably to our earthly struggles and suffering through human religious activity… Inherent in this teaching is the notion that human actions such as rituals, prayers, works, or sacrifices can appease God’s wrath, and that human beings have the ability to solve the great problems in nature and society (Mueller, 2005, p. 31). 

The Theology of the Cross, then stresses that God is revealed to us not in miracles and wealth, but in ‘the suffering and death of Christ alone….In seeking the true revelation of God one must remember, as the Bible reminds us, that there are things that appear religious and true, but are in fact false and empty’ (Mueller, 2005, pp. 33-34). 
For Martin Luther, God was being revealed to all of Christendom during the early 16th century by way of the chastening rod of the Turk. Likening the Turks to their schoolmaster, Luther said the first thing for Germans to do, then, was repent. ‘Because the reason for the Turkish advance was the sinfulness of the Germans, without reform any military campaign could not be effective. The first action against the Turks must be for Christians to genuinely repent’ (Miller, 2002, p. 43). The next thing for Germans to do was blame the pope. Luther, by way of Forrell states, until ‘the pope was put in his place, all attempts to defeat the Turks would prove futile’ (Forell, 1945, p. 258). By pairing the Turk with the pope, and connecting it to the personal failure of each German soul, Luther managed, in one fell swoop to convict each German of their failing in the eyes of God and condemning and comparing the Antichrist they knew – the pope – with the Antichrist they did not yet know – the Turk. As Kenneth Setton puts it, ‘[The] Antichrist is at the same time the pope and the Turk. A living creature consists of body and soul. The spirit of Antichrist is the people, his flesh the Turk. One attacks the Church physically, the other spiritually’ (Setton, 1962, p. 151).
That Luther’s first instinct was to confess his sin to a God he felt was punishing the German people for their sin is entirely consistent and leads to the second pillar, Confession and Absolution.

Confession and Absolution – Luther on Repentance

	For Luther, confession of sins was as important and necessary to being a Christian as breathing. ‘When I exhort you to go to confession, I am doing nothing but exhorting you to be a Christian’ (Luther, 2000, p. 479). From 1529 on, Lutheran children have been taught by pastors and parents ‘Before God we should plead guilty of all sins, even those we are not aware of, as we do in the Lord’s Prayer; but before the pastor we should confess only those sins which we know and feel in our hearts’ (Luther, 2016, p. 155). The children are then asked to consider their place in life according to the Ten Commandments: ‘Have you been disobedient, unfaithful or lazy? Have you been hot-tempered, rude, or quarrelsome? Have you hurt someone by your words or deeds?’ (Luther, 2016, p. 155). While latter day Lutherans did not choose to include Confession and Absolution as their third sacrament,[footnoteRef:18] Luther’s views on true repentance have been foundational to his theology from the beginning. [18:  Melanchton, in The Apology to the Augsburg Confession, writes, ‘Therefore, the Sacraments are actually baptism, the Lord’s Supper and absolution (the sacrament of confession)’ (Luther, 2000, p. 219). Since Lutheran sacraments require a visible element – water, bread, wine – confession and absolution, while encouraged, did not rise to the level of sacrament.] 

	As well, in his writing on the Turk, George Forrell (1945, p. 270) called the need for German repentance as the one consistency throughout Luther’s writing.  ‘The Turks played a part in his first teachings as well as in his last. But with amazing consistency Luther never changed his basic attitude. The Turks were God’s punishment of a proud and sinful Germany in 1541 as in 1517.’  Luther’s call for repentance was immediate and unwavering. ‘This conviction led him to call for leaders who would exhort the people “to repentance and prayer” because “we have earned God’s wrath and disfavor, so that he justly gives us into the hands of the devil and the Turk”’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 252). 
This attitude was most clearly shown in the beginning of the prayer in his Appeal for Prayer:
Heavenly Father, we have deserved thy wrath…thou knowest, Almighty God and Father, that we have not sinned against the devil, the pope, nor the Turks, and that they have no right or might to punish us. But thou canst and mayest use them against us as the rod of thy wrath, we who have sinned against thee and deserved all this tribulation (Luther, 1968, p. 232).

No wonder God punished the Germans, since they unashamedly defend these idolatries, scorning God’s word and command ‘so complacently and shamefully, treating God like a fool or jumping jack whose commands and warnings are not to be taken seriously. So God has to make us understand that he really means it and is not joking’ (Luther, 1968, p. 219).
This inclination – Luther’s gut-level instinct to confess one’s sins before a righteous and just God before any further activity, to own one’s part in the confession and absolution process, to realize that the human’s only active part in that process is the confession of sins – is the foundation of this project.
Justification by Grace through Faith – Luther on works righteousness
	It is not an exaggeration to say that the Reformation – before, during and until 1999 – concerned Justification. The way in which God justifies humankind was the substance of Luther’s Tower Experience; the Church’s insistence that it, and not God, was the source of justification led Luther to post the 95 Theses; the church’s order that Luther recant his writings at the Diet of Worms was about justification; about it, Luther wrote in his Smalcald Articles (II: 1, 5) ‘On this article stands all that we teach and practice against the pope, the devil, and the world’ (Mueller, 2005, p. 241); and, ultimately Luther’s chief complaint about the Turk concerned justification.
	Mueller (2005, p. 233) uses the modern metaphor of word-processing to explain justification, as in “lined up according to the margins”: 
If a person is to be justified, they need to be exactly where and exactly what they are supposed to be… He does not ask us to justify ourselves, he justifies us. In its theological sense, justification refers to God’s declaration that, because of the merit of Christ and without any merit of our own, we are righteous in his sight. Our sins are forgiven, and we are credited with the righteousness of Christ.

According to Luther, the concept of justification comes from several biblical sources, chiefly Ephesians 2:8-10: ‘By grace, through faith, for the sake of Christ, apart from works.’ It is this last phrase that was the lynchpin to the Reformation, a reconsideration of works righteousness. 
Why are we (and Scripture) making this point so emphatically? It is stressed so strongly because sinful humans continually try to give themselves a role in their own salvation. But this is not accurate. We have nothing to offer to God but our sin, yet we continually try to usurp his place. St. Paul shows us the logical conclusion of making our works part of salvation: “…if justification were through the law, then Christ died for no purpose” (Galatians 2:21) (Mueller, 2005, p. 240).

[bookmark: _Hlk511296641]Whatever other problems Luther had with Muhammad, the Turks, Islam and the Qur’an, it eventually boiled down to justification, the same problem he had with the Catholic church. Before even a cursory study of the Qur’an, Luther would have been aware of the Five Pillars of Islam, through the Tractatus of George of Hungary (Francisco, 2007, p. 62). This information ‘gave him a handle for evaluating Islam, and from the standpoint of his central doctrine of "justification by faith," Islam appeared to Luther to be woefully inadequate. For him it was nothing but a "doctrine of works."’ (Rajashekar, 2006, p. 178). Luther, through Bobzin (1996, p. 168) says that theologically, Islam is a bastardization of Judaism, since both claim one is justified by performing works and rituals. Nevertheless, though he did praise them for discipline, good government, piety and moderation, these were backhanded compliments and in service to taunt Roman Catholicism (Rajashekar, 2006, p. 178). In the category of the splendour of works righteousness, Catholics were second to Muslims, so much so that any “papist” spending three days with Muslims would likely be converted (LW 30/II:206 in Miller, 2004, p. 188).  Miller claimed that Luther highlighted the splendour of their rituals and genuineness of Muslim spirituality not only to protect Christians from converting, ‘but more importantly to prove the vanity of any works-righteousness, be it the rigorous discipline of the Turks or the comparatively shameful hypocrisy of the Papists’ (Miller, 2004, p. 188). Luther’s admiration for the Turks invited yet another charge of treason, but from Ehmann (2008, p. 21), ‘From the very beginning, Luther’s position was born out of his justification theology, and he was ill disposed to any thought of justification by works.’ 
Justification by grace through faith was not just a rejection of works righteousness, but a promotion of the work of Christ, as neatly summarized by the Second Article of the Apostles Creed. 
Everything depends upon this second article; because of it we are called Christians and through the Gospel we have been called to it and baptized upon it and have been counted as Christians... For this article makes us children of God and brothers of Christ, so that we may become eternally like him and be his co-heirs (LW 30: 2 quoted in (Forell, 1945, p. 263).

In his preface to On the Religion and Customs of the Turks, Luther wrote that this article was the ‘thunder that destroys not only Muhammad but even the gates of hell.’
For Muhammad denies that Christ is the son of God, denies that he died for our sins, denies that he arose for our life, denies that by faith in him our sins are forgiven and we are justified, denies that he will come as judge of the living and the dead… denies the Holy Spirit, and denies the gifts of the Spirit (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, pp. 260-61).

Miller suggests Luther believed that these unfortunate Christian captives, rather than missionaries or clergy, would be the chief means by which Turks could be evangelized, provided that the men were good and obedient slaves and the women ‘by submitting to the Turk at bed and table for Christ’s sake’ (Miller, 2004, p. 192).
Sola Scriptura – Luther on the Qur’an
	The concept of Sola Scriptura (along with Sola Fide and Sola Gracia and its logical subsequent, Sola Christus (Mueller, 2005, p. 240)) is central to Lutheran doctrine; it ‘insists that Holy Scripture must be the source of our theology and the standard by which we evaluate all theology’ (Mueller, 2005, p. 12). ‘The words and teachings of the Bible give form to theology. Its words and teachings also “reform” theology when we deviate from it. As the only rule of faith, Scripture alone (Sola Scriptura) guides, directs, and corrects true Christian teaching (Mueller, 2005, p. 43).  
Luther’s relationship with the Bible is well-known; arguably, his greatest gift was translating the Bible into a language Germans could understand. Naturally, Luther wanted to get his hands on the words of another sacred book, the Qur’an. For most of his life, he was frustrated, but finally, in 1542, four years before his death, Luther read a Latin version of the Qur’an, most likely Robert of Ketton’s translation of 1143.[footnoteRef:19] The Qur’an was on the list of banned books from Rome; when Theodor Bibliander wanted to publish in Basel, Switzerland, the town counsel feared it would be punished by Rome. Luther, and others, wrote to the town counsel, persuading them to publish the Qur’an because ‘public knowledge of its hideousness…was the greatest weapon against Islam’ (Miller, 2004, p. 189). In Luther's words, ‘One must not deal with them [that is, Muslims] at first by asserting and defending the high articles of our faith . . . but adopt this way and manner: take and diligently work with their Quran, demonstrating their law to be false and unsubstantiated' (LW 53:284, cited in Francisco, 2007a, p. 292). Before reading the Qur’an, Luther had understood it not as the basis of a completely new religion, but as another in a long line of heresies, or as a book of laws, much like the Papal Decretals (Miller, 2004, p. 189). [19:  This was later feted for being the most important Qur’anic translation, as well as one of the worst, rife with interpretations that shone the worst possible light on the text (Bobzin, 1996, p. 159)
 ] 

	Luther changed his mind after he read the Qur’an. 
In two cases, Luther found God’s handiwork in the words of the Qur’an. Were he to engage with the Turk, he would point out the possibility of the Trinity, especially a fragment from 4:171, which reads: ‘“O People of the book, do not become lax in your law and say nothing about God except the truth, that Christ Jesus, the son of Mary, is a messenger of God, and is God's Word which he impressed upon her through the Holy Spirit.” Here was the trinitarian formula found discreetly in the Qur’an, Luther thought’ (Francisco, 2007a, p. 294, my emphasis). This explication that the Holy Spirit had ‘driven Muhammad to express the highest articles of our faith’ (Francisco, 2007a, p. 294) was mostly faint hope in this admitted proof-text (the line in the Qur’an following the above was "desist from professing the trinity” (Francisco, 2007a, p. 294). As well, he found a howling error implying that Jesus’ mother Mary was Moses’ sister-in-law, which is obviously untrue; he believed if God had indeed inspired Mohammad as a messenger, that the message was “This man’s words are false,” ‘some sort of divine intervention, to make it easy for anyone reading the Quran to be convinced that it was not from God’ (Francisco, 2007a, p. 293).
	But this was Luther at his most generous, his most forgiving take on what he read in Ketton’s translation. Most of the Qur’an disturbed him greatly.
What good can be in the government and the whole Turkish way of life since according to their Qur’an these three things reign freely among them: namely lies, murder, and disregard for marriage?...Lies destroy the spiritual estate, murder destroys the temporal estate, and disregard for marriage destroys the estate of marriage (LW 46:182, quoted in Francisco, 2007 p. 132).

	Luther was here referring to the Qur’an’s injunction to kill in religious wars; that looting was required (i.e. the spoils of war must be shared); and through its endorsement of polygamy, undermined the estate of marriage (Ehmann, 2008, pp. 22-23). Luther’s comparison between his Scriptura and the Turks’ Scriptura was never going to result in parity or detente, especially with the Qur’an’s declaration that Luther’s beloved doctrine of incarnation was a ‘monstrous assertion’ (19:89, cited in Francisco, 2007a, 296). The Qur’an concluded that God could not father a child without a consort. With those fighting words, we now turn to Luther’s final pillar, Two Kingdoms.
Two Kingdoms – Luther on Just War
	Of these Five Pillars, Luther’s Two Kingdoms is most apparent in his writings on the Turks. Mueller (2005, pp. 428-30) explains that Christians in society live in two different kingdoms: The Kingdom of the Left (secular society ruled by governments) and the Kingdom of the Right (the sacred society ruled by God). While God is ultimately in control of both sacred and secular, the two Kingdoms work in different ways: The Right through the church, which administers sacraments, preaches the gospel and teaches the forgiveness of sins, and the Left by protecting its citizens and administering justice. Christians are called to obey the leaders of both Kingdoms, but not to make the mistake of confusing the two. ‘So we see Christians trying to advance the mission of the church through political power, or politicians exploiting religion to gain control or influence (Mueller, 2005, p. 430). As citizens of two often conflicting Kingdoms, this can lead to an interesting paradox for Christians, which Ehmann (2008, p. 22) points out: 
As citizens, Christians must swear, even though as Christians they may not swear; they must wage war, even though they must not murder; and they must judge, even though according to the New Testament they should not. They must do this to stave off chaos in the world. Christians thus carry out God’s will in their service to the worldly and not only to the spiritual domain.
Luther threads this needle by asking his readers to remember that on the battlefield, they are Germans defending Germans and Germany. ‘You would be doing it not with the purpose of avenging yourself or returning evil for evil, but for the good of your neighbour and for the maintenance of the safety and peace of others’ (LW 45:96)…If worldly rulers call upon [Christian soldiers] to fight, then they ought to and must fight and be obedient, not as Christians, but as members of the state and obedient subjects’ (LW 46:99, cited in Miller, 2002, p. 45).
Earlier, Luther’s resistance to the crusade mentality was seen in the following quotation: ‘If I were a solder and saw a priest’s banner in the field, or a banner of the cross, even though it was a crucifix, I should run as though the Devil were chasing me.’ He followed that, however, with ‘if the banner of Emperor Charles or of a prince is on the field, then let everyone run boldly and gladly to the banner to which his allegiance is sworn’ (Francisco, 2007, pp. 76-77). This is a prime example of Luther’s doctrine of the Two Kingdoms, and arguably a doctrine conceived to give comfort to Christian soldiers, a doctrine he first tackled in Whether Soldiers, Too, Can Be Saved (1526, Miller, 2002, p. 44). With the proviso that no captured Christian should fight on the side of their captors against the gospel, Luther resolves the potential hesitancy and salves the guilty conscience of the fighter:

However, the soldier who fights for law and order and a Christian can rest assured of his salvation…If a soldier dies, believing in Christ, then his death on the battlefield is merely the beginning of his eternal life. If war is fought in defense of law and order and of home and family, then a Christian ought to go to war un- afraid (Forell, 1945, p. 269).

Corporately, this was important for a Just War, and for Luther (by way of Augustine), the war with the Turks fit the bill perfectly, for two reasons: ‘Defense against raiding parties is an appropriate police action against criminals and the war against the Turks is a war of resistance against an aggressor’ (Miller, 2002, p. 49). And as was mentioned earlier, a captured soldier or citizen maintained that duty to his or her new government. Just as Daniel submitted to his Babylonian captors, the Kingdom of the Left is to be obeyed, whether under a German or Turkish banner. ‘Throughout this period, guided by his perspective of the two realms, civil and spiritual, and the duties appropriate to each, Luther repeatedly argued for the obligation of obedience to all secular authority as instituted by God for the preservation of order, going so far as to say, even if it be the authority of Turkish captors’ (Heinrich & Boyce, 1996, p. 252).
Luther’s doctrine of The Two Kingdoms also stresses that the two should be differentiated, but only in order ultimately to conflate the two. Luther said that seeking worldy power was the sign of a bad actor. And, according to Luther, the pope, Suleiman II and Mohammed were bad actors.
No spiritual power was to seek worldly force or to achieve its own goals through worldly means – precisely Luther’s charge against the pope. But similarly, no worldly power attempted to appropriate God’s will for its own sake. Luther saw both the Turkish sultan and Muhammad as having violated this principle. They not only attempted to expand their own power, as all bad rulers do, but also sought to spread their religion by force (Ehmann, 2008, p. 22).

Luther v Lutheran
	In attempting to forge a Lutheran response to Islam using the words of Martin Luther as a guide, one is confronted with the fundamental challenges of 21st Century Lutheranism, embodied by two Luther scholars: Adam Francisco from Concordia Theological Seminary in Fort Wayne, IN; and J. Paul Rajasekar, from Union Theological Seminary in Gettysburg, PA. Based on his PhD dissertation at Oxford, Francisco’s 2007 Martin Luther and Islam: A Study in Sixteenth-Century Polemics and Apologetics is an invaluable piece of scholarship, betraying little or no bias. Since that time, Francisco has become the default expert on Islam and Muslims for the 2 million members of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod. Two years after the publication of his monograph, Francisco (2009, p. 6) wrote this in a synodical publication:
American Christianity has always found itself in tension with secular culture. Very recently, however, two challenges with future ambitions have surfaced within that culture: atheism and Islam…[Islam] attempts, with great stealth, to influence – and ultimately to dominate – secular space and popular religious discourse as part of its mission to advance the “cause of Allah.”
For his part, Rajasekar sees the immediate problem with employing Martin Luther and his writings in interreligious dialogue for the 3.5 million members of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.
[Luther] was absolutely certain of Christian monopoly of truth and his interest in learning about other faiths was limited to their refutation…Those who have had experience in interreligious dialogue are far less confident than Luther about claims of Christian uniqueness…. The tremendous changes that have taken place between Luther’s times and ours in regard to Christian perceptions of others certainly warrant a rereading and reinterpretation of Christian Scriptures (Rajashekar, 1990, p. 189).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Two Lutheran scholars of Islam have read the same words of Martin Luther, both asking, “If Martin Luther were alive today, would he feel any differently about Muslims and Islam?” and reached two opposite conclusions. Francisco and the LCMS have answered with an unequivocal “No:” the truth does not change; Luther’s analysis of the Qur’an as a heretical, dangerous book is apt; Muslims are seeking to stealthily advance the cause of Allah, to ultimately dominate America and the world; and the truth of Christianity, as interpreted by Martin Luther, is the best response. Subsequently, there has been no meaningful dialogue between the LCMS and Muslims. Rajashekar and the ELCA have answered with an unequivocal “Yes,” understanding that Luther’s words were written for 16th Century Germany and set them aside in favour of using the Lutheran spirit of inquiry that led him to read the words of the Qur’an and find out as much as he could about this strange new religion. Using this curiosity, and realizing they are in a pluralistic reality, the ELCA has translated the Lutheran spirit to the 21st Century, leading them to begin active dialogue with their religious neighbours. 
This bifurcation of Martin Luther – between those who take him at his word, and those who have translated his spirit – is at the core of the Luther v Lutheran division over the present-day relationship between Lutherans and Lutherans as well as Muslims and Lutherans. All Lutherans agree, however, that the Five Pillars of Luther/anism cited here – the Theology of the Cross, Confession and Absolution, Justification by Grace through Faith, Sola Scriptura, and the Two Kingdoms – are endemic to their Lutheran identity. Viewing Luther’s polemical writings from the perspective of Five Pillars might be the bridge between two very different points of view, as both sides can see that theologically, Luther’s words and the Lutheran spirit may walk in concord, and that this walk may lead them to confront a stain on their founders’ legacy regarding Muslims which is just as hurtful as his writings on Jews and Judaism. Whether this leads them to confess for the tone and content of his writings remains to be seen.
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