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Preface by Lutheran Librarian

“This book is written in the belief that the one ultimate authority
among men is truth.” — Theodore Schmauk

Theodore Schmauk’s exploration and defense of the Christian faith consists
of five parts:

e Historical Introduction

Part 1: Are Confessions Necessary?
Part 2: Confessions in the Church
Part 3: Lutheran Confessions

Part 4: The Church in America

In republishing this book, we seek to introduce this author to a new gen-
eration of those seeking spiritual truth.

Theodore Emanuel Schmauk, D.D., LL.D. (1860-1920) was one of the
foremost theologians in American Lutheranism. He was editor of the
Lutheran Church Review, president of the General Council and of the Board
of Directors of the Lutheran Seminary at Philadelphia.

The Lutheran Library Publishing Ministry finds, restores and republishes
good, readable books from Lutheran authors and those of other sound
Christian traditions. All titles are available at little to no cost in proofread
and freshly typeset editions. Many free e-books are available at our website
LutheranLibrary.org. Please enjoy this book and let others know about this
completely volunteer service to God’s people. May the Lord bless you and
bring you peace.
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Preface

CHRISTIANITY EXERTING ITSELF for twenty centuries upon the
life and history of God’s fallen world, has not crystallized into one univer-
sally accepted principle, or clad itself ill one all-embracing seamless gar-
ment. Neither its Faith, nor its Church, have emerged and appear as a per-
fect reflection, in a flawless human unity, of the heavenly entity. its Faith
has issued in a four-branched Confession. The secret of this divergent effect
of the One Truth is to be sought in the relation which man has accepted for
his mind to the Word and institution of Christ. Absolute dependence on the
Church visualized has resulted in the Greco-Roman Confession. Absolute
dependence on the Word, that is, on the Holy Spirit in the Word, in the
Church, has resulted in the Evangelical Lutheran Confession. Relative de-
pendence on the Book and on the Spirit in the heart, and relative indepen-
dence of the Word in the Church has resulted in modern Evangelical Protes-
tantism. Complete independence of Christ’s Word and Church, and some
dependence on Christ’s Spirit in the heart has resulted in a rational Protes-
tantism.

Thus we teach four fundamentally diverse answers as to the nature,
means and effect of Christianity.

Does Christ come to man at all? The Christian says, He does.

Does Christ touch man sola through the Church? The Romanist says, He
does.

Does Christ touch man sola through His Word in the Church? The
Lutheran says, He does.

Does Christ touch man partly through the Book, partly through the Holy
Spirit direct? The modern Evangelical Protestant says, He does.

Does Christ touch the heart sola through the natural influence of His
words and life, without a supernatural power in Word or institution? The ra-
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tional Protestant says, He does.

The four divergent branchings of the Christian Principle, thus acknowl-
edged and held by men, may be summed up as follows: absolute depen-
dence on the Church, absolute dependence on the Word, relative depen-
dence on the Book, and mental independence of Book, Word and Church.

Christianity, to the Lutheran Church, is dependence on Christ. The de-
pendence is absolute, invisible, and real. its sole means is Christ’s own
Word. That Word is brought to us, as a matter of fact, in an institution,
which, though it is not a source of authority, is nevertheless a divine and ob-
jective reality, Christ’s invisible communion or body in which the power of
God unto salvation is found and in which it works. This is the Lutheran
Confession.

The Holy Spirit has been applying the mighty Word of Christ and build-
ing the Church from the day of Pentecost down. of the eighteen centuries of
Christian history, the first four and the last four have been epochl. The an-
cient centuries were catholic, and the modern are Protestant. Lutheranism
accepts the Catholic unfolding, and stood, herself, at the head of the Protes-
tant development. In 1917 it will be four hundred years since the sound of
Luther’s hammer awoke the Christian world to the Gospel and to the evils
of Romanism, and one hundred years since Claus Harms’ clarion call
stirred the Church from Rationalism to a realization of her Gospel treasures,
and to a resistance of the enfeebling meshes of Latitudinarianism and
Unionism.

For Lutheranism, though not ascetic, but accepting heartily a full-orbed
human life, including the virility and the efflorescence of the humanities,
the virtues of the heart, the value of the deed, the gracious strength and
helpfulness of human brotherhood, in their own sphere in the relation of
man to fellow man, is the one persistent protest on this earth against human-
ism as a religion; and against the adulteration of the divine salvation with
human values, and the incorporation of elements of character, love, brother-
hood, knowledge, speculation or science into the texture of the Christian
Faith. On the one hand, the seamless garment of Christ 1s not His Church as
the ecclesiastics tell us; on the other hand, it is not a big heart, a sympa-
thetic view, a fraternal grasp, and a helping hand as the humanist would
have us believe. Its one thread in warp and woof i1s simply and solely the

18



Word of Christ. The difference between this teaching and the current reli-
gious consciousness of the day is as the difference between heaven and
earth.

The true Lutheran will not gloss over this difference but will recognize
the seriousness of the struggle which the Lutheran Confession at times as-
phyxiated in the house of its friends, has to make in order to effectively pro-
claim its message.

Religion no longer hovers on the mountain cliffs of the invisible world,
and the Church faces distaste for a salvation not visibly effective here on
earth. Protestantism is inclined to find salvation in the green lowlands of so-
cial brotherhood. Christ walked in these lovely lowlands, and His walk
rather than His work, in Scripture, are held before the eye. The one really
essential fact in the Church is made to be that it teach and represent the
great brotherhood of our common life, a brotherhood of fellow-sympathy, a
brotherhood of work, of altruistic action, and social aim, on which the com-
munity is to build its higher hope. The one unessential fact, apparently, is
that the Church represent the brotherhood revealed in the Gospel, the broth-
erhood of faith.

This raises the question in the Church, for those who hold the Word of
God as the only power and judge of spiritual, that is, eternal life, whether
the determining principle of ‘brotherhood’ is to be the sentiment and exer-
cise of charity;! or whether Christ’s principle of brotherhood in His Church
is the Gospel offer of a brotherhood of faith. Are we brethren because we
are of one blood, or are we brethren in Christ because we are blood-bought
and justified by faith in His blood, through and in Him alone doing the will
of His Father which 1s in Heaven? Has Christ a peculiar people, or do all
good Americans, let us say, belong to Him and His flock? Are we saved by
faith sola, or are we entitled to fellowship without saving faith?

Are Christians, who regard themselves as saved? by character, in the
unity of the Church of Christ? Or, if faith is the principle, shall its minimum
be taken as the normal condition of fellowship? Shall apprehension of some
fundamentals be sufficient for the Church, or shall the unity be determined
by the full truth of God’s Word? Have God’s representatives on earth the
option to offer a discount on the terms set by God, in order to meet a given

19



situation? May we overlook the sola fide in order that our churches on earth
be filled with guests, and that Heaven itself be not too utterly empty?

The Church of the Lutheran Reformation has wrought in America for
well-nigh three centuries, and will in a few years be adding one more cen-
tury to its history. Her value in this land depends upon her fidelity to her
Confession. If her Confession is out of date, she herself is but an obsolete
barrier in the pathway to a common development, and deserves to disappear
into the common and indeterminate Protestantism of her American environ-
ment.

Few will realize that it has been almost forty years since The Conserva-
tive Reformation, that mighty protagonist of Confessional English
Lutheranism, lifting up its stature and spear, head and shoulders above all
the host of Israel, establishing the Church in her old faith, and defending her
against all assault, made its powerful presence felt in the Church in this
land. Since that day there has not appeared in our language any complete
work devoted to Confessional Lutheranism,? save only the small book on
Distinctive Doctrines of the Lutheran Church.

But since that day a new generation has arisen whose eyes never beheld
the formative conflicts. Old issues have taken on new forms. The substance
of The Conservative Reformation has been absorbed and become an ele-
ment of strength in the leaders of the Church now in their maturity. The im-
portant occasion of the old polemic has disappeared. Progress has been
made in sound Confession. Ecclesiastical efforts have aimed to reach a po-
sition on which the Lutheran Church as a whole could be planted. Now that
this activity apparently has given way to the tendency to emphasize an eter-
nal Confessionalism, or, on the other hand, to overestimate the eternal fact
of denominational fellowship, the time is here for a more ample setting
forth of the Church’s full and inner Confessional Principle, in a just and ad-
equate manner, with no partisan intent, but in the majestic light of the origi-
nal Catholic and the real Evangelical testimony, and in such form that the
power of the old Witness will appeal to the thought and the soul of the gen-
eration of this day; and may bring to the service of Christ’s unchangeable
Word, and to the preservation of the one Evangelical Catholic Church, the
will, the words, and the works of those who are moved to abide in the Word
and institution of Christ and in its Confession.
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After The Conservative Reformation had appeared, Philip Schaff issued
his great work describing The Creeds of Christendom and remarked that in
a country like ours, where we daily meet people of all possible beliefs, men
should devote more attention to the study of the Christian Confession, that
they may give those with whom they discuss the subject a convincing rea-
son for the faith that is in them. The intelligent study and appropriation of
the symbols of one’s faith, from whose principles the varied medley of reli-
gious teachings that cry aloud in our time, or come under our observation,
may be examined and tested, is as important, at least, as the study of the un-
derlying principles and causes of our ethical or social structure and its prob-
lems.

A new, and strictly historical, examination of the Confessional structure
of the Lutheran Faith, from the solid viewpoint of the introductions to the
new German edition of the Book of Concord, cannot be postponed without
injury to the Church. The researches of the last two decades in Germany,
and alleged recent discoveries, by such scholars as Brieger on the one hand,
and Kolde on the other, have rendered this examination necessary, as well
to those who confess the specific and vital, as to those who rest in the mere
generic, Faith of the Church.

The history of the Lutheran Confession has been written often. The first
print of the oldest narration of the Diet at Augsburg, in 1530, from the ar-
rival of his Majesty to the delivery of the Confession, bears the title, Ain
kurtze Anzayuung+. The history of the Augsburg Confession which the Ro-
man Catholics printed in 1530 with imperial privilege bears the title, Pro
Beligione Christiana res gestaeS. This Roman Catholic history of the Augs-
burg Confession was refuted by a Saxon minister shortly after the Diet, un-
der the title, Folrjen verzcichent alle Stiich so im Druch dem Handel miis-
sen inferirt und eingeleiht werden. Though ready for print, the work was
left lie at Weimar. Miiller in his History of the Protestation has taken many
remarkable things from this manuscript, while Seckendorf, in his History of
Lutheranism, p. 202, believes that neither Colestin nor Chytriius knew of
the work.6

To these original rills must be added Briick, Geschichte der Beli-
gionsverhandlungen auf dem Reichstag zu Augshurg im J. 15307 and the al-
ways indispensable and abounding Corpus Beformatorum; but the real his-
torical stream gathered itself in the works of Chytriius, Colestin, Miiller,
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Salig, Cyprian and Weber. All these men used the Reformation documents
stored in the German archives, and tried to draw their material from the
original acts. Chytraeus, in his Historia of the Augsburg Confession, in
1576, took pains to obviate all doubt as to his translations and writings, and
placed at the end of his German edition a list of the most prominent docu-
ments that he incorporated in his history, together with a clear statement of
the places from which they were taken. He says that he gathered from the
official acts and trustworthy testimonies of those who themselves were par-
ticipants in the Confessional proceedings, and “took particular pains not to
include any uncertain or suspicious writings.” He says, therefore, “I pray
that others will allow this work to remain unaltered and unimproved.”

As to Colestin, Weber assails him bitterly, and tries to prove that, despite
his abundant access to historical materials, he was unscrupulous in his use
of them. He admits that Colestin journeyed to the Archives of the holy Ro-
man Empire at Maintz in 1556, and that in 157G he undertook a second
journey. At all events, Colestin has given the world a notable gathering of
historical papers.

Cyprian rests entirely upon original documentary foundations. He says,
“If the necessary aptitude and health had been mine, this history of the
Augsburg Confession would hardly have had its like. But the lack of these
qualities and a journey that could not be postponed in the midst of all my
labors, cause me to be able to assure only this, that my book has been com-
posed honestly and diligently and without any attempt to twist matters in
the works and writings, and with an efport to preserve the mode of speech
of the original documents.”

Salig 1s the most voluminous of these early writers on our Confessional
history, and is full of details, some of more, and some of less value; but lie
drew from reliable historical sources, and his work is of permanent value.

Chytraeus was of the manner and heart of Melanchthon, with the doc-
trine of Luther. Colestin, Wigand, and Cyprian were men who defended the
full Lutheran Confession. Salig likewise did so, but his sentiment and lean-
ings were pietistic, and softened toward the Melanchthonian tendencies.
Weber was a determined and bitter Melanchthonian, thoroughly rationalis-
tic. “If I have been so fortunate,” he says, “as to have made progress in re-
search, it is not to be ascribed to me, but to the spirit of the age... In thus far
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my work can be regarded as a contribution to the history of the human un-
derstanding (des menschlichen Verstandes).”

Weber’s works, therefore, on the Confessional principle, invaluable as
they are, relate to the periphery. The weakness of his general position and
feeling are as evident as are the values of the specific critical results of his
documentary investigations. His conclusions are based on the readings of
tents, rather than on the truth and teachings that well up within the tents.

It was the Confessional activity leading to the Formula of Concord that
gave us Chytraeus and Colestin. The second centennial of the Augsburg
Confession gave us Cyprian and Salig, and Weber came half a century later.

The Nineteenth Century has again opened to us the investigation of orig-
inals in the researches of Forstemann (Archiv, 1831; Urhundenhuch, 1833)
and Schirrmacher (Brief und Akten, 1876). in the gathering of Luther’s Let-
ters by De Wette, 1825, and Enders,1884, and in the constructive efforts of
Calinieh, Bindseil, Knaake, Kollner, Plitt, Zockler, Brieger, Kolde, and
Tschackert.

The massive literature of the Lutheran Church on the Book of Concord
and on various doctrinal aspects of the Lutheran Confession is too extensive
even to allude to, and will be found in part in the bibliographical lists con-
nected with the Table of Contents.

Krauth’s work, as an examination and an active force in the Confessional
field, will never be superseded. To term it ecclesiastical in origin is an injus-
tice. It was a long struggle, against earlier ecclesiastical limitations, for the
truth. Though polemic in form and occasional in origin, it is so thoroughly
grounded on the sources and so masterfully elaborated that it will remain
the great Confessional classic in English Lutheran theology. The critical
maze of historical facts had been threaded by Krauth years before he
spoke.® Weber’s conclusions and work had been digested in detail by him as
early as the Fifties (1854).

In 1858 he published his Select Analytical Bibliography of the Augsburg
Confession in twenty-two pages. In 1868 he published The Augsburg Con-
fession® His presentation of the correspondence of Luther and Melanchthon,
and of the utterances of Luther on the Confession are unsurpassed to this
day, and, for brevity, his statement of the fate of the German tent of the
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Augsburg Confession is unequaled.!® The positions taken later in the Con-
servative Reformation with reference to the Augsburg Confession are al-
ready advanced here and fully argued. He was thus early a complete master
of the facts in the case so far as then known. His strong and solid argument
for the position that the Confession was practically complete, as the con-
joint work of Luther and Melanchthon, by May 22nd, 1530, when it was
sent to Luther for final ratification, is found here. The argument would be
unanswerable were it not for the following difficulties:

1.
2.

It does not explain the negotiations of Melanchthon with Valdes.

It knows nothing of the recently discovered Nuremberg draft of the
Confession which seems to show the Confession’s incompleteness at a
very late date; and which throws an entirely new light on
Melanchthon’s Exordium.

It does not take account of the genetic growth of the Confession and
of the changes made as the situation developed; but assumes that
Luther and Melanchthon possessed a full a priori knowledge of what
exactly was to be confessed at Augsburg, whereas the letters of Luther
seem to show a lack of such knowledge, and an omission of the men-
tion of a previously-made Confession. The activities of Eck, the move-
ments of Melanchthon, and our critical knowledge of the Nuremberg
and other manuscripts seem to corroborate the conclusions of Kolde,
without however invalidating the strength of the general position of the
Conservative Reformation.

The theory of the Conservative Reformation assumes a trustworthi-
ness and fidelity of Melanchthon toward Luther and a stability in polit-
ical temptation which it is somewhat difficult to find corroborated in
the subsequent life of Melanchthon.

The position of the Conservative Reformation assumes a centrality
at the Diet of Augsburg from the start for the Confession of the Evan-
gelical doctrine, which Luther would indeed have liked to have seen,
but which probably did not fully exist in advance, in either the mind of
the Emperor, the Elector, or Melanchthon; but which the Providence of
God forced upon the Diet.
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Yet any modification in the position taken by the Conservative Reforma-
tion, it must be remembered, casts no further credit upon Melanchthonian-
ism and takes no further credit from the ways and judgment of Luther. It up-
holds the Confession, not because it was the product of either Luther or
Melanchthon, but because the hand of God clearly and actually made it
what it was, and is, and will ever remain hereafter.

The most elaborate chapter in the work now under the reader’s eye, on
“The Hand of God in the Formation of the Augsburg Confession,” was
written and in type, before the author consulted, in fact, at that time re-
called, Krauth’s elaborate and accurate “Chronicle of the Augsburg Confes-
sion,” 1878, which grew out of his controversy with Dr. Brown following
on a discussion at the First Free Lutheran Diet. The annalistic or diary form
in the chapter of the present writer was not suggested by the work of
Dr. Krauth. The method and purpose of the two writings are different:
Dr. Krauth’s paper is an argument to prove a single point, while the chapter
of the present work essays to be a general historical study of the situation at
Augsburg, from its background, and in its larger range of activities as af-

fairs developed from day to day.

The two studies are independent, and the agreement that they manifest
on many points is a striking testimony of fact. The differences are to be ex-
plained first, by the fact that Dr. Krauth’s object was documentary rather
than historical; and, secondly, by the fact that he could not avail himself of
discoveries which have been made since his death. Its approach on certain
lines of indirect evidence toward what is now known is remarkable. The
only uses made of Dr. Krauth’s Chronicle are references or quotations in
several places for the reader’s convenience, and the citation from
Melanchthon’s Latin Preface of 1500.

The present work is a broad attempt to do justice to the Confessional
Principle of the Evangelical Church, in the midst of a feeling or spirit of our
time which does it injustice. The work has been written unexpectedly and
most reluctantly. It is devoted to the true Church wherever and under what-
ever form she may be found. It desires to set forth more fully this Church’s
comprehensive and vitalizing grasp of the Confessional Principle of Chris-
tianity, in the belief that our Confession comes direct from Christ in the
Word of Scripture, as the answer and testimony of Faith unto its Lord, and
unto all the world; and in the assurance that this Faith will ever enlarge its
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circles of contact, and that it holds in its embrace the strength of the past,
the potency of the present, and the hope of the future.

The practical aim is an effort to make clear to the judgment and con-
science of English Lutherans that the chief matter before the Lutheran
Church today, as a Church of the living Faith, is not its relation to an out-
side Christianity, however timely or pressing — or even embarrassing —
that may seem to be; but that the great and immediate duty of the Church is
to learn to know, and to more fully develop her own highest principle and
character, as the bearer of Word and Sacrament.

What she 1s in her own heart and to her own children — as a mother of
faith, strength, life and character, — is her first and chief object of knowl-
edge, and is not to be determined by any supposed ideas of what she ought
be to her neighbor. On the contrary, what she is to the denominations
around her, in her second commandment of love, “like unto the first,” will
follow from what she 1s in her own heart; as does the love of God in the
first commandment determine the love to our neighbor in the second com-
mandment. The more true her children are to her own self, the less false
will they be to others round about her.

We shall one day see that our own faith’s most secret conviction is no-
bler than what the world proclaims from the housetops; that “the most pri-
vate 1s the most public energy”; that it is an inversion, as Thoreau says, to
dig common silver ore in cartloads, while we neglect to work our mines of
gold, known only to ourselves, far up in the Sierras, where we pulled up a
bush in our mountain-walk with God, and saw the rare and glittering trea-
sure. “Let us return thither. Let it be the price of our freedom to make that
known.”

The path traversed by this book, though it everywhere crosses familiar
regions, and frequently takes advantage of well-trodden roads, has been dif-
ficult, and has required much pioneer work. It will he easy to discover faults
in plan and detail, to criticize the compression of such a range of subject
matter into one volume, or to point out the undue and repeated elaboration
of certain points. It may be possible to say that the work contains nothing
new. We have feared lest it be too original. At all events, it will bear com-
parison with its predecessors in the English field on this point.
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The position taken is positive and the work is structural in purpose. It
has nothing in common with any polemic press of the hour, and its authors
— so far as we recall — have not spoken one word on current controversial
issues discussed with much animation in ecclesiastical papers during the
last year or two, but have been silent up to this moment. The volume does
not deal with or mention any contemporary synodical or ecclesiastical com-
plications. So far as we know, the name of any of the General Lutheran
Bodies in America does not occur, except in titles. Our chief concern is for
the Lutheran Faith and for its Confession, rather than for ecclesiastical situ-
ations arising out of the present moment, loyal as we may be, and are, to
that specific part of the Lutheran Church to which our heart and energies
have been devoted.

Inasmuch as the object of this work is constructive, we have endeavored
not to use the polemic form, though the handling of materials liable at any
moment to spontaneous combustion, renders it possible that we have struck
flame without so intending. Should the Lord grant us the grace of silence
under stricture, the sparks on our side ought not enkindle into conflagration.

This book is the first presentation to the English public of the ripe fruits
of the studies of the great Luther scholar, Professor Kolde, a descendant of
Chancellor Briick, on the Confessions, as together with his particular dis-
coveries as to the Augsburg Confession. We also reproduce the first and
only English translation of the oldest known Form of the Augsburg Confes-
sion. This is the document that has settled a great many things since
Dr. Krauth wrote the Conservative Reformation. The work before the
reader, further, contains a thorough and searching study of Melanchthon and
Melanchthonianism, showing in detail that the spirit of compromise issues,
in history, in disaster to the Lutheran Church.

The volume contains the following essays of Kolde, translated for the
first time into English: —

1. The Introduction to the Augsburg Confession, from the new Miiller
edition of the Symbolical Books. Chapter 15.

2. Melanchthon's Unsuccessful Attempts as a Diplomatist, from “Die
altcste Redaktion der Augsburger Konfession.” Chapter 16.
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3. Kolde's Discussion of the Oldest Known Redaction of the Augsburg
Confession, from the same work (Kolde’s discussion of detailed
phrases is omitted). Chapter 17.

4.  The Oldest Known Redaction of the Augsburg Confession, as given
in Kolde’s work. Chapter 18.

5. The Editions and Manuscripts of the Augsburg Confession (this is a
continuation of Kolde’s Introduction to the Augsburg Confession),
from the new Miiller edition of the Symbolical Books. Chapter 21.

6.  The Origin of the Formula of Concord. This chapter originally was
a translation of Kolde’s Introduction to the Formula in the new Miiller
edition, but was subsequently enlarged and enriched by us from other
sources. Chapter 26.

7. The Book of Concord. This chapter is a translation from Kolde’s In-
troduction in Miiller. Chapter 36.

Several of these Introductions of Kolde were published originally in The
Lutheran Church Review. To them there was to have been added an Intro-
duction pointing out the relevance of the essays to the American Confession
situation. Then came the suggestion of two Philadelphia laymen to inter-
weave Prof. Kolde’s writings in a logical treatment of the complete subject,
resulting in this volume.

In type for a year and a half, and, except a small portion, in plate form
for more than a year, this volume long lacked only the reading of about a
hundred pages of proof, and some processes of verification, to bring it to
the point of publication. The delay in its issue has been due to several seri-
ous illnesses, dating from last spring a year ago and to the extraordinary
pressure of official duties and of affairs in the Seminary at Philadelphia.

Meantime, there has appeared an important work in the same field
minutely discussing the Reformation Era from a historico-Confessional
point of view, and for a purpose almost the reverse of that of this work. The
object of this work is to confirm the strength of the Church in her Confes-
sions: the effect of the other work is to unsettle the Church in her Confes-
sions and to free her from the inference of an abiding historical Confes-
sional principle. The new work on “The Confessional History of the
Lutheran Church” is a monument to the painstaking research of its author,
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and opens up a greater wealth of documentary detail, valuable for present-
day investigation, than is probably to be found at this moment in any vol-
ume in the English language. and if the temper of the author were as broad
and undogmatic and tolerant as is the position for which he is contending,
and if his nse of the documents were as scholarly 9 his knowledge of them,
the work would take its place as a standard authority in the Church, to be
respected, even on the position which it occupies. But in this age it is im-
possible to maintain uncritically the dogma of Biblical infallibility, in the
same breath with a loose, critical and destructive dogma of Confessional
fallibility. The quill that bristles against the Confessions, cannot success-
fully spread its shelter over their Source.

We not only believe that the fundamental position held by this book will
prove to have been a concession of historical Christianity to modernism, but
we believe that the paradox manifest in its spirit, namely, that of a dogmatic
polemic against polemic dogmatics, is a house divided against itself. Since
the work is looked up to as bringing the new discoveries in historical re-
search to bear upon the disputed points in Lutheran Confessional writings,
we should not be doing our duty to our readers if we failed to take some no-
tice of the positions assumed by this latest investigation, inasmuch as the
delay in our own work, which would normally have preceded the other in
its issue, has rendered a brief discussion of this new material possible.

In our Church in America, it has, for the last three or four decades, been
customary to assume either one of two Confessional positions, namely, that
the Book of Concord is the Confessional treasure of the Church, or, if not,
that the Augsburg Confession in itself is the Church’s sufficient and generic
Confessional treasure. The new book we are criticizing not only combats
the former position with all intensity, but in view of more recent discoveries
concerning the Augsburg Confession, and in a sense, as their herald, it as-
sumes the startling attitude of combating the generic perfection of the Augs-
burg instrument as a Lutheran Confession. It goes so far as to term the
Augsburg Confession inadequate, to characterize it as defective, as misrep-
resenting the Lutheran party at Augsburg, and as untruthful. This position,
while it sacrifices the Augsburg Confession as the final and adequate basis
of a generic Lutheranism, and adjudges it as Romanizing in outlook, never-
theless is of immeasurable help to its author in several respects. First of all,
it provides a> ground to stand upon in view of recent historical discoveries.
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Secondly, if the original Confession was so imperfect and untruthful, this
fact surely frees Melanchthon from blame in his numerous attempts to “im-
prove” it in the variata. It also establishes the presumption that a Confession
framed in any emergency in the past is no longer binding on a higher and
more Scripturally enlightened present. Hence it frees the Lutheran Church
of the present from any inner historical adherence to the Confessions of the
past. Lutheranism thus freed from the burdensome forms and substance of
its own historical development, except in the one main doctrine of justifica-
tion by faith, can connect directly with the real and infallible rule of Faith,
the Scripture; and thus the Lutheran center, directly grounded in Scripture,
can be coordinated with a modern apprehension of Christianity. Unfortu-
nately for the author, in this position, his very doctrine of justification by
faith, on which, in rejecting so much, he grounds himself, is vitiated by a
synergism so obvious that a generation or two of progressive thinking along
his lines will perhaps suffice to play the whole position into the hands of a
radical Protestantism.

We hope to have placed before the English reader, especially in Chapter
19, a more natural arrangement of historical materials, — the documentary
and epistolary background of the Augsburg Confession, — for the first time
appearing in the English language, than is to be found in any English work,
for a study, at first hand, of the sources of the Reformation History. This
refers especially to the translations of documents and of the LuthcrMe-
lanchthon correspondence, difficult to reproduce in its organic relationship.

Letters, written as they are on the inspiration of the moment, and without
premeditation, reveal the mind and heart. It is on these records of the mo-
ment, as interpretative of the more formal documents, that we lay some
stress in attempting to give an insight into the Confession made at Augs-
burg.

The value of Luther’s letters was recognized early. A collection of four
of them was printed in 1530. In 1546, the year of Luther’s death, Cruciger
issued eight letters, and this number was increased later. Then came Auri-
faber, Chytraeus, Colestin.

In the Eighteenth Century came the epochal labors of Walch, Stroebel
(1780), and of Schiitze (3 vols., 1784). In 1826 De Wette issued his first
five volumes of Luther’s Letters, with the bibliography of each of them.
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In 1884 Enders issued the first volume of Luther’s Briefwechsel running
into the tenth volume in 1903. Kostlin and Kolde (1884), published letters
and extracts; and Buchwald issued 91 letters in 1898

While our volume was in preparation, or shortly before, Margaret Cur-
rie, of Glasgow, published an interesting volume, “The Letters of Martin
Luther, Selected and Translated.” The volume came too late, except in one
or two instances, for use in this work. It does not contain replies written to
Luther, and the translator, in her history of the letters, has no proper concep-
tion of the inner history on which the Reformation pivoted itself. But the
thought of Luther is reproduced in excellent and natural English. Currie!!
gives perhaps a score of the letters we have translated in this volume.

On controverted points, as a rule, we have preferred to state situations
and arguments in the words of writers who might have weight with readers
that differ from us. This 1s the reason for the frequent quotation of such a
standard American Work as Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, and for an ap-
parent preference given Melanchthonian rather than rigidly Lutheran au-
thorities. Their Words will probably be conceded as unbiased, or at least not
biased in favor of the position of this book, in quarters where the citation
from strict Lutheran authors might not be welcome. We believe it will be
found that justice has been done to all authors, and that no language or spirit
has been attributed to them which they themselves would not corroborate as
genuine.

Chapter 37 is a slight sketch of the development of confessional thinking
from the day of the Book of Concord to the present time; written under re-
action from the widely prevalent unionistic view expressed by Schaff in his
“Creeds of Christendom,” and as a thread of connection between the Refor-
mation and the present day. If it were to be rewritten today, we might possi-
bly he tempted to a full presentation of the Confessional development of the
nineteenth century in the light of the Book of Concord, including the move-
ments from Harms to (Hase, Meyer, Kollner), Paidelbach, Guericke,
Eichter, Stahl. Harless, Sartorius, Twesten, Ilengstenberg, Caspari, Kliefoth,
Philippi, (Kahnis, v. Hoffmann), Lohe, to Luthard, Frank and Zdockler, on
the one side, and to (Marheineke), Bretschneider, Johannsen, (Hepi)e), and
Dorner on the other. However, such a treatment would not only diverge
from the line of connection running through the present work; but would
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also have been an embarrassment to this book in the voluminousness of its
substance.

Much credit is due to the Rev. George M. Scheidy for a general, vigilant
and invaluable supervision of the details of this work, especially during the
time of the writer’s illness, for many suggested improvements in style, for
translation of certain documents, for careful reading of manuscript and
proofs, and for arduous and continued general assistance without which this
work could not have been issued. Acknowledgment is also due to the
Rev. J. r. M. Brown for the preparation of the Inden, to the Rev. J. J. Cress-
man and the Rev. F. P. Mayser, D.D., for the loan of rare and valuable
works, to the Rev. F. B. Clausen for work in the libraries of New York City,
and for verification of citations; to the Rev. "Luther D. Reed for the use of
several important volumes from the Krauth Memorial Library; to the Rev. J.
J. Cressman for verification; and to the Rev. Dr. W. L. Hunton, and Mr. C.
B. Opp, for help afforded in many ways.

The book as a whole stands or falls as it agrees or disagrees with the
Word of God. If it is based on the Word, and is a witness thereto, the
Church cannot be dislodged from the position here taken. The faith which
believes, and therefore saves; which believes, and therefore confesses;
which believes, and therefore examines, which believes, and therefore testi-
fies, and transmits and upholds the testimony dear to it; which believes, and
acts because it lives in its belief: this faith in which heart and voice and
work unite, because one and the same Spirit fills them all, is irresistible in
the Church, and is the victory that overcometh the world.

1.  The determining principle toward our fellowmen, according to the
law of God and the command of Christ, is Charity. “Thou shalt love
thy neighbor as thyself” is the second law of the decalogue. But there
1s a difference between ‘neighbor’ and ‘brother.” Christ did not select
the Good Samaritan, or those who gave a cup of cold water to His little
ones, but those who gave it for His name’s sake, who confessed Him
In a wicked generation, as His friends and brethren. “Who are my
brethren? and he stretched forth his hand toward His disciples, and
said. Behold my mother and my brethren! For whosoever shall do the
will of my Father which is in heaven, the same is my brother, and sis-
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ter, and mother.”— Matt. 12:48-50. “There 1s no man that hath left...
brethren... for the kingdom of God’s sake, who shall not receive mani-
fold more.” — Luke 18:29-30. “Conformed to the image of his Son,
that he might be the first-born among many brethren... whom he
called, them he also justified.” — Rom. 8:29-30. “For it became him...
in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their salva-
tion perfect through sufferings. For both he that sanctifieth, and they
who are sanctified are all of one; for which cause he 1s not ashamed to
call them brethren, saying, I will declare thy name unto my brethren:
in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto thee,” etc. — Heb.
2:10-17. “Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these
my brethren { 1.e., children of the Father, who by faith inherit the king-
dom, 5:34), ye have done it unto me.” — Matt. 25:40.¢

This is the practical teaching of many American Protestants.«

Of Dogmatic Treatises there have been a rich array: Schmid, Doc-
trinal Theology, Jacobs. Elements of Religion, Ksstlin, Theology of
Luther, Seeberg, History of Doctrines, Valentine, Christian Theology,
and Jacobs, Summary of the Christian, Faith. In addition there ap-
peared in 1882 the monumental Boole of Concord, edited and trans-
lated for the English reader by Jacobs.<

Printed in Cyprian, Beuagen, p. 60.<

Ibid p. 85.¢

The beginning of the work is printed in Cyprian, Beuagen, p. 103.«<
In Forstemann, Archiv, Vol. I.<

V. Krauth’s article in Er. Rev.. I. p. 234, Oct. 1840. on “The Rela-
tion of Our Confessions to the Reformation, and the Importance of
Their Study, with an Outline of the Early History of the Augsburg
Confession.” This article was written on the basis of Walch’s Introduc-
tion to the Symbolical Books, Carpzov’s Isagoge to the Symbolical
Books, Salig’s Historic and Cyprian’s Historic together with several
other works such as Seckendorf’s Historia.«

“Literal translation from the original Latin with the most important
additions of the German tent incorporated: together with the general
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11.

creeds; and an introduction, notes, and analytical index, Philadelphia
Tract and Book Society of St. John’s Evangelical Lutheran Church.
Lutheran Bookstore, 807 Vine Street, 1868. His introduction com-
prises questions on the nature and necessity of creeds: early creeds;
Romanism and its creed; preliminaries and the preparation of the
Augsburg Confession: Luther’s works on the Augsburg Confession;
absence of Luther from Augsburg; correspondence with Luther;
Luther’s opinion of the Augsburg Confession; object of the Augsburg
Confession; the presentation of the Confession; Latin and German
tents; the Augsburg Confession altered; the current editions of the
Augsburg Confession; Latin and German; structure and divisions of
the Augsburg Confession; the literature of the Augsburg Confession;
what is involved in the right reception of the Augsburg Confession; the
character and value of the Augsburg Confession.«<

The latter is to be found on pp. 563-565 of this book, and concludes
as follows: “While therefore the ordinary edition of the Augsburg Con-
fession, the one found in the Book of Concord, and from which the
current translations of the Confession have been made, does not differ
in meaning at all from the original edition of Melanchthon, it is, never-
theless, not so perfect in style, and whore they differ, not so clear. The
highest critical authority, then, both German and Latin, is that of
Melanchthon’s own original editions. The current edition of the Ger-
man, and the earliest edition of Melanchthon, are verbally identical in
the largest part of the articles, both of doctrine and of abuses. The only
difference is, that Melanchthon’s edition is occasionally somewhat
fuller, especially on the abuses, 1s more perfectly parallel with the
Latin at a few points, and occasionally more finished in style. When
the question between them has a practical interest, it 1s simply because
Melanchthon’s edition expresses in terms, or with greater clearness,
what is simply implied, or less explicitly stated in the other.”«

Miss Currie’s work contains 500 letters from 1507-1546, about one-
fifth of the total number preserved.<
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Introduction

THIS BOOK is written in the belief that the one ultimate authority
among men is Truth; and that all derivative authority whether Confessional,
as in the Faith; or institutional, as in the joint exercise and application of the
Faith in the Church; or historical, as in tradition of Teaching or Worship,
which is to be respected highly in ordinary relations for various reasons,!
stands or falls as it harmonizes or fails to harmonize with the Truth.

It, further, is written in the belief that the one great torch of the Truth is
genuine and original Witness a witness which arises not simply from the in-
tellect, but which grows out of the whole heart mind, soul and spirit.

Witness, as distinct from tradition or acceptance by imitation, as differ-
ing from argument and logical conclusion, is the result of an original con-
tact in experience with the Truth; not perhaps with the mere bare principle,
which is often an elusive abstraction, but with the Truth as clothed and re-
vealed in historical fact.

This book is founded on the assurance that God Himself, Who is the
Truth, has not left Himself without Witness; that this Witness is genuine,
and has produced conviction in times past by original contact; that God’s
Witness has been of Word and in Person; and that we possess this Witness
in Christ and in the Scriptures; that therefore the Word of God, the Scrip-
tures, 1s a self-legitimating authority, the testimony of a true and faithful
Higher Life brought down and borne into our lower life; that this Testimony
of the Higher is to be accepted on faith, and is grasped by faith (as is always
the case also with our hold on the realities of our common every-day life)
even where its grounds, nature and scope cannot be technically discerned,
or where our lower penetration is in contradiction to it; that the Church of
Christ on earth is not the Source of divine and authoritative Testimony, but
that God alone, in His Prophets and in Christ, is the Source; that the Church
is the uninspired Witness of those who have come into contact with the
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Scripture in their experience; and that the genuine collective witness of the
Church, coming forth in the Confessions, is Testimony of the highest value
of higher value presumptively than any individual Witness;, and that such
collective Witness is not to be set aside, unless it can be shown from Scrip-
ture or from undoubted fact that God’s people together have made a mistake
in their faith that their Confession is erroneous.

This work 1s written in the belief that the one native, real, unassailable,
as well as effective, attitude of the believer with reference to Christ, Chris-
tianity and the Church, today, no less than in the Apostolic Age, is that of a
Witness. not mere belief, still less legalized or traditional authority,? on the
one hand; nor open-minded doubt or critical investigation, on the other, wall
make us teachers in the Church of Christ; but the power of its truth will
shine and testify only as we bear witness.3 If we cannot bear witness to
Christ and the Church, we cannot, in any other way. teach His doctrine.

The weakness of Protestantism today is its failure to recognize the ne-
cessity and the value of a common witness by the connected from genera-
tion to generation Church, and, consequently, also the necessity of using
and maintaining a common Testimonial authority, or Confessional Doctrine.
Religion is thought, even by many ministers, to be a matter of private and
personal conviction, in its inner aspect (Privatsache); and the fact that it has
been planted, watered, increased and ordered in a Church* which Christ
Himself established, and in which the Holy Spirit works through the Word,
is overlooked and neglected. Wherever there are a number of personal wills
united in one organism or body, as in the Church, there must be one funda-
mental Authority the Conviction the Faith.

The underlying Conviction that animates, holds together and directs the
wills in their Communion with each other — the Faith, and its Confession,—
must be a common one. And this general principle of a common life of the
many members in one body is all the more true in the case of the Church,
because the union of persons in the Church is not primarily a union of wills,
as between each other; but it is first a rooting of each will in Christ, and
thus only a realization of inner union with one another.

The fundamental attitude of much scholarship, today, toward religion
forgets that authority whether eternal or internal, or both is always essential
in human thought and life. Goethe has declared that “every liberation of in-
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tellect without a correlate growth in control, is fatal.” Authority is the co-or-
dinate, and the complement of liberty. neither are to be suppressed; both are
to be maintained in balance.

Without authority — for direction, appeal, and decision, — no step of intel-
lectual, spiritual or social activity is possible. The question is not really as
to authority, but as to its proper seat and location. The motto of the ancient
pre-Christian, of the medieval, and of modern Roman, civilization, is “Soci-
ety above the individual.” This ancient tyranny repeats itself today in scien-
tific form in the motto, “The race above the individual”; in sociological
form, when the State assumes to encroach upon the rights of the individual,
and passes laws which propose to regulate the personal life, health, educa-
tion, acts, interests, and happiness of the individual; and in political form,
when the axiom of authority, “The majority rules”, is pressed ruthlessly
against the minority. The same tyranny is found or imported into nature as
the seat of authority, when its laws are interpreted as reducible to the axiom
that “Might makes right”, or “The strongest survive.”

The reaction against this tyranny over the individual, so characteristic of
the ancient world, and manifesting itself in modern sociology and science,
is the extreme Romantic, or revolutionary, position, well expressed in the
motto of Rousseau: “The individual above society.” If the absolute enforce-
ment of authority upon the individual is Romanism, this elevation of the in-
dividual to the supreme seat is Protestantism gone to seed. It was already
inherent in the humanism of the Reformation, and occasioned the contro-
versies with Fanaticism in theology, and the Peasants’ War in sociology, in
Luther’s day.

Hence, while the tyranny of Rome is the supreme authority of the
Church over conscience, the tyranny of liberal Protestantism is the supreme
authority of every man’s conscience over the Scripture and the Church.
Both positions are extreme and skeptical. That of Rome distrusts the Truth
in its power over the individual conscience, while that of liberal Protes-
tantism suspects the Truth of Scripture and the Church, and does not believe
that there is one objective and stable center of truth revealed from above in
which the consciences of all perfect men can believe and unite. As against
the skepticism of the isolated, thinking Protestant, Rome is almost sure to
win in the end, for having tried every position of solitary speculation, the
mind, exhausted and unwilling to abide all alone, will yield to the funda-
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mental craving for authority, and fall back helplessly into the strong arms
that seem to offer it certainty in a guaranteed and absolute sense. The end of
Protestantism without the Word of God as the one common and absolute au-
thority is either skepticism or Romanism.

For the result of the elevation of the individual as a law unto himself in
defiance of any established order whether it be in theology, philosophy,
ethics, politics, sociology, or the state itself, is always anarchy. “Anar-
chism”, it has been said, “is the acute outbreak of individualism.” It is “The
permanent liberty of change,” the elevation of the right of individual change
into law. It is self-destructive in theology, as elsewhere. It does possess one
value, in an effete system, or society, or state, viz., it is a purgative. It
loosens up all the various elements and principles, tearing them out of their
old relations, and puts each to the test of vindicating its own strength, and
renders new combinations of relation possible. But this property of violent
revolution may destroy the good with the evil the wheat with the tares; and
even when ultimate good is attained by it, it is at a fearful expense and only
because ultimately a new order, and a new authority is re-established. So
that the very highest value that can be assigned to supreme individualism is
a temporary one, which always issues in a new form of authority.

Since one of the essential elements of religion, as of all truth, is un-
changeableness; and since in religion there must be both unchangeableness
and finality, even this Twentieth Century should see that, if it is to keep any
religion at all, it must not be a religion of individualism, of poetic values, of
speculative outlook, of temperamental trust, but a religion of authority.
However, this authority must have the freedom of an unrestrained and liv-
ing faith and a voluntary trust, as its corollary, Neither Romanism, nor the
axiom, “Religion ist Privatsache” (i. e., Religion is a private matter), will
meet the case.

Sabatier® in his great discussion, admits the necessity of authority; but,
after the manner of the positivist school, he seeks to ground it in humanity.
How feebly such an authority gains the assent of reason, and how inade-
quately it answers the requirements of the religious, the moral, and the so-
cial life, would soon be concretely demonstrated, if the Ritschlian doctrine
of judgments of value were to actually become the sole rule of faith and
life, and modem pragmatism were to prevail.
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Sabatier does not see that the life-roots of the immanent everywhere
penetrate into the transcendent; and that, if you cut away the transcendent,
the two paradisial trees of Liberty and Authority will both die. Without faith
in Truth above the grasp of reason, it is impossible to ground authority.
While Sabatier is right in declaring that “an established authority, however
great its antiquity or its power (the Church is such an authority), never car-
ries its justification in itself”; yet the something outside of “the established
authority”, which does “carry its justification in itself”, is not the Truth
which the human reason 1s able to discover and formulate; for that is rela-
tive, conditioned, and lacks finality. The only Truth which carries its justifi-
cation 1in itself is the Truth which 1s stretched out after and gratefully
grasped by faith the Truth of God, whose apprehensibility or inapprehensi-
bility by our reason, does not condition its validity. Final authority comes
from God, through His Word; and not from humanity, through its reason.

But such final authority docs not bind or oppress the reason. It is actual
and effectual, but not compulsory. The reason is free to pass upon and reject
it. And yet reason is simply a subjective and private scales whose tests may
help or harm its owner, tests that are private and post-eventu experiments,
which, whether successful or unsuccessful, in no wise affect the order of
Gods. The reason does not ordain, establish, determine, or even accept, reli-
gious authority. The final authority, if grasped at all, is grasped by faith. Au-
thority is a power of fact that, like a star, exists and shines and rules, even
though a blind world is unable to discern its existence. For those who do
discern that the seat of all authority is above, in God, and in God’s Word,;
and that it is not mediated through reason, but taken hold of by faith, as fi-
nal, immutable, and adequate, God’s Word carries its own justification in it-
self. It testifies to man’s faith and conscience in such way as to produce cer-
tainty, a deep inner conviction, which then, in turn, rises into Witness on be-
half of such authority.

It is this Witness, the Witness of God to man, in the Scripture (“Thy
Word is Truth”), and the Witness of man to the Truth of God, in the com-
munion of Him Who is the Personal Truth of God, of which this book
treats. This Witness of the Church of Christ is her Confession. Though au-
thority accepted ‘by faith’, and not ‘by sight’, is the foundation of this book,
and of its witness, we are confident that the book cannot justly be termed
reactionary. Change in itself is not progress; and the right of every individ-
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ual to think as he pleases is not, in itself, the attainment of liberty least of
all, the glorious liberty of the children of God, whose thought is qualified
by the deep knowledge they have gained by their fear, love and trust in their
Heavenly Father.

The spirit of this work is that of progress, but progress in a development
whose line is already foreordained and fixed in the eternal and unchange-
able principle of Christ, given us in the Word. As new lights begin to glow,
and new thoughts and points of view begin to be occupied, and the right of
an age to its own developing thought and feeling is maintained, there will
be, we admit, a change in the established intellectual construction of the
faith; but this change will not concern any particle of the Scriptural sub-
stance, only the human form of its apprehension in the Confession. The dis-
tinction cannot be drawn between soundness in faith and soundness in doc-
trine’, except in so far as doctrine is not clearly the unchangeable revelation
of the unchangeable Word of God.

When then the thought of a new age and the life of a new movement in
the Church seeks to come to its own, we say: Yes, so long as the principle
of the new age does not assume to set aside, but finds its proper historical
place in the one principle of all the ages, let there be progress. As a believ-
ing witness, we are ready to stand and to suffer for the Confession that
abides through all the ages, because it corresponds to the Truth that forms,
rules, and judges, all the ages.

We realize the cost of this position. The currents of knowledge are flow-
ing away from a fixed faith, and are beating against a fixed Confession. The
Church 1s told plainly that she will be left high and dry a mere fossilized
seashell on a desert beach, if she does not come down from her Confes-
sional rocks, and join the living forces battling in the waves.

We realize to the full that the new order has revolutionized historical,
spiritual and social values, even for those whose life and love are found
within the Church. Modernism does not stand without, and is not knocking
as a suppliant at the doors of the Church. It is rising in the hearts of the chil-
dren, whose fathers’ blood has always been loyal to the great Mother. The
enemies of the Church’s doctrine and Confession are often her own most
brilliant and thoughtful sons. The Mother sees her own offspring repudiate
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their material birthright, even when at times they are proud to bear her face
and name.

The Church is, in part, hut only in part, to blame. Her own children dis-
ciplined in an atmosphere of experimental science, rather than of mighty
faith, know no final authority, save in modernly established truth. Our poor
organ of reason has been exalted in their eyes. To them each new achieve-
ment in knowledge is a new revelation of God. “The doctrines of the Chris-
tian faith are not inflexible, but are to be accommodated to every new mea-
sure of intellectual truth.” They have come to believe that the evangelical
Church is keeping herself preoccupied with the spiritual teachings of a by-
gone age and is thus living apart from the actual life of today.

They tell us plainly that “The Church cannot expect to reproduce the
conditions of thought of the long past period out of which came the sacred
symbols of its faith. The new age is ready to break away from familiar
channels of expression. There is a change of intellectual attitude, and a tem-
per of investigation towards all authority, so deep and far-reaching that even
the most conservative observer is startled.” “Between a world which exalts
intellectual integrity, and an institution which demands of its disciples limi-
tation of thought, there can be no abiding union,” they declare.

Accredited liberal theologians tell us that “the official ministry of the
Church grows less and less attractive to the generous-minded youth of to-
day.” “No loving parent can ever again accept the monstrous doctrine that
the child of their love is ‘conceived and born in sin’. Against the authority
of the Church (and of Scripture), human consciousness has raised up a
higher authority, and dictates the voice of a diviner truth to the souls of
men.” “The Church is blindly bent on upholding obsolete doctrine, and re-
mains strangely detached from the vital interests of the rising giant of in-
dustrial democracy, with its new social standards, and its new estimate of
the worth of the individual in this world; as well as from the controlling
spirit of the moral and intellectual world. The questions of historic, liturgi-
cal and doctrinal phrase, and ecclesiastical propagation of missions with
which the Church is so largely occupied, imply a different condition of life
and thought. The Church lives amid lingering memories of a world that has
passed away. The divisions of Protestantism have become temperamental
rather than doctrinal, and we look for the Protestant chrysalis soon to
emerge from the cocoon (or carcass) of outworn doctrine.” Even when the
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Church tries to stoop and take hold of the problems of life and social
change, its way of approach is grotesque to the modern mind. “The Church
1s concerned with its heritage of rights, and its protection of past glories,
with its traditions and forms, which it holds to be essential elements of its
life and authority. It has something to preserve which is alien to today’s
thought, and completely fails to meet modern conditions with a modern
mind.”

This is the situation with which Protestantism in general, and the
Lutheran Confession in particular, is confronted, in the educational and so-
ciological world of today. Men who are filled with noble ardor and enthusi-
asm to do things, and men who are not deeply rooted, or who live in the
moment, or who are time-servers, would yield up, some more, some less,
the Confession of the Evangelical Church, with its doctrines of justification,
faith, the Word, and the Sacraments. In their view, the Church has no ex-
cuse for ‘winding the garments of Mediavalism around the neck and limbs
of generations yet unborn.” The very mention of Confessional fidelity
throws a dark and ghostly shadow athwart the stream of Twentieth Century
Life to such as these. If this Twentieth-Century Spirit be a part of the Divine
progress upward, Lutheranism should immediately abandon her labors in
the Faith.

But if the Truth — the Truth that will save the race — has come down from
above, and is not rising up from beneath; if God did speak to men in the
fullness of time; if there is a fixed and immutable principle amid the chang-
ing; if this present age is not the only one to be considered, but there is a
sum of all the ages; if God has given us not only the truth discovered today,
but the Gospel revealed many days ago, then Lutheranism, which has cast
off the clumsy armor of Medieval Rome, and yet has retained the staff, and
the wallet, and the stone of the olden day, is here, unpretentious, unher-
alded, and uncostumed, but also unterrified and strong in the fear and love
of God, to fight the battle against the giant, whether he be the boaster of an
aggressive Pelagian social order, or the cultured humanistic theologian.
Lutheranism does not fight negatively by criticism; by the raising of doubt:
by amalgamation with more powerful forces; or by conciliation of the
philosophies that threaten her position. Nor does she attempt to uphold and
introduce her principle of truth into the world by law, by legislation, by so-
cial influence, or by plausible reasoning. The one weapon in her sling is

42



quick and powerful, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit;
and 1s a discerner of the thought and intents of the heart. She is the Church
who stakes all on bearing Witness. Her office is one of Public Proclamation
and Confession of the Truth as it is in Christ Jesus. The Preaching of God’s
Word, pure and as given in Scripture, is her central activity. She is not here,
primarily, to regulate, reconstruct or reform society. She is not here as a vis-
ible and hierarchical embodiment of the kingdom of God on earth; but she
is here to proclaim and apply God’s Word, in Scripture, sermon and sacra-
ment. She is the Church of faithful, regular and continuous Witness to the
Truth. Hence the source of her Witness, the Word; and the standard of her
Witness,, the Confessions, are central; and she is willing, as indeed she
must be, if she wishes to live, to abide by and uphold her Confessional Prin-
ciple.

1. The historical in teaching and worship claims our respect, because
individualism leads to anarchy; because the test of time weeds out the
unworthy; because truth itself is a seed or leaven needing generations
to unfold and develop; and, because God’s Spirit is active in the histor-
ical unfolding and growth of the Church.<

2. Conformity to authority, which i1s unaccompanied by inner intellec-
tual conviction and whole-souled sympathy, is as harmful as critical
complaint and constant exception to or wholesale defiance of author-
ity. We agree with v. C. P. Huizinga (The Function of Authority in
Life) that “if codified standards become rules for individual life, ap-
pearances come to play a large part in life. Legalism has a bad flavor,
especially because of those consistent, law abiding moralists and reli-
gionists, the Pharisees.” -Vich Schiirer. Gesch. d. Jiidischen Volkes im
Zcitalter Jesu Cliristi (“Life under the Law”).«

3. In this attitude, the breath of life, the voice of freedom, and the
hand of authority, are all conserved.<

4.  The right of the Church as an organized society to have a mind re-
garding the great truths contained in the Scriptures, to express that
mind and exhibit that mind, can hardly be disputed. A statement so
produced is a church creed. It is one of the most legitimate and impor-
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7.

tant functions to which the Church can address itself. Bauslin, Free-
dom of Teaching.<

Religions of Authority.«<

Nature is not the whole of God’s world, neither is history. Nature Is
not a whole, nor is history, apart from God’s greater world. “Nature
and history do not exist in isolation: for they are caught up into a moral
and spiritual system with which they are throughout in vital relations.
It is not for anyone to say offhand what is or is not naturally or histori-
cally conceivable in such a system. ... If anything is certain, it is that
the world is not made to the measure of any science or philosophy, but
on a scale which perpetually summons philosophy and science to con-
struct themselves anew.” Denney, Jesus and the Gospel.«

As Denney attempts to do. Jesus and the Gospel, p. 340.<
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Historical Introduction, With
Some Reference To Several Re-
cent Works

THE AUGSBURG (CONFESSION is the Answer! of the Church’s
Faith to the world’s Might. In form it is a secular instrument written by lay-
men, in consultation with the clergy, and offered by Princes, to the highest
court of the realm. In essence it is the carrier and conservator of the convic-
tions and conscience, under the direct touch of God’s Word, of the unwill-
ingly Protestant Church as to the True Faith and the True Ecclesiastical
Practice of Christianity.

In response to the demand of the sovereign of Germany, the Netherlands,
Austria, Italy, Spain, and the new world of America, at the moment when
this sovereign,? in league with and under the direction of the head of the
Church of Rome, was attempting to crush liberty of conscience and of wor-
ship, the Augsburg Confession became, by reason of its presentation in a
due and legal manner at a specially called Diet of the Empire, the great his-
toric appeal, declaration, and Confession of the Evangelical Church, on be-
half of conscience, truth, and religious liberty.

This answer, though occasional in origin, became a fixed point in history
and permanently definitive of principle. It belongs to the family of charter-
documents which, when they once receive the stamp of authority, as repre-
senting the activities of a movement, definitely define, and form the basis of
the principles of that movement. It pertains to the essence of their validity
that they are unalterable, except at rare intervals and upon occasions at least
as representative and formal as those which gave birth to the instrument. In
becoming an unalterable basal instrument, their character is not always im-
mediately perceived by those who originated them. This was the case with
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the Scriptures themselves, and it has been so with many other historical
documents. So long as the Living Witness to the principles is present, so
long the written testimony may appear to be secondary, and its all-time
value may not be discernible. But after the Living Voice has disappeared,
and new generations arise, it becomes the one authoritative and unalterable
basis of future interpretation. This is a fundamental fact, and it is particu-
larly important in the case of the Augsburg Confession in view of many
statements to the contrary by a recent writer on the confessional history of
the Lutheran Church, e. g.:

Some Recent Utterances

“Melanchthon changed the Augsburg Confession. Luther ap-
proved the changes.” — The Confessional History of the Lutheran
Church, p. 306.

“This formula ... was not meant to make the impression on the
subscriber that he must regard the Confession as an unchangeable
norm of doctrine.” — Ibid p. 284.

“Even the Princes who had subscribed the Augsburg Confession
... gave their theologians instruction to examine the Confession again
in the light of the Scriptures, and to change it... The occasional obli-
gation of men to the Confession and to the Apology arose from di-
verse considerations and from accident — not from a deliberate and
united purpose to bind men to those documents as symbols of the
Lutheran faith.” — Ibid p. 289.

“In all these Church Orders, which appeared before the Religious
Peace (of Augsburg, 1555), there is nowhere an unconditioned bind-
ing to the Augsburg Confession or to any other symbolical book, but
only the requirement that the preachers shall preach the pure Gospel
of Christ according to its pure intent, and free from human opinions.”
— Ibid p. 287.

“They hold that it is defective.” — Ibid p. 97.
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“There is misrepresentation [in the Confession] if we take into
consideration the compass of the teaching.” — Ibid p. 98.

“We cannot hold that the statement made at the close of Article 21,
viz., that the doctrinal articles constitute about the sum of the doctrine
taught... is correct.” — Ibid p. 98.

“Melanchthon did not regard the Confession as the Protestant u/¢i-
matum.” (p. 199).

Taken in connection with the following on Luther:

“The evidence is conclusive that he did not regard it as a law for
the conscience, and that he did not think that it had spoken the last
word on any article of the Christian faith, and that he did not think of
binding himself to the letter or to the form of the Confession. Other-
wise he would not have accepted Melanchthon’s printed editions of
the Confession — all of them variatae — and would not have coun-
seled the revision of 1540 and would not have approved it and called
it ‘the dear Confession.”” — Ibid p. 207.3

“There is no such document in use, nor even known to exist, as the
original and unaltered Augsburg Confession.” — Ibid p. 210.

“Any ... application of them [the words ‘original’ and ‘unaltered’]
to any printed edition of the Confession, is a falsification of fact and
history, since every known printed edition of the Augsburg Confes-

sion is known to be, and can be shown to be, MATERIALLY differ-
ent from the Augsburg Confession as it was officially read and deliv-
ered, June 25, 1530.” [The italics, etc., are those of the author of “The
Confessional History of the Lutheran Church.”] — Ibid p. 210.

“There is no such document in ecclesiaslical use today, and never
has been as ‘that first and unaltered Augsburg Confession,’ ... hence
it is not only invidious, but it is untrue, as a matter of fact, when any
ecclesiastical body says: ‘We accept the Unaltered Augsburg Confes-
sion.”” — Ibid p. 211.#
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In many of these statements there is a truth. They may state a fact, but err in
the inference which they desire the reader to draw from it. Or they may
state a fact without regard to the real significance of its inner bearing. Or
they confuse the relations of letter and spirit, form and substance, eternal le-
gal pledge and hearty voluntary attestation.

The believer who is neither a literalist on the one hand, nor open
to constant changes in the supposed interests of progress on the other,
finds little consideration in this volume. The test applied to Confes-
sions, confessors, and synodical bodies, is in accord with the spirit of
the Melanchthonian doctrine, and after the manner of Weber. It re-
spects the precise eternal obligation, rather than the living spirit and
fountain of faith within, which confesses voluntarily and heartily, and
not under compulsion. The charge of deficiency, incompleteness, and
misrepresentation, urged against the Augsburg Confession as a whole
might perhaps not be inapplicable, in such aspect, to this book itself,
in its total outcome.

Confessions Unalterable

“Each symbol,” says Philip Schaff> “bears the impress of its age, and the
historical situation out of which it arose.” In truly reflecting that situation, it
cannot always also fully explicate the absolute and unrelated force of its
principles. It is true absolutely in its own situation, just as its principle is
true absolutely in every other situation to which it is legitimately applied.
Every true Confession, like every genuine book of Scripture, rises in its
principle beyond the local situation in which it took its first origin, though it
also reflects the particular horizon of its own time period. It responds in the
form of its immediate environment to the inquirings that have compelled it
to speak, and its response is a true note struck, no less on the relative scale
of time, than on the timeless scale of unchangeable value.

Every true Confession is an answer. It is neither a manifesto nor an ordi-
nance. It is the public and common answer of the flock of Christ to the in-
quiries which have been put to it and pressed upon it by the spirit of a par-
ticular age. The answer is the truth of Scripture living in the witness, and
applied, not under a Divine Inspiration, but under the ordinary laws of
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Providence to the particular questions it is intended to meet. The framework
of the answer i1s that of the age which has asked the question, and of the his-
tory in which the witness lives, and some of it will pass away; but the truth
of the answer, in all its clear-cut sharpness, and without one iota of devia-
tion or compromise, will abide forever. For the framework in the answer is
under the ordinary laws of Providence, but the truth in the answer, that is

the Confessional Principle itself, is none other than the inspired word of
God.

To claim that the earthly framework, which fits it in as the answer of an
earthly query put by a passing age of history to the Church, is inspired, or is
binding, is contrary to Scripture, and to the laws of Providence. But to
claim that the declaratory doctrine, or truth, or teaching of the Confession,
which is a hearty and well-established reflection in the confessor, of the
pure truth of God’s Word, is open to interpretation or to individual judg-
ment, or to ambiguous explanation, or is only substantially correct, or is a
quatenus rather than a quia declaration of the confessor, is to render the
Confession valueless for the purpose for which it exists.

The sound Confessional Principle, like every other principle, is a golden
and substantial mean, which has to contend with two extravagant extremes.
The one extreme is the evaluation of its Confessional content by the use of
private judgment and mental reservation. The other extreme is the external-
ization of the Confession into a mechanical literalism which then becomes
chiefly a law and a pledge for subscription. Each of the two extremes is de-
structive of the true intent of a Confession. Where a Confession ceases to be
a conviction chiefly, and becomes a law chiefly, it is a failure. The principle
of the Confession is always the principle of the Gospel, namely Testimony,
and the object of Testimony is neither Enforcement nor Evasion, but is
Teaching and Conviction. To these the eternal Law of Testimony, where it is
necessary, is subsidiary.

This presupposition as to the true nature of the Confessional Principle is
fundamental, and lies back of any proper interpretation of the Scripture and
the Confessions. It commits the confessor to the whole Confession, words,
history, and truth, and to the acceptation of every statement,” whether of
doctrine or fact, “in its own true, native, original and only sense, so that
those who confess must not only agree to use the same words, but use and
understand those words in one and the same sense”; but it places that which
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is local, earthly, and historical, and pertains to the generation from which
the Confession emanated, under the ordinary laws of Providence, Who is al-
ways guiding the affairs of the Church and world, and who permits men and
churches to remain fallible; and not under the extraordinary laws of Inspira-
tion of the Holy Ghost, Who spake His Word in times long past unto the fa-
thers by the prophets and the apostles.®

The interpretation of the Scriptures is materially influenced by the inter-
preter’s theory of inspiration; the strictest views and most orthodox senti-
ments, however, on this subject are perfectly consistent with the following
passage: “In I Cor. 7:6. 10, 12, 25, 40,” says Olshausen on I Corinth. 7. Pa
563, ‘we find that the apostle distinguishes between his own and the Lord’s
declarations, between a positive command of Christ, and his own subjective
opinion or judgment... Although it is clear from verse 40, that this is not
designed to be placed in opposition to inspiration, since it truly proceeded
from the Holy Ghost still it is plain that Paul makes this distinction for the
purpose of intimating, that Christ’s command indeed, but not his own judg-
ment, must be unconditionally fulfilled: even when his counsels are not fol-
lowed, (according to verse 36) sin is not necessarily thereby committed ...
Where doctrines or positive commands are concerned, Paul insists on his
apostolic authority, his judgment is precisely on this account decisive, be-
cause it 1s enlightened by the Divine Spirit. But in adiaphora or things indif-
ferent, it is true wisdom to refrain from positive commands.’ etc. This view
of the orthodox commentator is established on the principle, that, while the
declarations of the apostles are to be regarded as obligatory in matters of
faith and practice, their private opinions, however worthy of respect, pos-
sess no absolute authority. In truth, this principle is practically adopted by
all classes of Christians, for they have long ceased to observe several usages
described in the Acts as established or sanctioned by the apostles. (‘they
had all things common,” Acts 2:44: 4:32: ‘look ye out among you seven
men,’ etc. 6:3) and yet subsequently abandoned without sin.”

Adherence to Confessions

The day for party adherence to a Church’s Confessional Answer is gone;
but the day for precise expression of intelligent and common conviction of
faith, and for loyal adherence to it, will never go. The Church must be pre-
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pared to answer as to her Faith. Like the Word of God, her Answer may
contain that on which the believer is not competent to use his judgment, but
what he does apprehend will enable him not to stumble at historical, or crit-
ical difficulties in which the spiritual treasures of all ages may have been
enveloped by past generations. and the victories of a historical Answer,
whose fruits are being enjoyed today, will awaken in us the love and the
loyalty which the Answer deserves.

If Christianity is to make a fixed and steady Answer to God’s Word, and
if the Christian Church 1s to teach the unchanging truth of that Word,
Creeds are a necessity. Creeds are the Faith in fixed form, and go back as
far as the Scripture.

“In fact,” says Prof. Schodde, “there was a creed before there were New
Testament writings, in the Baptismal Formula of Christ Himself (Matt.
28:19), which formed the historical and doctrinal basis of the Apostles’ and
later formulas of faith. That the existence of such faith is presupposed by
such writings, is apparent from II Tim. 13:14; II Tim. 6:20; Heb. 6:1 sq.”

A Confession is an acknowledgment by the Church of what the Scripture
has brought to her. A fixed Confessional Principle, drawn from Scripture, as
the essence of the Church’s Testimony, whether it proceed® from the general
life of the Church, without an individual authorship, as the Apostles’ Creed,
or be promulgated by the Councils of the Church such as the Nicene Creed,
or be the work of one or several writers acting under the sanction of the
Church, as were the Lutheran Confessions, is a necessity.

The Confession of Christianity, the Confession of the Christian Faith, the
Confession of the Evangelical Lutheran Faith, is not an idea in the mind of
man. It is a fixed fact. It is a recognition of God’s reality as revealed in His
Word. its principle never varies, no matter in how many different Confes-
sional writings it may be embodied. It continues as the steady line of truth
through all generations. The Lutheran Confession is unchangeable. “The
Church may add a fuller expression of its doctrines, but she cannot change
them.”10

Our Confession is our well-known and long-published conviction of the
entire Teaching of the Word of God. It is not an assemblage of doctrines,
but an unchanging entity. Hence we cannot adjust it in order to unite with
other Christians. Nor can we assume a common religious experience for all
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evangelical Christians, from which we are merely differentiated by pecu-
liarities.

We cannot begin where other denominations leave off. We have to grow
our experience from the beginning, and the root of all progress ... is the
sense of necessity."!! An anonymous writer in a remarkable article on Justi-
fication by Faith, in the Evangelical Review in the year 1859,12 explains this
point as follows:

The Reformed theology ... not only diverges from the Lutheran in
single points, which are commonly termed the distinctive doctrines of
the Lutheran Church, but it is an essentially different system from be-
ginning to end. Doctrines which are apparently identical with our
own. if viewed simply by themselves, are found to assume quite an-
other shape, when looked upon from the Reformed standpoint. ... In
the Calvinistic, as well as all Calvinizing theologians, the doctrine of
justification by faith is stripped of its practical, paramount import. It
1S a mere accessory...

Redemption is made to be a plan or device over which God pre-
sides precisely as the mind of man may be said to rule a machine, and
Christ comes in simply in the way of outward instrumental help to
carry out the scheme...

Throughout the Protestant world, we have only two radically dif-
ferent theories — the Lutheran, which places itself on Divine grace in
the form of Christian life; and the Reformed, which is also based con-
fessedly on grace, but in the form of thought...

The sacramental doctrines and Christology of Luther were no out-
ward fungus upon his system. They lie embedded in its inmost life.
To part with them is to surrender the cause of the Reformation itself,
as Luther had it in his mind, and to rob his creed of its original phys-
iognomy, life and heart."

As to the inner constraint which a Confession of the Confessions may exer-
cise upon the thinking mind, it is sufficient to quote the words of W, J.
Mann:
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No one should receive the Lutheran Confession on the authority of
another, but find it again and again, as a result of his own investiga-
tions, in the sacred Scriptures. He will then not be in danger of life-
less orthodoxy, but heartily rejoice at the enlightened understanding
with which his Church has been favored, and gladly proclaim her
doctrines."!3

Subscription to Confession

As to the binding subscription of a minister or Church, this is not a matter
of Confession, but of Church Order. The first Verpflichtungsformel (“Obli-
gation-formula” -Ed.) was drawn up before the Lutheran Church possessed
its Confession.

In December, 1529, by Henry Winckel, a quiet and faithful minis-
ter, who expressed the feelings of all north Germany in desiring to
protect the Church against the teachings of Zwingli. It contained a
vow of ordination pledging those ordained to the Bible and Luther’s
writings. The Wittenberg Verpflichtung (“Engagement” -Ed.) of
Melanchthon of 1533 came into general use. Osiander combated it
vigorously in 1552 in language similar to what is heard today: “Not a
word is said of the Holy Scripture, given by God... What other result
can such an oath have than to tear away from the Holy Scripture
those who swear to it, and bind them to the Symbols and the doctrine
of Philip!” A graduate of Wittenberg is represented by Osiander as “a
poor fellow tied up with obligations to an oath that strangles and con-
fuses his conscience, for he has sworn away God’s Word, and sworn
himself to Philip’s doctrine.”"*

In defense, Melanchthon speaks of fanatics then arising and who
in all ages will be spreading false doctrine. The obligation is honor-
able in purpose, and not at all a “tyranny”; for the promise is of no
further import than a repeating of the Augsburg Confession. This is
necessary in order that the true Church may be distinguished. The
Symbols are the boundary-line markers, beyond which one dare not
go without danger, to which Tschackert remarks that this is “a theo-
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logical judgment, worthy of being respected for all ages.” The obliga-
tion of a candidate not to go ahead in theological controversy on his
own accord, but first to consult some of the older teachers,
Melanchthon explains as follows: “Unus vir non videt omnia”; and
“Nolumus audacia et authadeia juniorum deleri ecclesiae judicia.”
Tschackert remarks, “That was reason enough. The whole address is a
standing proof of Melanchthon’s genuine churchly thoughtfulness.”

(p. 380.)15

But the real substance of the Church’s objection to individual freedom of
teaching goes deeper. The Lutheran Church has the Word and the Sacra-
ment, and the Office for their administration. The thing taught is not truths
and opinions of scholars, but the well-established and universally confessed
Word. The person teaching is not of importance in himself, but his personal
mind and view are submerged in the Office. The person holds the Office
only as he proclaims and applies that which the Church confesses as the
Word. He is bound to this, not chiefly by a subscription, but in the nature of
the case. To maintain the doctrine of personal freedom of teaching in
Church and school, really denies the Lutheran doctrine of the Office, the
Word, and the Church.

Luther himself speaks strongly against concession to individual opin-
ions, e. g.: “He who holds his teaching, faith and Confession to be true, can-
not stand in the same stall with those who teach false doctrine or are in-
clined thereto. A teacher who is silent against error and still professes to be
a true teacher, is worse than an open fanatic, doing more harm... He would
not offend anybody — not proclaim the Word for Christ, nor pain the devil
and the world.”16

“It 1s an awful thing to me to hear that both parties approach and receive
the sacrament in one and the same church and at one and the same altar, and
that the one party is to believe that it receives nothing but bread and wine,
and the other is to believe that it receives the true body and blood of Christ.
I often doubt if it is to be believed that a pastor could be so hardened and
malicious as to keep silent and permit both parties to go, each according to
its opinion that they all receive the same sacrament, but each party accord-
ing to its faith.”17

54



Evolution of the Augsburg Confession

In the Augsburg Confession, the Renewed Church of Christ in the German
Reformation confessed the real Gospel, when formally called to account by
the old world-order. The old world-order was the supreme authority in
Church and State.

Luther as an individual had made bold answer to this authority as early
as 1521. For one decade the question in Europe was whether and how the
liberty-answer of Luther should become the answer of an Evangelical
Church, or whether and how the old world-order could throttle the new
spirit in the Church. In 1526 the Evangelical or Luther-confession of Chris-
tianity in the Churches gained legal standing. At the Diet in 1529 the Em-
peror and the Roman Church succeeded by a majority vote in removing that
legal standing, and in ordering all churches to return to the faith and prac-
tices of Rome.

On April 17th, 19th, 25th, 1529, the Evangelical minority protested, in
legal form, against the decision at Spires, and appealed to the Emperor, to
the next free General Council of Christendom, or to an Assembly of the
German Nation. The Diet at Augsburg was the result of that appeal, and the
Augsburg Confession proved to be the final and historical answer of
Lutheranism, as to its own existence, and in contrast with a more radical
Protestantism, and with heresies with which it was unwilling to be con-
fused, to the Emperor and Rome.

The Evangelical Princes left the Diet of Spires with the threat of exter-
mination hanging over their heads. No one knew what would happen after
the Emperor had received, read, and determined his action on the protest
and appeal of the Protestants.

The Protestants were united among themselves only as to protest. It is
true that the Elector of Saxony and the Landgrave of Hesse had made an al-
liance on the basis of Torgau 1526, and Magdeburg, at the Diet of Spires,
together with the cities of Nuremberg, Ulm, and Strasburg, for defense
against attack, or against interference in the spiritual supervision of the
Churches; but this alliance was made hurriedly, and the Elector and
Melanchthon returned from the Diet greatly worried concerning it. No de-
tails had been considered, but delegates were to meet at Rotach in June and
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adopt terms of agreement. Yet how could a Protestantism agree in action,
when its only ultimate source of unity was the negative one of protest?

From the fountainhead, Protestantism was divided. There was an irre-
sponsible revolutionary wing, which already had grasped the sword, and
which the Elector and Luther had disclaimed. There was a radical wing,
with Zwingli at its head, which was rationalistic and looked to reason as
much as to the Gospel for authority, and was eager to carry the religious dif-
ficulty into politics. And there was the conservative or Lutheran wing
which desired to remain obedient in all things, (but with freedom and a
good conscience as to the Gospel,) to the existing civil constitution.

It was the life aim of one lay Lutheran leader of magnificent executive
ability, but of defective fundamental principle, Philip of Hesse, to unite
these wings and make them parties in a common cause which he foresaw
would soon come to a clash with the Pope and the Emperor. He therefore,
already in the spring of 1529, attempted to get the spiritual leaders of the
Protestant cause to his castle at Marburg in order that they might settle their
religious differences and enter into a Protestant Federation against the
forces of the Pope and Emperor; but by this time the Elector’s leaders had
discovered that the Protestant agreement entered into hurriedly at Spires
also contemplated a political alliance against the Emperor.

Melanchthon, who had borne the brunt of the protest at Spires, was very
much opposed to such a colloquy at Marburg, and during the month of May
both he (11th) and Luther (22nd) warned the Elector against it. The Elector
in his anxiety did not go to Rotach, but sent Hans von Minkwitz with in-
structions to agree only to an alliance in defense of Articles of Faith to be
decided on at a future meeting. Nuremberg, and the Margrave, took the
same position. On June 28th Luther again expressed himself against the
Federation.

One day later, on the 29th of June, the peace of Barcelona was con-
cluded between the Emperor and the Pope, who hitherto had not been at one
for political reasons, and among the items of agreement was one in which
the Emperor promised to root out the Lutheran doctrine.

During the month of July (12th), Charles accordingly sent out a warning
to the Estates, and on the 9th of August he landed at Genoa from Spain, for
the purpose of being crowned by the Pope, of entering into a further under-
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standing with him, of stamping differences out of the Church, and of firmly
uniting both the Empire and the Church.

Meantime the convention met at Rotach and issued such an unsatisfac-
tory Confederation-Notel, that Philip of Hesse came all the way to Witten-
berg on July 1st to arrange for the colloquy at Marburg. On July 8th a meet-
ing of the representatives of the Elector, the Margrave, and Philip, was held
at Saalfeld, but as neither the Elector nor the Margrave were willing to in-
clude the radical Protestants of Strasburg and the Swiss cities in the al-
liance, no result was attained.

It recently has been supposed that from the middle of July to the middle
of September articles for the alliance of the Princes were being gradually
formulated in order to be ready for the coming convention at Schleiz, and
that these articles, completed before the Marburg Colloquy, are the articles
carried to Schwabach and presented there on the 18th of October (von
Schubert in Zeitschrift fur Kirchengeschichte, XXIX. Band, 3. Heft, p. 377.
See also J. J. Miiller, Historie, pp. 280 et seqq.;)!® but we have not found the
reasons urged for this transfer of the composition of the Schwabach Articles
to the early date conclusive.!

During the month of September the deputies, sent earlier by those
protesting at the Diet of Spires, found the Emperor, and were received un-
graciously, and on the 12th of October the Emperor replied to them that the
minority must submit to the Decree of Spires, and that means would be
found to compel the Elector of Saxony and the others to bow to the in-
evitable. Hence, on October 14th, came the appeal of the Protestant Estates
to a Christian Council.

Meantime Philip had succeeded in getting the two wings of Protes-
tantism together at Marburg on the first four days of October, but without
an agreement, and the Marburg Articles had been drawn up (4th). Luther
went from Marburg to Schleiz, whither the Elector had summoned him as
well as Melanchthon and Jonas, in order to deliberate on the organizing of
an alliance embracing those Protestants alone who were in the full unity of
the Lutheran faith. On October 16th the Estates met again, and the Elector
proposed to them the Schwabach Articles that probably had been written by
Luther,? at the request of the Elector, perhaps at Schleiz; and the imperial
cities Strasburg and Ulm declined to sign them.
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On the 5th of November the Emperor entered Bologna and met the Pope.
The Pope insisted on his stamping out the Protestants, but the imperial
chancellor Mercurinus pled for a Christian Council. The Emperor was thus
inclined, but the Pope would not hear to it.

By the end of November, word reached Germany that the Spires’
deputies had been arrested and imprisoned. A convention of the Protestants
was held at Smalcald, and the three deputies, escaped from the Emperor,
were present. The Lutherans still held to their two great principles, that
there could be no agreement between contrary faiths, and no alliance be-
tween politics and religion; and decided that only those who signed the
Schwabach Articles should meet at Nuremberg on the Oth of January.

On the 21st of January, the Emperor issued a Call, which summoned all
the Estates to Augsburg, in words that seemed full of hope.

He desired to put an end to discord, to hear both sides of the case, and to
decide according to that which was right. However, his entrance to Ger-
many, where, during the early spring he held court at Innsbriick, gave the
Catholic south German Estates, especially through the appearance of the
theses of John Eck, an opportunity, eagerly fostered by, the papal represen-
tatives, to prejudice the Emperor’s mind against the Protestants, and to at-
tempt to abort the holding of the Diet of Augsburg.

In March (11th), the Elector received the Emperor’s Call.2! He consulted
with his Chancellor, Briick who suggested that a Confession be drawn, and
that it be presented at the Diet.22 The Elector determined to bring forward
his side of the case at the Diet without alliance with any of the other Protes-
tants.?3

On March 14th he commanded his four theologians to prepare a paper
on the Articles of Faith in dispute. On March 26th, “the articles ‘not to be
yielded’ are determined on.” — Krauth, Chronicle, p. 13.

In the beginning of April (3rd), his theologians left Wittenberg for the
Electoral court at Torgau.2+ A fortnight later (15th), the Elector and his pro-
cession arrived at Coburg, after some days’ stay at Weimar.

Easter (17th) was spent there, and a few days later (23rd), in as much as
the Elector could not secure a safe-conduct for Luther from the city of
Augsburg, and not even from Nuremberg, Luther was taken to the castle at
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Coburg.?> On the 30th the Elector received his safe-conduct into Augs-
burg.2

Early in May (2nd), the Elector reached Augsburg,?” and hearing of the
great change of sentiment at the imperial court, due to the publication of
Eck’s theses, he sent28 a translation of the Schwabach Articles to the Em-
peror as his Confession of faith, while Hans Bern created a sensation by
printing these Articles as the coming Augsburg Confession.

A few days later (May 4th), Melanchthon informed Luther that he had
made the Exordium?® of the electoral Apology more elaborate, and, a few
days later still, because of the slanders of Eck, he transformed the Apology
into a Confession embracing nearly all the Articles of Faith, On the 11th
this Confession was sent to Luther.30 On the 12th Philip of Hesse arrived at
Augsburg, soon to agitate for a Common Confession to include also the
Zwinglians.

On the 15th the Nuremberg delegates came,’' having a Confession writ-
ten by their preachers, with which Melanchthon was pleased. The next day
they learned from the Elector that his Confession was ready, and had been
sent to Luther.?

On the 22nd Melanchthon was ready to send Luther the Confession a
second time, with the changes.?* On the 24th the Margrave George arrived,
while Briick was working “vornen und hinten” on the Confession, which, it
was then said, was to be issued in German, Latin and French. On the same
day the Emperor sent an embassy commanding the Elector to silence the
preaching, but the Elector (31st) replied that he cannot do without the
Gospel. On the 28th Briick and his lay counselors were making changes in
the Confession so as to put it in such a form as would conform with the Em-
peror’s Call and other legal conditions so that the Emperor and the Diet
would not be able to ignore it.’* On the 29th the Landgrave made efforts to
participate in the Confession. On the 31st the Estates request the Emperor to
hasten to Augsburg; and the Confession is communicated without Preface
or Conclusion to the delegates of Nuremberg.3*

Early in June (3rd), Duke George and Cochldus make overtures to
Melanchthon. On the next day (4th), Melanchthon writes to the Archbishop
of Maintz to see to it that war does not arise. On the same day the imperial
chancellor dies, and two days later (6th), the Emperor leaves Innsbriick for
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Augsburg.’® On the next day (7th). Luther’s admonition to the clergy
reaches Augsburg. A day later Vogler points out that the Saxon Apology is
only in the name of the Elector,’” and three days later the Landgrave op-
poses submitting the religious question to the Diet, and again tries to secure
confederation with the Zwinglians. Three days later still (13th),
Melanchthon opposes the Landgrave’s views and is willing to harmonize
with Rome if five practical points are conceded. He writes to Luther that the
Emperor would make peace with the Elector if the Elector kept free from
alliances.

On the 15th the Emperor arrives in Augsburg, and interviews the Protes-
tants together at night, after the ceremonies. On the same day the Elector
admits the other Lutheran Estates to the Confession. Next morning the
Protestants fail to participate in the procession of Corpus Christi, while
Melanchthon comes into touch with Schepper, the Emperor’s Secretary. On
the next day (17th) the Elector and Princes give reasons to the Emperor why
they cannot stop the Protestant preaching. This creates a turmoil among the
Princes, but on the 18th the Protestants agree to stop preaching temporarily,
if the Romanists do likewise. On the 17th Valdes, the Spanish Secretary,
who has been interviewed by Melanchthon, brings Melanchthon’s proposal
to the Emperor, and on the next day Valdes, authorized by the Emperor and
Campeggius, asked Melanchthon to present the points of controversy in
briefest form for private settlement.

On Sunday (19th), there is no preaching. The Nurembergers write that
Melanchthon reports that the controversy may be narrowed down to a few
points. On the 20th, the Diet opens with the Elector bearing the sword be-
fore the Emperor, and the Landgrave standing in the gallery. On the 21st,
Melanchthon’s plan for settlement3® is broached to the Elector and is re-
jected, and the work of revising and completing the Confession is hurriedly
begun. The next day (22rd), the Emperor orders the Elector to have his
Confession ready by Friday. On the day following (23rd), the Confession is
finally read, the text fixed, and it is signed. On Friday (24th), the Protestants
are put off, and the Emperor attempts to suppress the Confession. On Satur-
day (25th), the Confession is presented and read.

After the Delivery of the Confession
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It is quite true that the Reformers at Augsburg strongly desired peace, and
not war, and that all the theologians from Luther down considered it neces-
sary to use every effort to avoid a breach with the Emperor. But a breach
with the Papacy or with the Church, for conscience’ sake, is not the same
thing in their mind as a breach with the Emperor. The desire of the reform-
ers was to continue in the old ecclesiastical order if possible, so long as the
pure preaching of the Word of God was permitted in their dominions, and
so long as their conscience was not injured as to ecclesiastical abuses. It
was a very difficult matter to find and locate this exact point practically as a
modus Vivendi, but, we believe that, if Melanchthon be an exception, at no
time were there any of the leading reformers who were willing to give up
the Word of God or to wound their consciences in order that they might re-
main within the pale of the Roman Church.

We cannot therefore help regarding, as a serious misrepresentation, the
statement that is made in “The Confessional History of the Lutheran
Church” (p. 140) in describing “the efforts at reconciliation” at Augsburg
after the delivery of the Confession, as follows: “The Protestants could not
brook the idea of leaving the Catholic Church, nor the thought of being
thrust out of it. The Catholics knew full well what it meant to the Catholic
Church to have the Protestant Princes and their people separated from that
Church. There is no doubt that both parties felt the awful power of the old
dogma ‘that there is no salvation out of the Church.’”

We cannot believe that the Elector, so well grounded in the Word, was
troubled by the dogma, “There is no salvation outside of the Church.” The
facts do not at all show that Melanchthon received instruction from the
Elector to make new advances to Campeggius and to beg for harmony. Yet
from this point of view, of a yielding Electoral party, the whole issue at
Augsburg is treated by the author in question.

On the contrary, the Elector was standing, now. as before, on the original
terms of the Call, which proposed reconciliation, but after a fair hearing of
both sides of the case, that the truth might prevail. This is a different posi-
tion from any willingness on his part to give up the truth. The letters written
by Melanchthon to Cardinal Campeggius simply show how far
Melanchthon was willing to go in his diplomatic statements and representa-
tions of the Protestant position. It was Melanchthon who was trying to force
the Protestant party into compromise. and when, on the 6th of July, he
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wrote a letter under instruction from the Protestant Princes to Campeggius,
we may be sure that he placed the position of the Protestant Princes in as fa-
vorable and conciliatory a light toward Rome as possible. The letter is char-
acteristically Melanchthonian, but even in it the Protestant Princes promise
to “accept such conditions as will promote peace and concord, and as will
tend to retain the ecclesiastical order” only “in so far as it can he done with-
out wounding their consciences.” and they declare “that they by no means
wish the ecclesiastical order and the lawful authority of the bishops to col-
lapse.” If this letter be interpreted in the light of Melanchthon’s other letter
to the Cardinal,* in which he declares that he will show fidelity to the Ro-
man Church “to the last breath,” it is clear how such evidence confirms the
unreliability of such a delineation of the Protestant powers, not the Confes-
sional collapse of the powers themselves.

There is no doubt that the Elector stood throughout for the Word of God,
and not, as we are told by a recent writer, for the Church.

The fundamental theory of The Confessional History, namely that the
entire Electoral party’s chief concern at Augsburg was to be permitted to re-
main in the bosom of the Roman Church, at almost any sacrifice, is wholly
untenable. The author of The Confessional History seems to have over-
looked, from first to last, the heroic acts and utterances of the Elector and of
the Margrave. Consider the Elector’s reply of May 31st to the Emperor; the
Elector’s letter to Luther on June 4th; the Elector’s refusal to kneel on June
15th, at the bridge of the Lech, or in the Cathedral that evening; the Elec-
tor’s and Margrave’s persistent refusal that night to celebrate Corpus Christi
next day; the Margrave’s exclamation, “Before I would deny my God and
His Gospel, I would have my head struck off”’; the answer of the Elector on
June 17th; the Elector’s insistence on signing the Confession, instead of
Melanchthon and the theologians; Melanchthon’s letter to Luther on July
27th in which he declares that “Those who are here help me little,” and his
letter to Luther of August 6th, in which he severely blames the Princes for
their apathy toward his proposed peace negotiations.

As to Luther’s position on this point, we may cite his unwillingness to
accept the Emperor as judge in his letter of July Ist and 6th; his letter to the
Archbishop of Mentz, July 6th, “They would rather endure hell itself than
yield to us”; his letter to Melanchthon of July 9th, “They have a sad finale
to look to, we a joyous one. Not indeed that unison in doctrine will ever be
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restored, for how can any one hope that Belial will come into concord with
Christ.” We cite also the strong later letters of Luther. In this connection ad-
ditional facts should be taken into account, viz.: the Explanation of the
Protesting Estates that no More Articles will be Handed in, of July 10th, in
which they demand that the Emperor live up to his Call; the refusal of the
Protestants to accept the Emperor’s decision that they do not confute the
Confutation; also Melanchthon’s letter to Luther of July 27th, and the one
of August 6th."#!

At this particular time the Elector was looking, by reason of the great
change and the kindly conduct in the Emperor, for a fair treatment of the
Protestant case on the basis of the Call. This would naturally dispose him
and his side toward conciliation, and if they already had on any point tem-
porarily gone further, in yielding the evangelical principle, than they were
conscious of, the yielding was temporary, and when they became conscious
of the issues involved, the reaction was all the sharper. and this, in spite of
the fact that Melanchthon already had done all in his power, both in han-
dling the case with the Emperor and the Cardinal and, also in his attitude to-
ward the Elector and the Protestant party to bring about a return to Rome
even at a sacrifice of the essential principle of the Reformation.

We point, further, to the reply of the Elector to the Emperor on July 21st,
in which he personally recognized the difference between the teaching in
God’s Word and that of Rome, and re-confessed, here and now, all the arti-
cles of the Confession. We also point to the scene prior to the selection of
the so-called “Committee of Sixteen,” which scene is not brought out prop-
erly in “The Confessional History.” The Protestants’ side of what took place
on the afternoon of August 7th is not sketched in real proportion,*2 although
the Catholic reply is given in large outline.

“The Confessional History” lays much stress on the “Explanation,” un-
der the lead of Melanchthon, of August 18th, and raises the question
whether this was the true and intended meaning of the Augsburg Confes-
sion. It says, “There 1s the Declaration. It speaks for itself. It shows conclu-
sively that the Protestant seven were willing to make peace on terms that
must prove humiliating to themselves and disastrous to their cause.” It de-
votes about seven pages to this “Explanation,” and says at the close, “The
fact is, the Protestants, as we shall hereafter learn, had almost completely
lost their courage, and seemed willing — that is the Saxons and Margra-
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vians — to purchase peace at almost any price.” But it fails to speak of the
storm of dissent which arose outside the committee against Melanchthon’s
program of concession.

One cannot but feel surprise at the inclusion of the Elector and the whole
Saxon party, as the responsible movers, in Melanchthon’s treacherous com-
promise, when, in The Confessional History, on p. 167. a vital admission as
to the Elector’s position, as over against Melanchthon, is made respecting
the authorship of the report of Melanchthon of August 21st, as follows,
“There can scarcely be a doubt that this Opinion was written by command
of the Elector.”

In conclusion, as throwing light on the idea, plan and course of
Melanchthon, we point back to his “Rhetorical Preface” framed as far back
as April and found in “The First Draft.” As differing from Briick and the
Elector, and also the Landgrave. Melanchthon then already proposed to
make, and declared the Emperor to be, the sole arbiter in religion. This
Preface (according to “The Confessional History”) evaded the question of
doctrine and laid all stress on Church Uniformity. This is the hand of
Melanchthon at that early day, rather than that of the Elector or Briick. “The
Confessional History” would involve even Luther in the plan of the
“Rhetorical Preface.” but Luther himself is our witness in his emphatic tes-
timony that he had no heart for such a Confession.

The Confessional History explains Melanchthon’s yielding in various
statements, among others, as follows:

"He hated the democratic principles of the Swiss with a perfect ha-
tred...

"Success on the part of Philip, and of the Swiss, would utterly de-
feat the purpose and the desire of his party to obtain and to enjoy
their rights within the Church...

"He stood almost with the devotion of a martyr, by the Empire and
by the Church...

“Hence Melanchthon’s concessions at Augsburg — in the Confes-
sion, in his correspondence with Campeggius, in the peace negotia-
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tions — did not proceed from personal weakness, but from an honest
desire to serve his party, to carry out their determination to remain in
the Church, to vindicate the Lutherans from identification with the
Zwinglians and the Anabaptists, and to maintain the integrity of the
Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation.”

The author of “The Confessional History” does not seem to see that he has
here set down the case against Melanchthon in a nutshell. The motives
which he attributes to Melanchthon are partly personal, largely political, in
part ecclesiastical, and in every instance partisan. To maintain, to uphold, to
vindicate, to confess, the pure Word of God, though the heavens fall, was
not part of his plan.

The author’s quotation from Baumgarten’s Geschichte Karls V., 3, p. 28,
is a condemnation of the main position of The Confessional History re-
specting Melanchthon: “War die Konfession, welche der KurFiirst von
Sachsen in seinem und seiner lutherischen Glaubensgenossen Namen am
25. Juni vor Kaiser und Reich verlesen liess, im Sinne Ausserster An-
nahrung an die alte Kirche und schroffster Absonderung von den Zwinglis-
chen gehalten, so ging Melanchthon in den spater gefurten Verhandlungen
noch sehr weit uber diese Linie hinaus.”

Tschackert’s Latest Work

In the most recent work treating the subject, Tschackert upholds the distinc-
tion we draw between the method and views of Melanchthon and the posi-
tion of the Electoral party. Tschackert says:*

"Today it 1s almost a part of that which is incomprehensible in
Melanchthon’s character, that he regarded the Confession, which his
judgment, at best, must have looked at as an official state document
of the Evangelical Estates, which had been read and delivered in
solemn session, which was an important part of German civil and
church history, as his private writing.*

"It was thus regarded by him immediately after the Diet and dur-
ing his long life, and changed it as often as he issued it in print. At-
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tempts are made to excuse this: it is said that Melanchthon acted in
the interest of a scientific teaching, in order to render the expressions
more clear or more exact. Further it is said that the Evangelical Es-
tates and the theologians took no offense at Melanchthon’s changes,
for decades.

“Both of these facts may be correct, but they do not alter the fact,
that the editor-in-chief of the Confession had no understanding of the
historical importance of this official state document of the Evangeli-
cal Estates. That, on the other hand, the Elector John Frederick re-
garded the Confession as his and that of the other signatories, is
shown by his remonstrance to Briick of May 5th, 1537.”

The Old Question of Authorship

As to the much-discussed question, treated in several different places in this
volume also, of the authorship of the Augsburg Confession, we have no ex-
ception to take to the main estimate of “The Confessional History.”

It affirms that Melanchthon’s “Confessional restatement of the chief
doctrines of Christianity was something ... distinctly new in the life and
history of the German people. ... It cannot be denied that the Augsburg
Confession, taken as a whole, and as a conception, is vastly different from
the Schwabach Articles, vastly different from any creed or Confession of
faith that had previously existed or that has since come into existence,
vastly different from anything that had been written by Luther, or previ-
ously by Melanchthon.”* “As Luther’s classic monument is the Small Cate-
chism, so Melanchthon’s classic monument is the Augsburg Confession. In
the erection of that monument he was not an editor, a translator, a compiler,
but an author.” (p. 69.)*

After endorsing The Confessional History on this point, it however is
still pertinent to inquire in how far the substance of the Testimony in the
Augsburg Confession, and especially all that which has made the Confes-
sion the bulwark of our Faith today, emanates from Melanchthon. Can we
say, from what we know of Melanchthon’s ideas in the First Draft of the
Confession, and at Augsburg during the months of June, July and August,
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and 1in later years, that what Luther testified to in private form in the nailing
of the Theses, at the Diet of Worms, and what the Electors stood for in later
Diets, including the one at Spires, and what came to final expression at
Augsburg, was the work of Melanchthon?

Tschackert, writing later than The Confessional History, and citing it in
his work, has given the right estimate, as follows:

“The day after the delivery of the Confession a copy of it was sent
by Melanchthon to Luther, who only now learned to know its final
form. But in content it was built out of his thought material, so that he
on occasion could even describe it as his Confession. Luther testified
to Melanchthon his agreement to the Confession, but was of the opin-
ion that one dare not yield any further to the opponent. On the 6th of
July he expressed his joy that he has lived to this hour. It is true that
when new negotiations for reconciliation were entered into with the
opposite side in Augsburg, he, on the 25th of July, said of the soft-
stepping Apology that it had kept silent concerning certain articles,
concerning purgatory, worship of the saints, and most of all ‘the an-
tichrist, the pope.” But at the close of the Diet he nevertheless gave
Melanchthon and his co-workers, on the 16th of September, the
praise: ‘Christum confessi estis, pacem obtulistis Caesari oboedistis,
injurias tolerastis, blasphemiis saturati estis nee malum pro malo red-
didistis; summn, opus sanctum Dei, ut sanctos decet, digne trac-
tastis.””47

In another place, Tschackert, declaring that the circumstance that the Augs-
burg Confession and its Apology were composed by Melanchthon, does not
interfere with the fact that the development of the Confession of our Church
was Lutheran, gives as the reason for this that “in both writings
Melanchthon works with Luther’s thought-material.”48 This is a fundamen-
tal conclusion with Tschackert.

He speaks of it again on p. 275, and once again on p. 304. He says:
“The Augsburg Confession arose out of Luther’s thoughts. Freely
speaking, the real period of the formation of the Symbols of Lutheran

Protestantism lies between 1529 and 1537; for in this time the origi-
nal Luther Confessional writings arose, both catechisms out of
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Luther’s pen, the Augsburg Confession out of Luther’s thoughts, but
composed by Melanchthon, to which Melanchthon in his Apology to
the same added a theological treatise (Lehrschrift): at last the Smal-
cald Articles, also composed by Luther.”#

“An investigation of the doctrinal content of the Lutheran confes-
sions furnishes the result that as to the main matter it has flowed forth
from the fundamental thought of Luther... The Lutheran Church doc-
trine has flowed from the spirit of Luther, as he indeed has also com-
posed both catechisms and the Smalcald Articles, but likewise has
termed the Augustana ‘his,” while Melanchthon furnished the theo-
logical defense of the same in the Apology with Luther’s thought-ma-
terial. In content therefore the Lutheran Church doctrine remains
Luther’s creation.”>°

The estimate well combines and covers Melanchthon’s own statements as
given partially at different times.

On June 27th, Melanchthon wrote to Luther, “Res sunt antea deliberatae
ut scis. sed semper aliter in acie se dant qiiam antae sunt deliberalae.”s!

On August 27th, he wrote to Camerarius, “Nihil adhuc concessimus ad-
versariis praeter ea, quae Lutherus censiiit esse reddenda, re bene ac dili-
genter deliberata ante conventum.”s2 and his final statement as to his work
is as follows: “Nil sumpsi mihi; praesentibus principibus et aliis giiberna-
toribus et concionatoribus disputatum est ordine de singulis sententiis.”

The Development of the Lutheran Confes-
sion

Technically, the Apology was a controversion of the Confutation of the Au-
gustana. Substantially, it was the Augustana’s confirmation. Made known to
the laity in the devotional German of Jonas, it was set alongside the Augs-
burg Confession by the Evangelical Estates at Schweinfurt in 1532, as “a
Protection and Explanation of the Confession.”s Thenceforward, these two
works were counted as the official Confessions of the Evangelical Church
and their recognition was made a condition for membership in the Smalcald
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League. Both were confessed in the Wittenberg Concord of 1536 and at
Smalcald in 1537.5

Melanchthon worked continuously at the improvement of the text of the
Augustana. His enlargements of 1533, especially in Articles 4, 5, 6, 12, 15,
and 20, in which he adopted explanatory thoughts out of the Apology in
parenetic interests, and even the changes in Article 18 on Free Will, which
is not to be interpreted synergistically so much in itself as in its comparison
with the changed mode of treatment in the Latin editions of the Loci (1535
and later), do not deflect the Confession so seriously, as the change in the
tenth Article on the Lord’s Supper. The omission of the vere et substan-
tialiter adesse and the reprobatio, just at the time when Melanchthon was
drawing closer to Bucer, and in conjunction with the Wittenberg Concord of
1536, and the censures of the Elector John Frederick of 1537, justify us, as
Kolde says, in coming to the conclusion that in view of his gradually differ-
ing interpretation of the Lord’s Supper, Melanchthon made the change in
the Confession in order to leave the way open for union with the High-
landers.

Luther’s peculiar situation was such that he could not bring himself to a
public disagreement with Melanchthon, and it was only after Luther’s
death, under the influence of the doctrinal controversies, when, under the
attacks of the Gnesio-Lutherans, the edition of 1540 became a fortunate
symbol for the Melanchthonians, and later became such even to the Crypto-
Calvinists, that the Variata fell into disrepute in the eyes of good Lutherans.
It was this disrepute that awakened in the confessors of the Book of Con-
cord the intense desire to go back to the original tent.

The question has been raised by Kolde and others as to whether the in-
structions given to the theologians at Schmalkald in 1537, with respect to
revising the Augustana, may not have been a precedent which Melanchthon
followed three years later in his publishing the Variata. We doubt whether it
is possible to give an affirmative answer to this view. In the first place the
question arises as to how far Melanchthon himself may not have been the
source of the idea to revise, at Smalcald already in 1535 and, later, in 1537.
In the second place the question presents itself as to whether such a revision
would have been made by actual change in the text of the document itself,
and not by way of appendix or additional Confession. The difficulty in the
way of fairly revising such an historical and official document may have
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been itself the strongest reason why it was not actually undertaken. In the
third place, if such a revision had occurred, on order of the estates, and in
this public way, it would, by express command, not have touched the sub-
stance of the Confession, and it would have been made publicly and offi-
cially by the representative of the powers who originally signed the Confes-
sion. In both these respects, it would have differed from Melanchthon’s re-
vision of 1540, and probably would have constituted no precedent for the
appearance of the Variata.

That the Elector of Saxony was opposed at this very time to the changes,
can be seen from the instructions that he gave to Briick in asking that
Luther’s Articles should be discussed by the other Wittenberg theologians,
and that they should state their view frankly, and not merely seem to agree,
without opening their heart fully at this time, and then afterwards at another
time, teach something different; “as had already happened on the part of
several of them in several instances before this.” On this Kostlin remarksss
"that it produces the impression that the Elector had already had his atten-
tion drawn to the peculiar attitude of Melanchthon in the question of the
Lord’s Supper. Tschackert’s account of the affair is as follows:

“At the convention at Smalcald in February, 1537, the proceedings
ran counter to the intentions of the Saxon Elector. The Evangelical
Princes and Estates accompanied by numerous theologians had ar-
rived. Rut before they had reached a conclusion concerning the ques-
tion as to the preparation for the Council, the theologians received the
commission to reach an understanding concerning the doctrine, so
that in case of a possible attendance of the Council they would know
what they had to stand for. of a conclusive acceptance of the articles
of Luther there was no thought on the part of the Estates;
Melanchthon who had been advisedss on this point by the Landgrave
Philip of Hesse, prevented it, because the article concerning the
Lord’s Supper did not suit him. Hence the theologians now received
the commission, ‘die Augsb. Konfession zu ubersehen, nichts wider
deren Inhalt und Substanz, auch der Konkordie (der Wittenberger von
1536) zu andern, allein das Papsttum herauszustreichen, das vormals
auf dem Reichstage der Kais. Maj. zu untertanigem Gefallen und aus
Ursachen unterlassen,” etc.s” (Kolde, Analecta Lutherana 1883,
p. 297.) Accordingly the theologians were first of all to go through
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the Augustana, second, to furnish an additional article, lacking there,
on the papacy. The Augustana and the Apology again met approval
and were signed by them. Luther did not participate because he was
ill in bed.”ss

Luther was not thus ill from the start, at Smalcald. On February
9th he wrote to Justus Jonas that the princes were in secret delibera-
tions, and that he had nothing to do. He could neither know nor guess
what was being transacted nor what would happen. On the 14th he
wrote to Justus Jonas, “It is now the eighth day on which we are be-
ing detained here, or are being kept in suspense. We are nothing but
an idle gathering. The princes and estates are deliberating concerning
other matters than we thought of, and without us. Christ give their de-
liberations and their undertakings success.” So that, at Smalcald,
Melanchthon was active, but Luther was inactive. He always re-
mained in ignorance of the fact that his articles were not officially
adopted by the convention. The amplification he made later on in
these articles constitutes the strongest formal justification for similar
amplification on the part of Melanchthon. But there is a great differ-
ence, as to revision, between these Smalcald Articles and the Augs-
burg Confession. Luther did not change the substance of them; and,
in the second place, the Articles themselves were never actually
brought before a Diet or General Council for adoption.*

Up to this point at least, the testimony of Tschackert is confirmatory of the
position maintained in this book. Tschackert goes so far as to declare, “One
may say a hundred times, in scientific circles, that the Symbols must be un-
derstood in a purely historical sense — and this we also are trying to do
here — nevertheless the fact remains, that the Symbols in Lutheran Protes-
tantism have gained an entirely unique significance: they represent the gen-
uine Lutheran Church doctrine... We therefore treat the fixation of the
Lutheran fundamental thoughts in the genuine Lutheran Confessional writ-
ings.”60

But Tschackert differs from us in this, that he confines the genuine Con-
fessions of the Lutheran Church to the writings accepted in the life-time of
Luther. There is something to be said for this position, yet on the whole it is
not well grounded. As a matter of historical fact one cannot circumscribe
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the crystallization of the principle of a new movement to the life-time of its
founder. Time is needed to settle the process. As a matter of precedent, not
one of the ecumenical creeds could abide such a test. Christ was raised from
the grave and ascended into heaven long before the Apostles’ Creed came
into being. Finally, as a matter of principle, the right of the Christian
Church, not to alter the old, but to confirm the old by the addition of new
Confessional testimony, at any time in the future when this might become
necessary, though the right be rarely exercised, must be kept open. Neither
the Formula of Concord, nor a Twentieth Century Confession could legiti-
mately be shut out from a genuine Confessional standing in the Church on
the ground advanced by Tschackert. This is the point, says Seeberg, whether
there is a continuity in the teachings of all our Confessions; and whether we
become conscious of an inner connection of the religious tendencies of the
Formula with our own faith. “If this is the case, the verdict of the abiding
value of the Bekenntnisnorm will be apparent even for our day. The
Lutheran . . must not conceal his positive attitude toward the last Confes-
sion of his Church.”!

The Variations of the Augsburg Confession

There remains, in connection with the Augsburg Confession, one further
topic to be touched. We cannot, without danger of being misunderstood,
pass over the Confessional bearing of the changes introduced by
Melanchthon into the various editions of the Augsburg Confession. The
statements of “The Confessional History,” with their lack of the historic
sense, and their subtlety in dogmatic statement, would, if they were correct,
undermine the stability of the Augsburg, and every other Christian Confes-
sion. Against these statements are Kolde, Tschackert, and even Weber, so
far as the Latin Editio Princeps 1s concerned.

Among the statements made by “The Confessional History,” we select
the following:

“The editio princeps ... is the private work of Melanchthon.”—
The Confessional History of the Lutheran Church, p. 214.
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“If one compares the editio princeps with Prof. Tschackert’s Criti-
cal Edition, he cannot resist the conclusion that he has here an altered
Augsburg Confession.” — 76. p. 216.

"Melanchthon’s German editio princeps is very much varied. > —
Ibid p. 217.

“In all the qualities named above, it cannot be denied that these
German Variatae greatly surpass the editio princeps.” — Ibid p. 224.

““That first and unaltered Augsburg Confession’ is not known to
exist anywhere in the world.” — Ibid p. 230.

“The Lutheran doctrine has not been corrupted in the Variatae, but
it has been clarified, amplified in statement, fortified by argument,
rendered more decidedly Protestant, and more distinctively
Lutheran.” — Ibid p. 231.

“Such a Confession [the editio princeps] could not have formed
the fundamentum of a Protestant Church, but rather a convenient
bridge for crossing to the right bank of the Tiber. Thanks to
Melanchthon! The deficiencies and ambiguities that every theologian
encounters in the editio princeps, to say nothing of the ‘Invariata,” are
removed by the later Variatae, which, for almost fifty years, sup-
planted the editio princeps, and helped to determine the meaning of
the Augsburg Confession, and to distinguish the Lutheran doctrine.”
— Ibid p. 231.

"The thanks of the entire Church are due to Melanchthon for his
Variatae. He represents progress and adaptation in the Lutheran
Church; and in the fact that Luther and his co-reformers approved and
endorsed his changes and adaptations, and made them their own, we
have the positive proof that the authority of the Confession in their
estimation, was not to be sought in the letter, or in any particular form
of words, but in the content and in the conception of the doctrine.

“In this form [editio princeps] the Augsburg Confession has had
its widest recognition, but in this form it is not the Confessio Augus-
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tana Invariata, and no intelligent theologian, not blinded by prejudice,
would claim for it any such distinction, . . .” — Ibid p. 232.

“He [Luther] knew of and approved the changes made by
Melanchthon in the Augsburg Confession.” [The italics are ours.] —
Ibid p. 312.

As against the theory of a Melanchthonian private authorship, it will be suf-
ficient to quote Kolde’s remark:®2

“The fact that Melanchthon does not style himself the author, as he does
in the case of the Apology, shows that he regarded the Augustana as an offi-
cial document.”’63

Weber rightly emphasizes the point that Melanchthon was filled with the
desire to present the truths of the Evangelical doctrine in an ever more clear
and determinate way and to preserve them from all misunderstandings; but
he fails to perceive two facts in this connection: first, that Melanchthon was
not doing this but the opposite, when he introduced such variations as ap-
proximate to the Roman doctrine (Synergism), and to the Reformed doc-
trine (Sacramentarianism). Here Melanchthon was repudiating his own po-
sition taken at Augsburg, and thus was contributing to confusion instead of
to clearness in the Evangelical doctrine. In the second place, the constant
varying of the terms of Evangelical doctrine, as pursued continuously by
Melanchthon, thwarted the very object he had in mind according to Weber,
viz., “To present the truths of the Evangelical doctrine more and more deut-
lich and bestimmt (clearly and definitely (Ed.)).”

Weber admits that it is a question whether it would perhaps not have
been better if Melanchthon had allowed the Confession to stand simply ac-
cording to the letter and had incorporated his additions in the Apology.

Weber I p. 59 rightly says that the question of the original manuscript of
the Augsburg Confession was never raised in earlier Reformation days,
partly because it was believed, and could also rightly be believed, that
Melanchthon in his quarto edition of the years 1530-31 had seen to a good
and correct copy of the Latin and German Confession; and in part because
the Confession was not at that time looked upon as an obligating symbol for
the Protestant Church.
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For the critical value of the first Quarto Latin edition of Melanchthon
Weber gives the reasons: (1) That Melanchthon himself should be believed.
(2) That we would not know what archive copies to trust, without the first
edition of Melanchthon.. . (3) Lindan had the Latin original in his hands and
collated with the Quarto of 1531 and does not speak of any variations,
which as a bitter enemy of the Protestants he would surely have done if he
had found them. (4) It is highly probable that the variations which the
Melanchthon edition manifests as over against the other two were also
found in the original writing.

Weber says further that Melanchthon’s improved editions of the Augs-
burg Confession are nothing more than paraphrases, or, if one will, com-
mentaries on the first Print.

In addition to the judgment expressed more fully in the body of our
book, we quote the two most recent writers on the variations, viz., Tschack-
ert and Neve. Tschackert® says:

“The attempt is made to excuse this: Melanchthon is said to have
acted in the interests of a better teaching, in order to make clearer or
more exactly to explain the expressions. Again it is said that the
Evangelical Estates and the theologians took no offense at
Melanchthon’s changes for a whole decade. Both of these statements
may be correct, but that does not change the fact that the editor in
chief of the Confession had no comprehension of the world-historical
importance of these public documents of the Evangelical Estates.
That on the other hand the Elector John Frederick regarded the Con-
fession as his and as belonging to the other subscribers of the Confes-
sion, is proved by his admonition to Briick of May 5, 1537.”

To this may be added the judgment of Neve:6s

“We can, strictly speaking, not call the Editio Princeps an Invari-
ata, because the edition also contains changes from the original. Yet
inasmuch as these changes are of no doctrinal importance, we will be
justified in using that term in contrast to an edition which does con-
tain very significant changes. And this distinction will never disap-
pear from the terminology of the historians on this subject, nor will
the Lutheran Church ever cease to make that distinction.”

75



and again:

“In the Variata we have the unconscious, embryonic beginnings of
a theology which in the soon following Crypto-Calvinistic troubles
became the fermenting element, and which in a following age re-
ceived a temporary expression in Syncretism, and finally became per-
manently embodied in the Prussian Union established in 1817. And
insignificant as the changes may have appeared at first, in connection
with the soon following aggressive advances of Crypto-Calvinism,
with the Variata as its shibboleth, this altered edition of Melanchthon
was bound to become discredited in the Lutheran Church.”

It 1s a peculiarity of any generation not to observe the gradual development,
in its midst, of the seeds of evil from day to day, until the evil has come to
full bloom, and thus it was with the theologians of the early Evangelical
church and Melanchthon’s Variata.

“The Confessional History,” with dramatic effect, sets a Critical text put
together in 1901 by Tschackert from the best official manuscripts in the
hands of the original signers, against the Editio Princeps, as the real Invari-
ata, but in this seems to have overlooked the verdict of Kolde against the
certitude of Tschackert’s tent.

“The Confessional History” exalts this “unveraenderte Augsburgische
Konfession ... Kritische Ausgabe (1901), constructed by Professor
Tschackert, and accepted by all Augsburg Confession scholars as reproduc-
ing ‘the original and unaltered Augsburg Confession’ with a high degree of
accuracy; and consequently as discrediting utterly the Textus Receptus,
German and Latin, of the Book of Concord, and all the Melanchthon, and
all other printed editions. ... It shows, if not verbally and literally, yet cer-
tainly, to a high degree of accuracy, the Augsburg Confession as it was read
and delivered, June 25, 1530; and it enables us to settle forever, in its essen-
tial aspects, the hitherto hazy and uncertain contention over the Confessio
Invariata. It shows, further, that no edition of the Augsburg Confession in
official use in the Lutheran Church today can be claimed by its subscribers
as ’that first and unaltered Augsburg Confession, not even in a technical
sense as over against the Latin Variata of 1540,” etc.— (pp. 210-211).
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As against this we set Kolde’s statement:® “We do not really know the
text actually presented, notwithstanding all the valuable attempts to deter-
mine it, by means of critical methods, from the extant oldest copies.”

On the principles of the work to which we have taken exception , it is
difficult to discover great harm in Variata tents of the Confession.

If the text is variant as to form, we are not bound by the form; if it is
variant as to substance, the substance may be an improvement. Yet the
work, (perhaps recalling Weber), terms, (p. 212), a German text taken by
mistake into the Book of Concord, a text with many minor changes of no
tentual value, but also of no injury to the substance, “a vicious copy of a
German manuscript”; and Tschackert’s judgment of 1901, “without authen-
tic value,” “through and through inaccurate” is several times (p. 224, 233)
repeated; whereas Tschackert’s own statement, in 1910, as to this text, is:

The Saxon theologians acted in good faith, and the Mainz copy is
even better indeed than Melanchthon’s German Original Briick; but
compared with the complete and trustworthy, that 1s with the original
that was delivered over with the contemporary signatures of the sign-
ers, the Mainz text nevertheless shows itself faulty in many places."
(p. 621) ...

Since the greatest emphasis was laid on taking the Unaltered
Augsburg Confession into the Book of Concord, they would surely
have been as glad to use a copy of the ‘Original’ for the Latin text, as
they were to secure one for the German text out of the archives at
Mainz; but the imperial archives contained no Latin manuscript of the
Confession, and Latin original copies in the possession of those who
signed were not known at that time. Therefore there was nothing else
to do but to take Melanchthon’s Editio princeps, the quarto edition,
which had been printed in 1530 and had been issued in 1531 at the
same time that the Latin Apology was. This text, then, was accepted
since no better one was known."¢7

As to the Latin text, we have not found, in the work we are discussing, any
statement of the real reason why the Octavo edition of 1531 was used by
Selnecker.
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On the contrary its use is expressly attributed to ignorance, “Proof this,”
says the author, “that the theologians of that period knew very little about
the different editions of the Confession and Apology.”¢8

The Culmination of the Lutheran Confession

The Augsburg Confession was but a beginning. Though in it all other
Protestants had been excluded from participation, and the Evangelical
Church of Luther had given its final answer to the old world-order and to
Rome, the Church of the Augsburg Confession had not yet given any an-
swer to the antithesis in Protestantism itself.

The spirit of protest in and for itself, to be exercised as the rule, and not
as the great exception ; the desire to cast away the authority of the fixed and
the old, even where this spirit, as the arbiter of faith, into religion; and of
restless reform into society, was farther away, if possible, from the aim of
the Lutherans, than was Rome herself. What to do as to the remaining parts
of Protestantism — the Swiss and Strasburgers, the humanists, the sectari-
ans, the English — now became the Confessional problem, from 1530 on.
Unless conservative Protestantism, midway between two extremes, could
give a sufficient and final answer to its own extreme in its own wing, even
as it had given answer to the Roman extreme in the other wing, it would be
ground to powder between the two, and disappear.

It was here that Melanchthon, unable to satisfy his humanistic mind in
the deeper mysteries of the faith, and turned by the success of Protes-
tantism, and by Bucer, farther away from Rome, sought to bridge the chasm
between Luther’s religion of faith alone, and the Highlander’s religion of
faith and reason. Tschackert, in his recent work,® presents a fine picture of
the inner thought of Melanchthon, in which he says:

Melanchthon was a born Greek and came as such to Wittenberg;
but carried away by the fascinating power of the mighty preacher of
the Word of God, he became interested along theological lines. From
Luther he absorbed the Pauline understanding of the Gospel and in
his Loci he brought the anti-Roman propositions of Luther into teach-
able form ... But more and more clearly, as time went on, did
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Melanchthon’s own peculiar nature separate itself alongside of and in
distinction from Luther.

Luther’s fundamental religious trait was that of the boldest reli-
gious supranaturalism: he had experienced faith as a deed of God’s
grace done to him, and in his religious heroism he did not concern
himself with any reflections as to how this fact was possible or by
what means it had been accomplished. But Melanchthon needed an
ethical mediation of the life of faith, and he did not perceive this fully
until after Luther’s conflict with Erasmus... The Classics of the
Greeks had represented the highest pure human wisdom of life in a
knowledge of nature and in the culture of morals to Melanchthon.

... But after the conflict of Luther with Erasmus, Melanchthon
would have been most glad to withdraw himself from theological lec-
tures. Through the instrumentality of Luther he was nevertheless en-
trusted with the theological professorate by the Elector John of Sax-
ony in the year 1526, although he was neither a licentiate nor a doctor
of theology. After that he also belonged to the Theological Faculty
and labored untiringly in this his position for theology and the
Church, and particularly after the death of Luther he accomplished
wonderful things for the theological development of the students at
Wittenberg by means of his touching fidelity to the duty of a teacher.

But despite his holding fast to Luther, he went his own way in sci-
entific theology after the second half of the second decade. First of all
he retired the doctrine of predestination because it appeared to him as
an ‘unentwirrbares Labyrinth der Gewissenunen.’ ... Further he was
ruled by a strongly ethical method of viewing thought... This funda-
mental view led him to synergism in the doctrine of conversion ... it
also led him to the emphasis of the necessity of good works in the
Christian life. Then finally he desired a simplification of the doctrine
in matters of the Lord’s Supper, and a reduction of the same to that
which was necessary for personal faith in salvation with the exclusion
of metaphysical propositions. If these peculiarities of teaching were
to be emphasized in a one-sided way, they could easily become the
foundation of theological differences. To this was added the fact that
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Melanchthon himself after the death of Luther, in the confusions sub-
sequent to the Smalcald War, had more and more to assume the role
of a public leader, not only in theology, but much more in affairs of
the Church.

... In spite of all the personal weaknesses of Melanchthon, it re-
mains his merit that he led the stream of humanism into the bed of
Protestantism, and united science and faith in salvation in innermost
unity... He proved in his own person that religious faith could exist
alongside of the most brilliant culture, while in Italy humanism dete-
riorated into skepticism and atheism.

Nevertheless Melanchthon dare not be set up as a parallel along-
side of Luther. ... So long as Luther lived, Melanchthon strengthened
the Protestant backbone; but after Luther’s death Melanchthon lost all
hold on the public guidance of the Church. In an unfortunate private
letter of the 28th of April, 1548, to Carlowitz, the counsel of the Elec-
tor Maurice of Saxony, the intimidated man confessed that under
Luther he had suffered an ‘almost ignominious captivity’ and gives to
understand that he was obliged to ‘conceal’ his own views. ‘Tuli
etiam antea servitutem paene deformem, cum saepe Lutherus magis
suae naturae, in qua psilomeixia erat non exigua, quam vel personae
suae vel utilitati communi serviret. Et scio, omnibus aetatibus, ut tem-
pestatum incommoda, ita aliqua in gubematione vitia modestis arte
ferenda et dissimulanda esse.... Fortassis natura sum ingeuio
servili.’’% From that time on the cunning receiver of the letter knew
that Melanchthon was wan in his hands."”!

Thus it was that the concealed antithesis between Luther and Melanchthon,
on doctrine now often regarded as not fundamental, led to violent and ex-
treme disruption in the Church after the death of the principals, and that the
conflict should concentrate in the central and typical mystery of the Chris-
tian Faith, the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. “There is not a day nor a
night for the last ten years,” declares Melanchthon, “that I did not meditate
upon the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper.” But the meditation of Melanchthon
was upon a truth that might be held in reason,”? while the meditation of
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Luther was upon a reality” embraced by faith. To Luther the Sacrament is
God’s unchangeable fact.

“Can you think,” he says, “that God is so concerned about what we do
and believe, as on that account to change his institutions?”’74 “The chief
point,” says he, “is the Word and institution of God.” Hence he presents the
Sacrament (Small Catechism, Part 5) not as a mode of truth, nor as a result
gained by argument, but as the great fact of Christianity, to be used as such.
It is this dependence on the fact, which was the strength of Luther and
Lutheranism. “the doctrines of the Lutheran Church cannot be changed,”
says Krauth.7s Is it any wonder that Melanchthon’s changes could not voice
these doctrines?

Tender, conciliatory, peace-loving, hoping to the last, even after the Con-
vention of Worms 1n 1557, for a reconciliation of the various branches of
the Christian Church, Melanchthon’s principle centered in the human side
of Christianity, the unity of the Church, while Luther’s principle centered in
the divine side of Christianity, the reality, even into all mystery, of Christ.

“The Confessional History of the Lutheran Church” treats the years and
the movements between the death of Luther and the adoption of the For-
mula of Concord, with fullness. of the period between the Augsburg and the
Leipzig Interims, the author writes of Melanchthon, “His conduct was all
that could be reasonably expected of him in these perilous times.”7¢

He quotes v. Ranke with approval as follows: “And so much is certain,
that though they yielded and followed, still they did not violate the Evangel-
ical system in its essence” (p. 321). The endorsement of the Augsburg in-
terim was unfortunate chiefly, in the eyes of “the Confessional History” be-
cause it introduced the spirit of schism into the Lutheran Church, which has
haunted it to this day" (p. 323). Flacius “out-Luthered Luther” (p. 324), and
appears as the author of the strife with Major and Osiander (p. 325). In the
Crypto-Calvinistic controversy “neither side maintained the Luther-
Melanchthon doctrine of the Lord’s Supper” (p. 329).

Nearly forty pages are devoted by the author to the doctrine of Predesti-
nation and Free Will.

Luther’s position in the De Servo Arbitrio is characterized as fatalistic or
necessitarian (p. 366), and it is declared (p. 370) that “The Philippists main-
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tained the true Lutheran doctrine of sin, both original and actual; main-
tained the Lutheran doctrine of the universality of the Call, and taught that
when the Will (Voluntas) is excited and assisted by the Holy Spirit through
the Word, it is not absolutely inactive, but assents to or rejects the divine
promise and offer of salvation.”

In discussing the later Christological controversy, Luther’s position is
properly presented —

“And yet Luther ... shows a preference, or at least a great fond-
ness for the human nature of Christ” (p. 373). Melanchthon (p. 374)
“regarded the communicutio idiomatum as a figure of speech””
Melanchthon’s teaching “does not differ in its Christological aspects
from the doctrine of Luther, except that it has no speculative element,
such as Luther introduced in connection with his doctrine of the
Lord’s Supper, and no mystical element, such as Luther often intro-
duced 1n his The Freedom of a Christian Man, and in his House Pos-
tils, though as Luther grew older his sense of the Christ for us more
and more took precedence of his sense of the Christ in us.” (p. 376.)

In coming to a comparison between the teaching of the two recent works on
the Formula of Concord, which have appeared since our own volume was
written, we find that Tschackert defends the Formula, as the crystallization
of a certain consensus, which had gradually formed itself during and after
the doctrinal conflicts, and which expressed the genuine Lutheran doctrine,
in the way of the day, it is true, but in a manner that clarified and gave a de-
cisive directive to Lutheran theology.”

The other volume before us finds, after careful and prolonged examina-
tion, that the Formula of Concord is a partisan writing which was forced
upon the churches, whose “unreconciled antitheses and spirit of contro-
versy” has done no good to the Church, but has been productive of a great
amount of injury.

Tschackert does not regard the Formula as a Symbol of the Church, be-
cause it arose after the death of Luther, and because it is of a theological
rather than of a popular religious character. The other author does not re-
gard it as a Symbol since it was born in a bad way, was acknowledged
chiefly by coercion, and has been the cause of pretty nearly all the trouble
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and harm that has come to the Lutheran Church in Germany and in America
since its own day.

Tschackert concludes that the content and scope of the Formula was de-
termined entirely by the circumstances of the times. Each article is an inde-
pendent little monograph, corresponding to its own independent doctrinal
controversy. “Yet they are not altogether neutral toward each other; they all
arise out of a common soil, the Lutheran scriptural doctrine of justification
with its presuppositions and consequences; on this their inner connection
rests.” “Thus the Formula of Concord wrought in clarifying and further de-
veloping the relation of human freedom to divine grace, in conversion, in
justification, in good works, in the Lord’s Supper, in Christology and Pre-
destination.”

The other author finds in the Formula a useless reviving of controversies
that already had died down of their own accord, an internal weakening and
external dividing of the Church, and the introduction of doctrinal confusion,
rather than the “reestablishment of continuity with genuine Lutheran doc-
trine.”

As to the dialectic method of the Formula, Tschackert explains it as that
of “dogmatic loci, to whose form everyone was accustomed through the
school of Melanchthon.” In this, namely that the hardening of form was not
due to an extreme Lutheranism, he is in agreement with Seeberg, and takes
issue with Kawerau and Loofs. Tschackert says,

“The criticism that the Formula of Concord has changed Luther’s
doctrine of the faith is not applicable. Doubtless it has emphasized
the intellectual element in Luther’s conception of faith in a one-sided
way, and also has, on occasion, called the Gospel a ‘doctrine, which
teaches what man shall believe.” But at the same time and in the same
connection the Formula of Concord has expressly declared that faith
consists ‘only in trust in the Lord Jesus.” (This is in answer to
Moeller-Kawerau, Kirchengeschichte III, 268: ‘This sentence shows
most clearly the change that had come over Luther’s doctrine of
faith.” Loofs goes still further, Dogmengeschichte 927: that through
the Formula of Concord and the Book of Concord the ‘doctrinal tor-
pidness [Erstarrung] of the Reformation thought had come to its cli-
max.’) Neither is the ethical motive in Luther’s conception of faith at

83



As to

As to

all wanting in the Formula of Concord. We can surely point to the
fact that the Augsburg Confession itself in its seventh article says that
the unity of the Church is conditioned by the ‘doctrina evangelii’ to-
gether with the scriptural administration of the sacraments.”

the doctrinal effect of the Formula, Tschackert says,

“The Formula of Concord restored a unity of doctrine in the ma-
jority of Lutheran countries; it pushed Philippism to a side and distin-
guished itself from Calvinism. The extremes of the Gnesio-Lutherans
were decidedly rejected, but on the whole none of the opponents was
mentioned by name in order that no personalities might creep into the
work of union. That the composers over-valued the importance of
their work and gave to it the significance of a rule of doctrine for the
future is to be regretted: but this view of their own work exercised no
influence upon the formation of the Formula of Concord. Therefore
this judgment as to itself, which at, any rate comes to light only inci-
dentally, can be left out of consideration when we are dealing with a
valuation of the content. Thus the whole presents itself as a carefully
thought out and sharply distinct thought-structure which has given
decisive directives to the Lutheran theology.””

the ecclesiastical effect Tschackert says:

“The authoritative character of the Book of Concord brought it
about that the churches of those countries that governed themselves
by it, felt themselves as the ‘Lutheran Church’ ... In the Formula of
Concord the churches of the Augsburg Confession are still called ‘ec-
clesiae reformatae.” But since in foreign lands, in France, Holland
and England the evangelicals there called themselves ‘Reformed,’
and since the Philippists, who in Germany annexed themselves to
Calvinism after the introduction of the Book of Concord, took the
characterization ‘Reformiert’ for their Particular Church, the adher-
ents of the Book of Concord at the same time distinguished them-
selves from these as the ‘Lutheran Church.”” 8

The manner of introducing the Formula, Tschackert explains as follows:
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The introduction of the Book of Concord as the rule of doctrine,
was on act of the ecclesiastical authority in each of the estates which
since Luther’s appeal ‘to the Christian Nobility’ had gradually devel-
oped itself of its own accord in the realm of Protestantism."$!

As to the range of the acceptance of the Formula, Tschackert says,

“All the Corpora doctrinae mentioned up to this point possessed a
significance only for the local state churches, but almost all of them
lost even this of themselves, when a Confessional book of almost uni-
versal acceptance came into being in the sphere of Lutheranism (in
Bereich des Luthertums ein nahezu allgemein giltiges Bekenntnis-
buch), the Book of Concord of the year 1580. After the Formula of
Concord had been completed and recognized by numerous evangeli-
cal estates, the plan is resolved on in Electoral Saxony now to set up a
unifying Corpus doctrinae for all adherents to the same.”s?

As to the Churches that failed to sign the Formula, Tschackert expresses the
following judgment:

“Those who did not sign the Formula by no means refused for
dogmatic reasons. On the other hand their reasons were chiefly politi-
cal or local or personal, and if King Frederick by his decree of July
24th, 1580 forbade the publication of the Formula of Concord in the
Lutheran churches of Sweden and Denmark on penalty of death, this
was purely for political reasons. Although later still some dissenting
state churches accepted the Formula of Concord, it has nevertheless
never formally been the confession of the whole of Lutheranism
(Kolde, Introduction, LXXIII. 3

There are two points in which Tschackert does not agree with us in his esti-
mate of the Formula of Concord. In the first place he sets it down as “only
an Order of Doctrine” but admits, in this connection, that according to the
thinking of the second half of the Sixteenth century, it was the “pure doc-
trine” which conditioned “the existence of the churches themselves.”

He says, “It is this pure doctrine which establishes the whole and stable
existence of the religion, worship, and thought of the Church; faith, wor-
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ship, good works, the relation to the state, everything receives its direction
through the pure doctrine.” But for our modern day he accepts the canon,
“The more theology a Confession contains, the less proper is it for a Con-
fession of the congregation,” and cites the Apostles’ Creed as an incompa-
rable Confession for the congregation because it contains no theology at all,
but only faith in the divine plan of salvation. He admits that his modern
canon “was not yet needed for the second generation of the Reformation
theologians and their Christian state authorities.”*

The second point of difference in Tschackert is his view that the Formula
of Concord develops the doctrine of the two natures of Christ on the teach-
ing of the Council of Chalcedon, and that the Formula of Concord has
based its teaching on the philosophical doctrine of the ubiquity of the Per-
son of Christ. Thus he says,’s “Luther’s theory of the Ubiquitas corporis
Christi has not been carried over into our Symbols; it was only taken up
later by the Formula of Concord under the stimulus of the renewed contro-
versies concerning the Lord’s Supper.”

Yet in making these two criticisms of the Formula, Tschackert at the
same time offers most substantial concessions to the strength of the teach-
ing of the Formula. As differentiating the teaching of the Formula from the
doctrine of the two natures of the Council of Chalcedon, Tschackert de-
clares that the Formula “continues to develop it to a definite doctrine of the
Unio personalis and the real and total Communicatio idiomatum.” He says
definitely, “The unity of both natures dare not be thought of in the manner
of the Nestorian and the Antiochian theologians as purely external... On the
other hand both natures enter into such a unity with each other that they
constitute a single and unique person. Thus both natures enter into the in-
nermost conceivable communion with each other.”’s¢ Again he says, “The
Formula of Concord describes the transfer of the divine attributes to the hu-
man nature of the Godman in incomparable terms.”’7

The true fact is that Luther drew his doctrine of the Person of Christ di-
rectly from the Scripture. It was the reality in Scripture which became the
reality in his teaching. It was Christ Himself in His Word, whom the re-
formers knew thoroughly. Out of their experience of Christ, they taught the
doctrine of the Person of Christ. Tschackert himself tells us that it is wrong
to suppose that the Lutheran Christology was developed for the purpose of
supporting the Lutheran theory of the Lord’s Supper. From the beginning,
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the doctrine of the Person of Christ, according to Tschackert, was purely re-
ligious®® and not theological. It was a religious experience, effected by
God’s Word. The theological explanation of the doctrine came after the ex-
perience of the reality, and did not precede it. Whatever was used from the
old church doctrine was not creative of the nature and personality of Christ
as an idea, but was the building out of an already well known fact of experi-
ence, and whatever was added from the still wider periphery of philosophy,
was regarded as illustrative and not as the foundation of the reality.

It 1s for this reason, among others, that we object so strenuously to char-
acterizing the teaching of Luther and the Formula on the Person of Christ in
the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper as a philosophical doctrine, rather than as
a revealed fact in the Word of God. And for this reason too the philosophic
term “‘ubiquity” does not describe the real content and essence of the For-
mula’s teaching.?? Tschackert himself feels this, and therefore says (p. 557),
“In the ultimate analysis we find it to be a religious interest which causes
the theory of ubiquity to be set up; this is true of the Formula of Concord
the same as of Luther.” And then, by way of apology and defense he goes
on to say that “a formula free from objections has not been found either for
this theory or for the whole communicatio idiomata.” It is therefore so true
that the doctrine of Christ, drawn directly from the Scripture, is the funda-
mental teaching in the Formula. The Godman is the Mediator of salvation
according to His whole person, not only in the history of salvation, so far as
it pertains to the past, but also for the present and for the whole future.

Although Luther knew Biel and Peter D’Ailly almost by heart and the
nominalistic point of view made it easy for him to regard Christianity as a
historical fact rather than a philosophical system, and although D’Ailly’s
doubt as to the doctrine of transubstantiation was the starting point of
Luther’s own doubt, yet it cannot be said that philosophy or anything else
than Scripture controlled Luther’s thinking. Melanchthon had studied the
Nominalists just as thoroughly as Luther, yet Luther’s development, in spite
of the similarity of the Nominalist influence upon both, is different from
Melanchthon’s.%

Turning to “The Confessional History,”! we find the following formal
statement on the Book of Concord:
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After careful and prolonged examination of by far the larger part
of the official and other trustworthy literature in connection with the
the author of “The Confessional History”" holds "the following
propositions to be historically incontrovertible:

1. The Formula of Concord was forced upon the churches,"? etc.

2. The chief objections raised against the Formula of Concord were
the hypothesis of ubiquity, and the uses made of that hypothesis
as a basis of the doctrine of the real bodily presence,"? etc.

3. The great majority of the Lutheran churches which rejected the
Formula of Concord vindicated their Lutheran character by ap-
pealing to the older Lutheran Confessions."%

4. The Formula of Concord was the cause of the most bitter contro-
versies, dissensions and alienations."?

And now, in the presence of these propositions, which can be es-
tablished, and must be established, by every historian who searches
and writes in the interest of historical science, and not for the purpose
of supporting a prepossession, the question naturally arises, Did the
Formula of Concord do more harm than good? ... The question is one
for historical solution by the use of all the facts involved... The his-
tory itself”® must constitute the basis of judgment... ." (pp. 515, 516.)

“Taking all those things into account, we believe that the impartial
verdict of history will be that the Formula of Concord has done more
harm than it has done good... At no time has it been an instrument of
concord for the entire Lutheran Church. its unreconciled antitheses ...
and the spirit of controversy and condemiiation which it breathes...
and which it has communicated to so many of its adherents, has
helped to make the Lutheran Church the most controversial of all the
Protestant communions.”

Since “The Confessional History™ rises far above the field of polemics into
an atmosphere of equanimity and concord, and is purified from all tinge of
the controversial temper, and since its aim 1s the grand work of pacification
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in the Church, we must give it the credit of this attainment without having
been influenced thereunto by the Book of Concord. It cannot be accused of
devotion either to the positiva or the negativa in the Formula. It sacrifices
no section of its space to the praises of the Formula, although there is a
chapter on its censures (The Censures of the Torgau Book); and the Sources
for these censures are, among others?” such admirers of our Church as Hos-
pinian and Heppe.

“The Confessional History” opens its discussion of modern Confessional
issues with a eulogy of Schleiermacher, and of Claus Harms; with a defense
of the Prussian Union; with a brief description of the Confessional move-
ment in Germany.

Under Rudelbach, Guericke, Ko6llner, Sartorius, Richter and Harless. The
description is good except that the contention of the anti-symbolists that
“the Symbolical Books go beyond the doctrine of the Scripture and in many
points pass it by,” is quoted, and unquestioned.”® “It does not appear that
any one wished to abolish the Symbolical Books entirely, for even a Paulus
of Jena had subscribed the Symbolical Books,” etc.? The activity of Stahl,
Kliefoth, Philippi, Thomasius, Kahnis, von Hofmann, Schmid, Luthard,
Frank and Zockler is suggested as being the Romanticizing of Lutheranism.
In the discussion of the modem German formulae of subscription, it quotes
approvingly the essay of Braun (1875), in which the following occurs: “The
Formula of Concord is scarcely any longer to be named a Confession, yea,
it itself expressly declares that it is not intended to be a Confession”; and
the following: “The narrow-hearted letter-slaves of the Symbols think that
they advance the interest of the Church by their conduct. They do not see
that in that way they only split the Church into fragments... But there will
be symbol-slaves so long as there is a Church and a Confession, for the ten-
dency in that direction lies deep in human nature. Hence we must bear this
evil as we have to bear a thousand others,” etc.

In describing the Confessional subscription of Denmark, the act of Fred-
erick II is quoted with apparent approval, but hardly the formula of sub-
scription of 1870 which speaks of “the Symbolical Books of our Danish
Evangelical Lutheran Church.” As to present-day Norway, the author seems
to commend the clergymen who in 1908 “advocated the shelving of the
Nicene and Athanasian Symbols,” and says, “A country where such an ad-
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vocation is respectfully listened to, will, of course hold its own against any
possible, but improbable, attempt to foist the Book of Concord upon it.””1%0

As for the attitude of Sweden to the Book of Concord we refer to
Prof. Forsander’s discussion of the adoption of the Book of Concord in
Sweden. 10!

We are nonplussed by the chapter in The Confessional History on the
Confessions in America. Many facts are given, intermingled with state-
ments that are true in a sense as statements, but not true in the impression
which they convey. We wonder whether the author understood, or whether
he consciously minimized the significance of the “Amsterdam Church Or-
der”? Muhlenberg is declared not to be a “confessionalist,” a charge which
the Patriarch refuted in his own life time. The Ministerium of Pennsylvania
is termed “a Philadelphia organization,” and it is said of it “neither did it
formally declare its relations to the Confessions of the Lutheran Church.”
But the most glaring misrepresentation is to be found!® in this text-book’s
interpretation of the Fundamental Principles of the general body of which
the Ministerium is a part. The author says that this body is bound:

to the very words of the Symbols, and makes no distinction be-
tween their form and their substance, and virtually it places them on a
level of authority with the Holy Scriptures, since it declares ‘that the
Unaltered Augsburg Confession, in its original sense, is throughout in
conformity with the pure truth of which God’s Word is the only rule’;
for if it be throughout in conformity with the pure truth of God’s
Word, then it must have the same authority as God’s Word, for things
that are throughout in conformity with each other must have the same
value and authority."

This is a rigid enforcement of the letter of scholastic logic, the like of which
we do not recall in the Formula of Concord, or even in the decrees of the
Council of Trent.

Its fallacy is as apparent as its rigidity. That which conforms to an origi-
nal, by this very fact is secondary, and not primary. It does not usually pos-
sess either the creative vitality or the authority of the original, to which it
conforms. If the original were not of a higher type than it is, there would be
no virtue in its conforming to the original as a standard. If we suppose that
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the will of a spiritual man conforms itself throughout to the will of the Lord,
we do not therefore say. that the human will, which conforms, “must have
the same value and authority,” as the Divine will, to which it conforms.

Moreover, the premises quoted are falsified. They are correctly quoted a
little earlier!® thus, “We accept and acknowledge the doctrines of the Unal-
tered Augsburg Confession in its original sense as throughout in conformity
with the pure truth.” But this author, after stating that these words point to
the very letter of the Symbol and make no distinction between form and
substance, in his proof of his assertion, omits the vital word doctrines, and
conveys the impression that not only the doctrines but ‘the very words,” and
the outer historical form of the Augsburg Confession, are binding on this
general body to the full extent to which those who hold to the doctrine of
the verbal inspiration of Scripture find the latter binding upon themselves.

Are not students to be pitied who must form their conception of the con-
servative Lutheran Church on the basis of a history which omits or alters
the crucial word in a symbolical statement of an adversary? Can it be that
young men are being seriously taught that a large body of Lutherans in this
land is pledged and bound down, not only to the infallibility of the Confes-
sions, — that it is impossible for them to err; but also to their verbal inspira-
tion?

Perhaps, on the whole, the most remarkable fact in The Confessional
History is its laying the responsibility of doctrinal controversy, dissension
and difference in the Lutheran Church of America at the door of the For-
mula of Concord.

This statement is found in the chapter on Subscription to the Formula of
Concord on p. 507. It runs as follows: “Certain it is that the doctrinal con-
troversies that have distracted and separate the Lutherans in America have
sprung out of the Formula of Concord. ...” So that the Augsburg Confes-
sion, the Definite Platform, the influence of Presbyterianism, Methodism,
and of the Reformed Church, the writings of Dr. S. S. Schmucker, the doc-
trine of Predestination, the doctrine of the Ministry as held by Walther,
Grabau, and Lohe, and other theological questions outside the Formula,
have had nothing to do with the controversies in American Lutheranism;
but rather all differences have sprung out of the Formula of Concord.
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The conclusion of “The Confessional History,” without any general out-
look, or any suggestion of hope, or any proposal for the future, is dispirit-
ing. We are not told whether “the Augsburg Confession (Altered),” or any
document substituted for it in the days of the nineteenth century, has been
“an instrument of concord in the Lutheran Church in America,” but we are
informed that the Book of Concord has not been such an instrument,!*4 al-
though one of the general bodies that accepts it “has been very pacific, and
tries to act as a peacemaker between other Lutheran Synods that have not
yet come to see eye to eye” (p. 623). Beyond the critical picture of harm
and ruin, and this single synodical attempt to stay the same, no constructive
ideal has been set up toward which the Church of the future may hopefully
look forward.

And how can there ever be any hope for Lutheranism, with its doctrine
of the Word, if its Confessions are but a clog about its neck? He is not a
Lutheran who regards the innermost mystery of God’s Word as a clog. We
subordinate the light of reason and the law of science to God’s Word. God’s
Word is the only law of Christian truth.105 He who abides completely within
God’s Word, ‘“‘shall know the truth, and the truth shall make him free.”106
Confessions of Faith and Love are a clog only to him who doubts, or who
does not heartily love. Men are incapable of joyous Confession who do not
unreservedly love and believe.

There is hope for the Lutheran Church in the future in this land, not be-
cause of any present outlook, or because the Lutheran Church seems to
have a peculiar mission in this country, or because other denominations
have much to learn from her, but because the principle within and beneath
her, is the principle of the Person and Redemption of Christ her Lord, re-
vealed in the Scripture and witnessed unto in her Confession, before all the
world, in contrast to errors ancient and modern, in every age.

1.  “at the dawn of modern history”.<

2. The Augsburg Confession begins as follows: “Most Invincible Em-
peror, Caesar Augustus, most Clement Lord: Inasmuch as Your Impe-
rial Majesty has summoned a Diet of the Empire here at Augsburg...
and inasmuch as we, the undersigned Electors and Princes, with others
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joined with us, have been called to the aforesaid Diet, the same as the
other Electors, Princes and Estates, in obedient compliance with the
Imperial mandate we have come to Augsburg.” ...

Weber had the original Call of Charles V.. written at Bologna,
Jan. 26th, 1530, in his hands, when writing his book in 1783.¢°

But comp. Luther, 15.3." in his letter of warning to the Franck-
furters: “Es ist nun fiir alio Avelt kommeu die herrliche Confession
und Apologia, so flir Kays. Mait. zu Augspurg von vielen der hbhesten
Stande des R. Reichs frcy bekant und erhalten, darinn auch die Papis-
ten, ob sie uns wol iibcr alle massen gefiithrliehe Siinden. dennoeh
keinen Sohwermer-Articul uns konnen Schuldgeben. Wir haben nicht
Mum Mum gesagt. und unter den Hutlein gespielet, sondern da stehet
unser helle, diirr, frey Wort ohn alles tunekein und mausen.” — Luther
in Warnungs-Schrift an die zu Franekfurt am Mayn, 1533. Tom VI
Jen. Germ. p. 113. Carpzov. Isag. p. 99.¢

Cp. Statement in The Lutheran, March 12. 1908. p. 419, “The spec-
ification of the word ‘Unaltered’ or ‘Invariata’ is a mere quibble.”«

Creeds of Christendom, p. 4.

“It is an astonishing phenomenon in a Church calling itself Evan-
gelical Lutheran, that there should be so much liberty allowed where
the New Testament allows none, — we mean in Articles of Faith, and
so little where the New Testament allows all liberty, we mean in things
indifferent.”— C. P. Krauth, Spaeth’s Life of Krauth, II, p. 19.¢<

“The Confessional Subscription,” The Lutheran, March 5, 1908,
p. 403: and Feb. 20, 1908, p. 301, and “Confessional Subscription,”
Lutheran World, March 24, 1908.<

The distinction between “Articles of Faith” and ordinary statements
of fact, in a Confession, is historical in our Church, and was elaborated
in America, in an article on “Symbolic Theology” by C. F. Schaeffer
(Evangelical Review, April, 1850, pp. 457-483). Among other things
Prof. Schaefter says:

"If our symbolical books were set forth in the form of the three an-
cient symbols, presenting barely a rigid doctrinal text, and nothing
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else, we would, on assuming the whole as our creed, assume also all
the details. But they present a wide range of subjects, communicate
doctrinal truth, interpret Scripture passages, quote ancient authors, in-
troduce controversial discussions, relate historical events, refer largely
to persons and things whose importance diminishes in the course of
time, until it fades entirely away, and are as miscellaneous in their
character as various books of the Bible. The latter, Paul’s Epistles for
instance, by no means intend to be simply creeds, in the technical
sense of the word, but also design to notice passing events as well as to
teach eternal truth, and we interpret the symbolical books precisely as
we interpret the Bible itself. It is a canon universally recognized by all
sound interpreters, that the principles of interpretation are common to
the Scriptures and to uninspired compositions, and hence the same
general rules are applicable to the symbolical books which guide the
expounder of the Bible. We regard the Scriptures as our sole rule of
faith and practice, but not as a textbook for scientific lectures, nor as a
volume of the ‘Universal History.” Thus, too, we regard the symbolical
books as the expression of our faith, but not as our Commentary on the
Scriptures. If Paul quotes a harsh but well-deserved description of the
Cretians by the poet Epimenides, whom he calls a ‘prophet,” (Titus
1:12), and if Peter (2 Peter 2:22) is equally plain in his strictures on the
unfaithful, the force of their language does not detract from its truth.
The ‘cloak, books and parchments’ of St. Paul, and ‘Alexander the
coppersmith,” (2 Tim. 4:13. 14) may be mentioned in an apostolic let-
ter as really existing, without assuming the rank of articles of faith.
The oration of Tertullus is introduced into a canonical book (Acts
ch. 24) without securing our approbation of its denunciations of
St. Paul: the discourse even of Gamaliel, a ‘doctor of the law had in
reputation,’ (Acts, ch. 5) is characterized only by good sense but not
by inspiration: and, in this manner, large portions of the contents of the
Scriptures are separated from the creed of every sincere Christian, as
they were not intended by the sacred writers to constitute articles of
faith, but were necessarily introduced in writings, which, besides con-
veying doctrinal truth, and precepts of morality, were designed to refer
to persons and things of a local and temporary character.«

Prof. Schodde.«
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

Spaeth. Life of Krauth, p. 101.<°

Ibid p. 43.<

pp. 225-256. Extract on pp. 231-237.¢

Mann. Lutheranism in America. 1857. p. 76.«
V. Tschackert, pp. 378, 379.«<

Compare G. Rietschel. Luther und die Ordination. 2 Auf. 1889 —
W. Kohler, Reformation unk Ketzerprozess 1901. — P. Drews, Die Or-
dination, Profung und Lehrverpfichtung der Ordinanden in Wittenberg
1535. Glessen 1904.<

Walch, XVII, p. 1477.«
Ibid p. 2446.«<

The Confessional History says (p. 22), — The Schwabach Articles
are utterly incompatible with the frame of mind which both Luther and
Melanchthon brought with them from Marburg, unless we are willing
to conclude that both are double-faced." Yet on October 4th Luther
wrote to his wife. “We do not want the ‘brethren and members’ busi-
ness:”” and on October 12th he wrote to Agricola, “They requested
that we should at least regard them as brethren: but it was not possible
to consent to it. Nevertheless we did extend to them the hand of peace
and love, that now bitter writings and words may cease, and every one
may hold his faith without hostile assaults, yet not without defense and
confutation. Thus we parted.” Melanchthon in a postscript to the same

letter calls the whole matter a farce.

There was nothing in the psychological temper of these men in
those October days to prevent them from honestly composing the
Schwabach Articles.«

V. T. E. Schmauk in Lutheran Church Review, XXVIII, p. 278, Is
there any New Light Concerning the Schwabach Articles?<

The “Articles of the Elector of Saxony touching the faith,” prepared
by Luther at the Elector’s request, and laid before the Assembly of the
States at Schwabach." — Krauth, Chronicle of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, p. 12. “The Confessional History,” p. 29, quotes Luther’s Preface
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22.

written against the Hans Bern edition, as follows: “It is true that I
helped to compose such articles, for they were not composed by me
alone.” “The Confessional History” quotes from the declaration at
Schmalkald. Dec. 1529, that “the articles of faith were very carefully
considered, and were composed with the wise counsel of learned and
unlearned counselors.” and concludes from this, “Hence there can be
no doubt that the hand of Melanchthon was quite as active in compos-
ing those articles as was the hand of Luther.” Vid. also “The Confes-
sional History” pp. 9, 21, 61-62, 68: but “The Confessional History’s”
conclusions as to these Articles are overdrawn. The Elector himself
had part in them. Vid. also Kolde. Augsburg Konfession . p. 119 ftf..
and v. Schubert, Beitrage zur Geschichte dre evang. Bekenntnis u.
Bundnisbildung, 1529-1530: Zeit. Kirch. Gesch. XXIX, 3 (1908), and
f : Tschackert. Die Enfstehung der luth. u. d. reformierten Kirchen-
lehre. 1910. p. 281. simply says. “The 17 Schwabach Articles contain
the chief articles of Lutheran doctrine cut clear and sharp.”

For Luther’s copy of the Schwabach Articlps 1. Erl. 24. 3.34 sq. For
Ulm Ms. V. Weber I, Appendix. For Strasburg copy v. Kolde, Augsh.
Konf. II. Beilage.«

“At the court of the Elector much was expected of this Diet, for it
was considered to be a substitute for the Council hitherto wished for in
vain. Therefore the Elector ordered the Wittenberg theologians to con-
sult regarding all articles of controversy. ... At the close of the Torgau
Articles, it i1s referred to the Elector, that if any one still desires to
know what is taught in his land, there are also articles of doctrine
which he could deliver. As such articles of doctrine the Schwabach ar-
ticles were extant. So the Elector already had two valuable prefatory
labors that could be wrought out further according to need.” —
Tschackert. Die Fntstehiino tier hitherlsrheii uinl tier reforwierten
Kirchenlelrte, p. 282.¢°

F. Briick’s Letter to the Elector, on this important subject. Briick
said, “Inasmuch as the Imperial Rescript provides that the opinion and
view of each one is to be heard, it would be a good thing for us to
bring together systematically, in writing, the views maintained by our
party, and to fortify them out of Holy Writ, so as to present them in
writing, in case the preachers should not he admitted to participation in
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

the transactions. This will facilitate business, and it will serve to re-
move misunderstanding to have such views and opinions presented.”
— F6br stem ami, 1. p, 39.«

“The Confessional History” is not correct in emphasizing, above
all, the fact that “the Saxon Court at Torgau was fully possessed by the
thought, desire and purpose of reconciliation with the Church.” and
that this “explains the conduct and the concessions of the entire elec-
toral party in the negotiations subsequently made at Augsburg for the
complete restoration of concord and unity.” All this was only true of
the period before the month of June, and true only upon the basal con-
dition laid down by the Emperor himself that both sides would be
fairly heard, and a right and just result would be arrived at. The theory
of “The Confessional History” is disproved by the Elector’s sturdy and
continued refusal, at the very start, to give up preaching in Augsburg,
and by all his action prior to the opening of and during the Diet.«

April 3. “Melanchthon begins to write the heads of doctrine to be
presented at the Diet.” — Krauth. Chronicle of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, p. 14.«

For reasons why Luther was left at Coburg, cp. “The Confessional
History” pp. 37-39, in which the facts are well given, although the con-
clusion may not be entirely justifiable.<

The Safe-conduct says, “But we make an exception, if His Electoral
Grace should have with him and bring hither any one who has broken
the peace of His Imperial Majesty and of the Holy Empire, and be-
come liable to penalty and punishment: to such an one we have no
power to grant a safe-conduct.” Miiller. p. 454. Forstemann, I, pp. 160,
161, No. 61.«

“Here it was immediately learned that the Bavarian Dukes had
commissioned the theological faculty at Ingolstadt to gather together
all the heresies of Luther and to show how they might bf refuted most
effectively. Then came Eck’s theses dedicaled to the Emperor and the
realm.” Tschackert. p. 283.¢

On May 12th already. Campeggius sent a Dispatch from Innsbriick
to Rome, still preserved, which is translated by the author of “The

97



29.

30.

31.
32.

Confessional History” as follows: “The Elector of Saxony has sent to
the Emperor at Innsbriick a Declaration of his Faith, which, so far as |
can learn, is entirely catholic at the beginning, but full of poison at the
end.” v. Brieger, Kirchenfiesehiehi’liche Fitiidien fiir Jfeiiier. 1SS7.
p. 312. For an English translation of the Confession Sent to the Em-
peror, made from a copy secured by the author of “The Confessional
History.” in 1900, from the secret archives of the Pope, and the copy
itself, v. Lutheran Quarterly, July, 1901.<

Forstemann, Urkundenbuch, 1. 68-84. Krauth, writing long prior to
the discovery of the earliest known draft of the Confession by Kolde,
maintains strenuously, in the interest of a completed Confession sent to
Luther on May 11th, that the exordium was not a mere preface, but
probably a summary of doctrine. Chronology of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, pp 17-19, 21. The Conservative Reformation, pp. 222, 223. See
also the ‘Preface’ itself in this volumen, pp. 251-259. See the Confes-
sional History, pp. 50-53. The Confessional History, p. 73, says: "The
discovery of the ‘long and rhetorical Preface’ has put to flight forever
the figment that the ‘Articles of Faith" constitute the Preface of which
Melanchthon writes to Luther on the fourth of May," to which we may
add that the discovery has also ’put to flight forever the figment’ that
the chief credit for the success of the Augsburg Confession as a states-
manlike document inheres in Melanchthon. It has shown why
Melanchthon’s long and elaborate effort had to be altogether dis-
carded.«

Tschackert expresses his views as follows: “Melanchthon would in-
deed have wished that Luther had made a more thorough examination
of the articles of faith (Vellem percurrisses, Tschaekert, p. 28.3). What
Luther sent to
Melanchthon was doubtless the whole Augsburg Confession, as far as
it was then complete, and probably both texts, the German and the
Latin.”«

Strobel Miscellan. 11 p. 22.¢

On the following day. May 17th, Kress was told by Briick that the
Elector “thought he had been first of all ready with his Counsel con-
cerning this Article” (of the faith), “and that consequently the same
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(Counsel) had been put into writing in German and Latin, yet that it
had not yet been finally closed, and had been sent to Doctor Luther to
examine, and that it was expected that it would be back from him to-
morrow or the day after (May 17 or 18), and he (the Chancellor) did
not doubt that when the aforesaid proposition (the Counsel) came, a
copy of it would be given to us if we requested it.” Corp. Ref. 2.
No. 690.

The same day the Nuremberg delegates wrote again to Nuremberg.
“His Electoral Grace would abide by the answer of the Chancellor of
the previous evening, to wit: that as soon as the Counsel (Rathschlag)
came back from Luther it should be furnished to us.” In the same letter
they mention that at the mandate of the Elector they then entered in the
Counsel of the Nuremberg preachers.

By May 20th Melanchthon had examined it, and told the Nurem-
bergers that it was almost the same in meaning as the electoral Confes-
sion, but that the latter was milder.«

The position taken by Krauth, viz., that there were three separate
sendings of the Augsburg Confession by Melanchthon to Luther, the
first on May 11th, the second on May 22nd, and the third before it was
delivered (between June 8th and 25th;, has become historic in Amer-
ica. (Conservative Reformation, pp. 227-241). This position was taken
in 1871. Unfortunately in “The Conservative Reformation” on p. 234,
Luther’s letter of July 3rd to Melanchthon in which he says, “I yester-
day re-read your Apology entire, with care, and it pleases me exceed-
ingly,” 1s printed as being of date of June 3rd, through a slip of the pen
or a typographical error.

In 1877. Dr. Conrad (“First Diet,” p. 200) in an essay at the First
Free Lutheran Diet in America, said that the Confession was sent to
Luther “between the 22nd of May and the 2nd of June”. This statement
was based on the typographical error in the Conservative Reformation,
and its correctness was called into question on the floor of the Diet.
Dr. J. A. Brown (“First Diet.” p. 237) challenged proof of the fact.
Dr. Krauth, in a note, added in answer to Dr. Brown’s challenge, in the
printed discussions of the Diet, defends the essential statement of the
Conservative Reformation, namely, that the Augsburg Confession
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“was sent as nearly as possible in its complete shape to Luther for a
third time, before it was delivered, and was approved by him in what
may probably be called its final form.” (“First Diet,” pp. 238-242).

The next year (August 1878), Dr. Krauth published “A Chronicle of
the Augsburg Confession” (Philadelphia. J. Frederick Smith, Publisher,
1878), which he designed to be “supplementary, in some sense, to the
Conservative Reformation”, and to the Essays and Debates of the
"First Lutheran Diet®, Philadelphia, 1877.” Both in the Conservative
Reformation, and in this Chronicle (pp. 2-31, 73-70), Dr. Krauth
presents an exhaustive argument to show that Luther received
Melanchthon’s letter of May 22d, and that all contemporary and later
historians regard this fact as proof that Luther received the Confession
a second time on May 22d.

In support of Melanchthon’s third sending of the Confession to
Luther, prior to its delivery. Dr. Krauth quotes and analyzes
Melanchthon’s own description of the writing of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, made just prior to Melanchthon’s death (Chronicle of the Augs-
burg Confession, pp. 54-61, 83-92); while Dr. Jacobs, in a separate es-
say entitled “A Question of Latinity”, analyzes the meaning of the dis-
puted phrases in Melanchthon’s letter. This work reveals the intimate
and minute acquaintance of Dr. Krauth with the formative stages of the
Augsburg Confession. He thoroughly appreciated the fact that up to
the second week 1n June, the Confession was a Saxon document, and
he has examined every scrap of available evidence, in a masterly man-
ner. But he never saw the draft of the Confession discovered by Kolde,
which throws so much light on the nature of the “exordium” and on
other important points.<

The Nuremberg Legates write, “The Chancellor of the Elector of
Saxony told us that the Counselors and the learned men were holding
daily sittings on their Counsel in matters of faith, to make changes in
it, and improve it, to the intent that they might put it and present it in
such form, that it could not well be passed by: so that a hearing of the
matter must be accorded, when they shall be ready with the Counsel.
We shall apply again, that we may send it to you.”«
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36.

37.

38.

39.
40.
41.

42.
43.
44.

45.

On June 3rd the Nuremberg delegates received the Preface and sent
the Confession home with the remark, “An article or two are lacking at
the end. together with the Conclusion, at which the Saxon theologians
are still working.”«

About this time Luther had received intelligence from Nuremberg
“that the Emperor is not coming to the Diet at all. and that the whole
thing will prove a failure.” On the 5th he wrote to Linke. “I am sorry to
hear that there are doubts about the Diet,” and gives as the reason why
he does not want so many visitors at Coburg that “it would offend the
Prince.”«

See also letter of the Nuremberg delegates to the Nuremberg Sen-
ate. C. R. II, p. 715.«

Krauth know of the interview between Melanchthon and Valdes.
but clearly regards the initiative as having been taken by the Roman
Secretary, and obviously does not regard the proposition as a substitute
for the Confession. After quoting what the Nuremberg legates wrote
home on June 2 1st, he says, “It Is evident that the point involved in
the conference between Valdesius and Melanchthon was that of the
abuses to be corrected, and not the question of doctrine.” Chronicle of
the Augsburg Confession, pp. 44, 45. Krauth’s high estimate of
Melanchthon and his loyalty to Philip are shown here. But comp.
Kolde. Tschackert and other recent writers. “The Confessional His-
tory” leaves this point an open question.<

C.R.IL.p. 171.«
Ibid II, p. 168.¢<
v. The Confessional Principle, footnote on p. 488.
o
CR.1I, p. 266.«
e Entstehung der luth. u. der Ref. Kirchenlehre, 1910, p. 288.«
Kolde. v. Footnote 21. p. 529, of the present volume, takes a less

strict view — T. E. S.«

p. 69.¢
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46.

47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.

But there is abundant room for varying opinions, on such a subject,
depending on the point of view from which a writer approaches the
problem, and we do not believe that the cause of objective historical
truth is furthered by allusions to “some dogmaticians, or those who
have reflected the dogmatic temper, or those who have borrowed the
Flacianist calumniations, or those who have superficially examined the
facts”; nor by the endorsement of Weber’s sarcastic disparagement of
“the 1llustrious man of God. Herr Luther,” and of “the Bergic Form of
Concord”; nor by the endorsement of Planck’s “independence of judg-
ment” and authoritativeness in opinion: nor by the one-sided rhetoric
of The Confessional History’s own summation: “It became the fashion
in places to disparage Melanchthon in the Church which he had helped
to create, and to name Luther the author of the matter and the doctrine
of the Augsburg Confession, and to call Melanchthon the author of its
form, of its rhetoric, of its style. That is, the profound scholar, the ac-
complished writer, the learned theologian, the trusted counselor of
Princes did the work of an amanuensis at Augsburg! The Proton Pseu-
dos once started, it suited the taste and temper of a dogmatic age to
keep it moving, though there have always been those who had the
manly courage to protest against the great injustice.” — The Confes-
sional History, pp. 69-73.¢

Die Entstehung der lutherischen und der reformierten Kirchenlehre.
p. 286.¢

p. 274.¢
p.275.¢

p. 304.«
C.R.1IL p. 146.«
Ibid II. p. 334.«

Cp. O. Winkelmann, Der Schmalkaldische Bund, etc., Strassburg,
1892, p. 197. p. 304 ff. «

The changes in the later editions of the Apology are not of the char-
acter of a change in the teaching to the same extent as they are in the
Augustana. Cp. Tschackert, p. 296.«
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55.
56.

57.

58.
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.

IL, p. 387.¢

However Cp. Footnote 17. p. 527, and Footnote 20, p. 528. for
Kolde’s opinion on this point. (the italics in the text are ours.)«

“Nichts wider deren Inhalt und substanz auoh der concordy endern.
allein das babstum heniss zu strichen, des vormals uflf dem richsdog
dor key. Mt. zu undortbenigem gefallen und uss ursachen under-
lossen.” — Report of the Strassburg Theologians, Analecta Lutherana,
p. 293.«

Tschackert. p. 300.¢

“He has prefixed a long preface to the manuscript and has enlarged
the text itself at various places, but without altering the real content
and tenor of the whole. He did the same in the edition of 1543.” —
Tschackert, p. 302.

“The Book of Concord, when it took the Smalcald Articles into the
line of Lutheran Confessional writings, only witnessed to a situation of
fact that was already existing.” — Ibid p. 302.«

p.275.¢
Herzog-Hauck Real Encyclopaedie«
Kolde, p. 524 in this volume.<

Even Weber upholds the priority of the Latin quarto of 1530, and
calls it the “Melanchthonische Haupt-Ausgabe.” His investigation
maintains its authenticity, and he declares that it remains ‘the most pre-
cious treasure or the Evangelical Church’. Weber says, further (II.
p. 5): “If the editions are to be distinguished from one another without
falling into confusion, it is necessary to single out the first one, which,
according to Melanchthon’s admissions, was printed critically and af-
ter a good and trustworthy copy from the others, which contain his fur-
ther elaborations and elucidations.” Weber in II, p. 230 says, “In my
opinion, it is not an easy thing to exhibit Melanchthon’s changes and
improvements. I do not mean the variations in respect to the different
editions, but I mean the history of the variations as to the mode of ori-
gin and content. — further, whether Melanchthon can be excused on
this account by thoughtful people.”<
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65.

66.
67.
68.
69.

70.
71.
72.

73.

74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.

Die Entstehung der luth. und der reformierten Kirchenlehre,
p. 286.¢

“Are we Justified in Distinguishing Between an Altered and an Un-
altered Augustana as the Conf. of the Luth. Ch.?” — Luth. Ch. Rev.,
Jan., 1911.¢

p. 524 in this volume.«
p. 624.¢
p 526.¢

Die Entstehung der lutherischen und reformierten Kircheniehre,
Gottingen, 1910, pp. 502-504.«

C.R.9, 879 ff. «
pp. 502-504.«<

Cp. The admission in The Confessional History, p. 113, “With
Luther, sacrament was res sacra (‘sacred’), with Melanchthon it was ri-
tus (‘rite’). See Apology, De Numero et Usu Sacramentorum.” <

Cp. Large Cat.: “The entire Gospel is by the Word embodied in this
Sacrament.” — B. of C. Jacobs, p. 479.<

Large Catechism, Ibid pp. 476-477.«
C. P. Krauth by Spaeth, p. 301.<°

p. 321. (The italics are ours.)<

C.R. XXI, p. 363.«

pp. 571, 572.«

pp. 571-572.¢

p. 625.«

p. 625.¢

p. 620.¢

p. 569.«<
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85.
86.
87.
88.
89.

90.

91.

“We do not believe that Tschackert’s modern Confessional canon
has any sound basis in the necessities of this age. If it had, and if a
Confession 1s to be limited to that which can readily be used by the
congregation in its worship, not only the Formula of Concord, but the
Augsburg Confession, the Apology and the Smalcald Articles, all of
which Tschackert numbers among the Confessions of the Church,
would likewise be ruled out. The fact is that an’unreflective lay Chris-
tianity" as over against a “theologico-scientific” apprehension of the
Gospel is less characteristic of our condition today than ever, for this is
a day when theology, with all its doctrines, is being discussed by
clergy and laymen in nearly all the papers and popular magazines of
the land. There never has been a time when the educated layman has
been so “reflective” on the matter of the substantial content of creeds,
notwithstanding his aversion to their fixed form.«

p. 323.¢
p. 553.«
p. 555.€
p. 320.¢

Moller-Kawerau (The Confessional History, p. 485) has admitted
that “undoubtedly, ubiquity was not expressed [in the Formula of Con-
cord] In the absolute sense of the Wurtembergers.”«

The passage in which Luther refers to this matter is found in the
Babylonian Captivity. Erl., op. lat. var. arg. V., 29, and as quoted by
Tschackert runs as follows: “Dedit mihi quondam, quum theologiam
scholasticam haur/rem, occasionom cogitandi D. Cardinalis Camer-
arensis [i. e., Ailli], libro Sententiarum Iv acutissime disputans, multo
probabilins esse et minus superfluorum miraculorum poni, si in altari
verus panis verumque vinum, non autem sola accidentia esse astruer-
entur, nisi ecelesia determinasset contrariura. Postea videns, quae eseet
ecelesia, quae hoc determinasset, nempe Thomistica, hoc est Aristotel-
1ca, audacior factvrs sum.”«

pp. 515,516.«
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93.
94.
95.

96.

97.
98.
99.
100.
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“It was not some theological party that had forced its views upon
the Lutheran Church, but a germ of a consensus which had been at
hand, had attained to its unfolding in the Formula of Concord. It repre-
sented a Melanchthonian Lutheranism.” — Seeberg in Herzoff-Hauck
Realencyclopedia.<

Against this see our argument in chapter 33.¢
Their objections were not, as a rule, of a Confessional character.«
Against this see the argument in chapter 35.

It was able to pacify the Lutheran Church. — Seeberg in Herzog-
Hauck Realencyclopedia.«<

A new Confession was a historical necessity. — Seeberg in Herzog-
Hauck Realencyclopedia.

The Melanchthonian conception of the Church itself demanded
such a derisive judgment of doctrinal differences. — Ibid

The Formula of Concord arose from a necessity of history, and
within its sphere it solved the problem in a prudent and far-sighted
way. — Ibid

Nothing is better fitted to show the historical necessity of a final
Lutheran Confession than the temporary dominion of Philippism in
Electoral-Saxony which broke to pieces the moment that the dishonor-
able guise in which it had hitherto maintained itself, was torn away. —
Ibide

p. 452.«¢
p. 579.¢
p. 579.«¢
p. 598.«

The Adoption of the Augsburg Confession and the Book of Con-
cord in Sweden. [N. Forsander, The Council of Upsala, pp. 8, 9.]

"During both sessions of the following day the remaining part of
our glorious Lutheran Confession was earnestly discussed and unani-
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102.
103.

104.
105.
106.

mously adopted. At the discussion of the tenth article, that of the
Lord’s Supper, the president severely admonished the clergy carefully
to guard themselves against Calvinistic errors, whereupon bishop
Petrus Jonae arose and freed himself from suspicions for such views.
When the reading and discussion of the whole confession was finished,
bishop Petrus Jonae stepped forth and solemnly asked the senators and
all members present: ‘Do ye sanction this Confession, as it is now read
and approved?" All standing up unanimously declared, that they would
never forsake it, but willingly sacrifice life and blood for the same.
The president then exclaimed loudly: "Now Sweden has become one
man, and we all have one Lord and one God!’

“Such a question as this might he raised by some of us: ‘Why did
the men of the Council in 1593 then not adopt the whole Book of Con-
cord, which was published already in 1580?” Nicolaus Olavi and sev-
eral of the leading men at Upsala in 1593 had studied theology at Ros-
tock under Dr. David Chytraeus, one of the chief editors of the For-
mula of Concord, and by their actions and writings these members
present at the Council have clearly shown that they were in full and
hearty accord with their esteemed teacher and with all the Symbolical
books contained in the Book of Concord. But these Symbolical books
were at that time not known enough in Sweden to be all treated and
adopted intelligently in some few days allotted to the Council. It was
also pedagogical wisdom to delay the adoption of the whole Book of
Concord by the Swedish Church until the appropriate time would
come. This adoption was asked for by the clergy in 1647, and was au-
thorized by the government in 1663.”«

pp. 610, 611.«
p. 610.¢

0.
617.
P

John 17:17.¢
John §: 31-32.«
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Part 1: The Nature of the Chris-
tian Confessional Principle
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1. The Question of a Confes-
sional Foundation: What is the
Question?

The Question Concerning Confessions — The Union Question —
The Lutheran Question — The Twentieth Century Atmosphere - Inci-
dental Questions

SHOULD THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH be loyal to

her Confessional Principle and abide by her Confessions? This is not a new
question, but the grave and eventful problem of three and a quarter cen-
turies ago which has sprung up in this new land and in this new century,
destined by Providence as the seat of the greatest unfolding of the true
Evangelical Faith of the living Gospel, in the midst of the impressive eter-
nal strength of a false Catholicism and the mighty moral emphasis of a fed-
eration of Reformed Protestantism, on the one hand; and, on the other, the
looseness of a fitful evangelism and the broadness of a sheer rationalism.

Though the Confessional question now upon us is the old one, it is also
always new. It was raised, but not settled, in the Sixteenth Century. It was
accentuated to a formal and logical close in the Seventeenth Century. It de-
cayed, by way of reaction, in the Eighteenth Century. It sprang up again un-
der a new synthesis in the Nineteenth Century. and it is here once more as a
reaction of the old faith against the spirit of unionism, which has taken on a
wider form than ever, in the Twentieth Century. Whatever this book may or
may not establish, its material will probably convince its readers that the
question of unionism and confederation today, is the question that arose in
the fountain-head of Protestantism, the question of Marburg, — hidden par-
tially in Augsburg, — the question of the Wittenberg Concord, of the
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Leipzig Interim, and of the acceptance or rejection of the Formula of Con-
cord.

The widest form of unionism, which may be defined as a desire for
amalgamation into one earthly communion, or for alliance or federation, of
religious organizations of different faiths, at the compromise! of custom,
government or principle, in order to secure solidarity of life and action, has
been seriously proposed by Friedrich Delitzsch, who originally was set into
the foreground of favor by the German Emperor. Delitzsch’s proposal is the
uniting, on the basis of the Scriptures, of the three great occidental faiths,
viz., Judaism, Christianity and Mohammedanism. The only thing that need
be sacrificed, according to Delitzsch, in this scheme of union is the divinity
of Christ?, and the advantage to be gained is an equality or a preponderance
of our western racial faith as over against all oriental religions. The Parlia-
ment of Religions, held some years ago at Chicago, was suggestive of the
possibility of a similar, but wider-principled union, which included even
oriental faiths.

Several other proposals of union, almost equally chimerical, but emanat-
ing from responsible ecclesiastical sources, such as the Lambeth Confer-
ence, or the Pope at Rome, or the now defunct Evangelical Alliance, and
the far more practical and often quite evangelical Federation of Protestant
Churches, have limited themselves to a reunion of parts of Christendom
alone.

Within the Protestant world itself, the questions of confessionalism and
union, which are co-respondents in this aspect, have come up ceaselessly
within the life of the last generation. Not only have Presbyterians, and Pres-
byterianism and Congregationalism, and Congregationalism in connection
with various other smaller denominations, and the several branches of the
Reformed Church, been agitated by it; but a growing sentiment and great
organizations for interdenominational Confession and work, and for com-
mon work on undenominational ground, in such fields as the Young Men’s
Christian Association, Foreign Missionary enterprises, and the work of spir-
itual salvation and physical rescue among the fallen, the foreigner, and other
elements that form the material of “settlement work,” have made tremen-
dous progress.
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Within the Lutheran Church the same — quite laudable and noble —
spirit and desire to hold, cherish, maintain and express a common faith and
a common worship, to live within common forms of communion and con-
gregational fellowship, and to progress in a common spirit by means of a
common activity, have manifested themselves in many ways.

The most universal of these movements in our communion is the Inter-
national Lutheran Conference, which originated in the land of the Reforma-
tion, and which in the midst of many difficulties has maintained at least a
precarious existence. The attempts to furnish the American Church a com-
mon Lutheran service, a common translation of the Catechism, to recognize
common limitations in Home and Foreign Mission work, and to be helpful
rather than harmful to each other in these fields; the calling into being of a
common organization, national in scope, of the young people of the Church;
the attempt to provide common courses of instruction in the schools of the
Church, and to unite and combine publications within the Church; the hold-
ing of General Conferences between the three older general bodies of the
Church; and of Inter-synodical Conferences between the three younger and
more Germanic bodies of the Church, all indicate how deeply the spirit of
union and the desire for unification dwell within the heart.

Union and unification are desirable things, to be sought ceaselessly, and,
like peace, are Scripturally enjoined, so far as they are possible; and they
become the antithesis and antagonist of Confessional ism only when the
means through which they intend to attain their object lie in the compro-
mise of a principle of faith. Any union or unification which can be harmo-
niously Accomplished without sacrifice of the faith, in any of its principles,
should be commended and carried out.

In this general atmosphere of our land and century, and during the at-
tempt of Church bodies to approach each other, the question of The Confes-
sions of the Lutheran Church, and of their relation to a true Lutheranism,
has arisen.

It is a question which will never be settled until it is settled right, on the
basis of the real character of the original foundation, and in recognition of
the light thrown upon it by four centuries of history, — unless it be settled,
as Schaff intimates,’ by the absorption of the Lutherans of this land in and
under the Reformed principle.
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1. This is often not admitted, but it occurs practically at every union
service, in every union religious effort, and in a majority of union
moral movements.<

2. Compare Luther: “Und steur des Papsts und Tiirken Mord, Die Je-
sum Christum, deinen Sohn, Wohen sturtzen von deinem Throbt”<

3. Creeds of Christendom, I, p. 213.¢
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2. How Is The Question To Be
Discussed?

From center or simply from Periphery? — Not a Question of Sub-
scription, Name, Party, or Technical Acceptance — A Question of
loyal Maintenance of the Complete Principle of the Faith — There is
such a Faith, not merely Documentary, but Actual

THE DISCUSSION of the relation of true Lutheranism to the Symbolical
Books will drift into eternals, and go down in confusion, unless it be begun
and maintained from the right point of view. To us the fundamental, and not
any incidental point of view, is the right one. Therefore it is necessary for us
to keep clear in mind what the question in point is and what it is not.

The controversy is not at bottom a controversy covering the quality or
duty of Confessional subscription, nor concerning adherence to certain his-
torical documents, nor an investigation as to compatibility of temperament
between Melanchthon and Luther, nor a strife as to who legitimately may
lay claim to the name Lutheran, or as to who may honorably term them-
selves the followers of Luther; nor a question as to how best to deal with
those Christians that are non-Lutherans.

But at bottom this controversy is one as to the nature and constitution of
the Church’s true religion and Faith, and as to her willingness to stand for
this, where need be, in its complete expression. The controversy is not one
of narrowness or broadness; of parts or parties or partisanship; of the cor-
rect ascription of names or the proper weight of numbers; but it is a contro-
versy as to the principle itself!

The other questions which seem to be connected with the fundamental
question of principle, viz.: Who is entitled to bear the name? What kinds of
Lutherans are in the majority? How many, if any, Confessions must be sub-
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scribed by a good Lutheran? Should the minimum or the maximum histori-
cal Confessional position be required? Is it possible for the Church to de-
mand a subscription to some one of the Confessions as a public and official
necessity, and to encourage or permit subscription to others privately? Is
any one Confession sufficient as the basis of the Church? Should this one
Confession be the first or the last, the shortest or the longest, the most
generic or the most specific? Which edition of which Confession should be
the one to be insisted on, or may various editions be disregarded? — these
questions, though they be important, and may indeed be decisive in their
time and place, are really incidental to the great issue which is now before
the Church; and, by being placed in the foreground as the leading matter,
often tend to obscure it.

The real question before the Church today, as in the days of Christ, as in
the days of Augsburg and a half century later, and every century since, is as
to our thorough adherence, our open acceptance, and our loyal defense of
the great Principle in all its integrity, and against all counterfeits, resem-
blances and approximations coming up from a temporary or divergent basis.

The question is this: “Are we ready to accept, adhere to, defend and
carry out completely the teaching, on the Word and Sacraments, of our
Church as found in any or all of her Confessions?” If so, any one Confes-
sion will be sufficient for us (that is, in our informal relations to each other,
and not considering questions that come to us from a legal insistence with-
out); if not, even a quasi or a complete formal acceptance of all the Confes-
sions will not suffice.

In the latter case, discussion, instead of bringing forth, promulgating and
defending inner conviction, will degenerate into skirmishes for position and
advantage, and into quibbling over points, technical, historical and practi-
cal, which do not touch the heart of the issue.

Ecclesiastically, the great question at the present moment in the English
Lutheran Church in America is as to the need, the legitimacy and the au-
thority of the Symbolical Books of our Church. But underlying this is the
great question of all ages as to the willingness of the Church, or of any parts
of it in question, to accept, to proclaim and maintain, and to loyally defend
the complete Principle of which the Symbolical Books, any one of them
singly, or all together, are but a documentary exposition.
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It is a question as to the living faith itself, and not as to any circumstan-
tialities of its eternal record, or of any of the various modes in which it be-
came crystallized into history.

There is a real, living, whole and full-orbed Lutheran Faith — the reflex
of the living divine Word, — which appears in the visible Church only in
historical, and therefore temporal, and incomplete forms, and which is more
than and above the forms, but of which the forms are the only original ex-
pression; and the question is concerning our possession of this full Faith. As
in the Lord’s Supper it is not a question of this or that as to bread or wine,
but it is the question of what we receive it, with and under the bread and the
wine; so is the Confessional question fundamentally a question of the real
Faith; 1. e., it 1s a germinal question, and not one of the outer historical in-
vestiture in which it has been handed down to us.

As the main question concerning the Scripture is always and in every
age a question of the living Word of God, and not any of the subordinate
matters of criticism or history in which it has manifested itself in the suc-
cessive layers of recorded revelation, but of the complete Word itself, and
our full acceptance and defense of it by faith, so is the Confessional ques-
tion one of our real Faith itself, and not of attendant documents or of selec-
tion of single historical moments, or men, or phraseologies, to which our
adherence is to be pinned as to a mere eternal touchstone in place of a spiri-
tual fact.

1. The great error of Schaff in his Creeds of Christendom, and of
many liberal Lutherans, is the assumption that Lutheranism is a form
of Protestantism colored by the personal opinions of two reformers,
Luther and Melanchthon. Lutheranism is the old faith of the Church,
catholic and evangelical, protestant only as to Roman errors, founded
on the teaching of Scripture, without the admixture of human reason.
Luther and Melanchthon as the authors of “personal opinions,” have
no more to do with Lutheranism than the crack of the Liberty Bell has
to do with our national liberty itself. Compare Jacobs: “The unity of
the Church does not consist in subscription to the same Confessions,
but in the acceptance and teaching of the same doctrines. Where the
doctrines of the Confessions are not believed, it is the solemn duty of
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the person who questions them to testify on all occasions against them,
instead of seeking to hide his dissent under an ambiguous or indefinite
formula.” Also, “It 1s not subscription to Confessions of faith that is
desired so much as to the faith of the Confessions.” — Distinctive
Doctrines of the Lutheran Church in the United States, p. 94.<
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3. What Are Confessions? Defi-
nitions.

Scripture Assimilated and Pulsating in the Church — Scripture
Condensed Into Public Standards — The Common Principle of the
Church's Faith — The Common Framework of the Church’s Doctrine
— The Common Mark of the Church’s Truth — The Common Flag of
the Church’s Loyalty.

CONFESSIONS are Scripture digested, assimilated, and beating in the life
pulses of the Church.

Pulse-beats of Scripture are they, come up out of the believing Church’s
heart into free, public, courageous, joyous and solemn utterance. As thus
born out of the heart of a believing Church, they incarnate the faith of man
in visible form, even as God incarnated His own Son in the visible form of
our own flesh, and His own Word in the visible form of written Scripture.

They differ from Scripture in origin — they are human!; in native
strength — they are not original, but reflex; in order — they are not histori-
cal, but doctrinal; and in compass — they are comparatively brief, as a sum-
mary. They agree with Scripture in substance and in intent; and spread its
truth by echo, by reflection, refraction and transmission. Confessions are “a
witness and a declaration of the Faith as to how at any time the Holy Scrip-
tures have been understood and explained in the Church of God.”2

Confessions are the answer of earth to the revelation from Heaven. They
are the response of faith to the testing questions of the Lord, Who is still
present as of old, not visibly, but in Word and Sacrament; and is still guid-
ing the word and deed of His Church through a multitude of dangers. They
are not the word of the populace or the cry of the moment; but in form, mat-
ter and purpose they are weighty, thoughtful and representative or common
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declarations, embodying the faith of multitudes and generations, and bear-
ing forward the best and greatest witness of an age come to climax into the
teachings and faith of all following ages.

They are “Witnesses, in what manner and at what places the purer doc-
trine of the apostles and prophets was preserved.”s They thus constitute the
public standards of the Church’s faith; or, as the Formula of Concord de-
clares, they are best defined as “brief, plain Confessions, regarded as the
unanimous universal Christian Faith and Confession of the orthodox and
true Church.”+

They are not the source of light — the sun is Scripture itself; but they are
great and public lamps of life, lit from the sun, that illumine our pathway
through the intricate forestland of faith and life.

Confessions are the one common and abiding inner unity left to the
Protestant Church. “For thorough, permanent unity in the Church it is be-
fore all things necessary that we have a comprehensive, unanimously ap-
proved summary and form, wherein are brought together from God’s Word
the common doctrines, reduced to a brief compass, which the Churches that
are of the true Christian religion acknowledge as Confessional.”

They spring from conscience, not from custom; yet they come from the
past, and reach into the future. Though only a fixed declaration of a com-
mon faith, they are nevertheless the one common embodiment and sum of
the principle which holds together the Church and the men in it. " We have
a unanimously received, common form of doctrine, which our Evangelical
Churches together and in common confess; from and according to which,
because it has been derived from God’s Word, all other writings should be
judged." ©

This unanimous and common Confessional form of the Lutheran Church
is not composed of the Augsburg Confession alone,” but “we have embod-
ied the Augsburg Confession, Apology, Smalcald Articles, Luther’s Large
and Small Catechisms, as the sum of our Christian doctrine, for the reason
that these have been always and everywhere regarded as containing the
common, unanimously received understanding of the Churches.”® The For-
mula of Concord further says: “Since the chief and most enlightened theolo-
gians of that time subscribed them, and all evangelical Churches and
schools have cordially received them. As they also, as before mentioned,
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were all written and sent forth before the divisions among the theologians
of the Augsburg Confession arose, and then because they were held as im-
partial, and neither can nor should be rejected by any part of those who
have entered into controversy, and no one who is true to the Augsburg Con-
fession will complain of these writings, but will cheerfully accept and toler-
ate them as witnesses.”

Confessions are, therefore, the sum of Scripture, its very pulse-beat or
accent, in time, as the true Church, in her Witness, divinely commanded,
best knows how to utter it. Confessions are the Scripture itself worked up
by the believing Church’s convictions amid the tests of human life and ex-
perience, and under the same guidance of the Holy Spirit that inheres in the
office of the preacher in bearing witness to Christ in the pulpit, — into
Common Principles of Faith, on which the Churches can rest, and in which
the Church of the future can find anchorage.

Confessions are the under-framework of the Church — the spars and the
ribs of the ship, resting upon and extending from a center of strength, the
Word, to give protection to any point in the circumference, the Church,
where there may be weakness and consequent possibility of wreck. Confes-
sions are the rails; and, If + us understand well, not the roadbed or the solid
rock, on which the ecclesiastical trains run. The bed is Scripture and the
rock is Christ, and they determine the direction; but the rails are of human
workmanship, condensing the roadbed to an effective point, and giving
guidance, protection and impetus to the moving trains above.

Common Principles of Faith in a Church, within and beneath, corre-
spond to and are the presupposition of a common expression in a common
worship and in common work, or in a common name, above and without.
The Common Faith and the common Service'? are both elaborated in the
Church on the basis of Scripture: the one is for the establishment and
strengthening of the mind and soul within; the other, for the expression of
the lips without. Scripture itself will not serve either as a form of public
Confession or as a form of public worship, for the simple reason that Scrip-
ture has been given to us in historical and not in doctrinal or liturgical form.

This, among other things, means that the Word of God in Scripture is so
connected with local incident and detail, and extends over so many life-
times, that its very bulk would prevent it from being used, without selec-
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tion, either to confess or to worship. But the selective use of Scripture in
Confession or in worship brings about a systematic form of both, a form
that has been molded into a unity in passing through the Christian mind and
consciousness.

It is true that there are some Christians, such as the old line Presbyteri-
ans, who try to exclude the selective process in worship, and who will sing,
for instance, only the Psalms of David, and not the hymns in which Chris-
tian truth has been remolded by passing through hearts that have been in-
spired by the Gospel; but these people are few in our day, and we do not be-
lieve that there are many who will insist that either a common Confession
or a common Worship may not pass through Christian experience in receiv-
ing its final form, but that it must be plucked crudely and mechanically
from the eternal phraseology of Scripture. no; under the guidance of the
Holy Spirit in the Word it is not only our right, but it becomes our duty, in
developing the Church of Christ, to bring system and order into both our
faith and worship, and not to leave these lie simply in the foundation as they
are given to us in Scripture.

Both the Confession and the Order of Service are, therefore, historically
and genetically a stage higher in the building of the Church than the Scrip-
ture itself. They are not more valuable than Scripture, and their construc-
tion, unlike the Scripture, is human in its combining elements; but so far as
they are Scriptural, the power of the Scripture in them gives them a more
pointed and useful form for the purpose for which they are intended, than
that of the Scripture itself, which, like nature, is a great undistributed mine
or quarry from which the materials are to be taken for the construction of all
forms of truth through all ages. Systematically, though not intrinsically, the
Confessions rise — like the house described by the Apostle as being built
humanly of silver and gold, with some hay and straw and stubble — above
the foundation itself. The foundation of the Confession, i. e., Scripture, de-
termines every line and measurement and angle in the house. But the house
is an elaboration, not useless, but necessary, of the foundation.

The Common Principles which brace, uphold and protect the Church,
and the Common Worship and activities in which the Principles are mani-
fested, consequently rise in proper order, and in God’s own intended histori-
cal development, upon the foundation. The religion of our age is not a sud-
den and independent result effected by an abrupt break with the past; but it
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is connected stone by stone with all that has gone before, from the first day
of God’s revelation, and especially from the fullness of time in Christ, up to
the present moment. Both the Faith and the Worship have a historical as-
pect. Genetically they must both spring out of the history of the past. If we
would be true to ourselves and true to the future, we must be real and vital
links!! connecting the past with the future. We can no more turn our backs
upon the one than upon the other; and the best of what the past furnishes us
both in faith and in worship is to be apprehended by us and passed on, if it
have reached its more final form, for the help of the future.

Thus we see how Common Principles of Faith and a common expression
of Faith in a common Order of Worship are the finished product and ex-
press the reaction of the preceding Christian generations of the Church at
any particular stage in its work upon the present and successive genera-
tions.!2

The reactions of Scripture upon men, in the course of history, constantly
bring about four results. The first and, from a personal view, the most im-
portant of these results is the reaction on the individual, viz., the salvation
of souls. The second result is the expressing of this individual salvation
within a common social organization, itself divine in origin, which is the
Church. The third result is the expression of this salvation in a common or-
ganization of worship; and the fourth of these results of the reaction of
Scripture upon the hearts and minds of men is the expression of the salva-
tion in an articulate organism of Principles. This organization of common
principles is our Confession; and our Confession, as coming forth in the
providential development of history, is found in the form of our Confes-
sions.

The Confessional principle springs forth in variety to meet the historical,
just as the principle of worship springs forth in variety to meet the liturgical
occasion (Matins, Vespers, Orders for Baptism, the Holy Communion, etc.).
This variety of Common Services and common Confessions is not a com-
plication. Our various Confessions are useful treasures of priceless value,
and not impediments to us in our ecclesiastical life. The more powerful a
railway becomes the larger is likely to be the number of rails and tracks,
and the more numerous are the switchboards to meet local conditions.
Though the more extensive equipment seems more complicated, yet it does
not complicate; but it greatly simplifies and facilitates the general traffic.
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Thus, also, the more amply a Church is furnished with Confessions, the
more fully will it be able to advance and protect itself, from every doctrinal
point of view, and the more simple and progressive will be its future course
through the many intricate labyrinths of theory and falsehood and truth.

We must always remember that the truth in God’s world does not ordi-
narily lie upon the surface of things, but deep beneath it. Many experiences
of investigators and great efforts at combination on the part of human art
and science are necessary before natural truth can be freed from the many
counterfeits and clinging shades of error and stated purely; and still further
effort is needed before it can be reduced to an actual working principle.

Very commonly, indeed, isolated principles and rules of practice are eas-
ily picked up, and are used for many ages; but the proper combination into
God’s own intended system of principle and practice is not found until the
ultimate principles of the science itself are discovered. Mere dislocated
truth itself, then, before it is worked out into principles, and before these
principles are differentiated from error, and are properly related to each
other in a unity, does not correspond to the Divine reality, and is not satis-
factory to the mind; nor does it afford a practicable basis for effective ac-
tion.

The saving truth in religion has been revealed by God in Scripture, and it
is the only active and efficient potency which the Church possesses. It gives
the Church life, light and power. But, as given, it deals with concretes. It is
not organized nor connected. It is the province of the Confession to arrange,
to organize!® "the whole counsel of God, the whole Word of God, as found
in the Scripture, into such relationships as will enable us to apply it effec-
tively against the errors of any or every age. The Confession, then, is not
the truth revealed by God, but God’s Word apprehended and comprehended
by us, which we have assimilated and know how to utilize, and which we
have tagged and stamped as being in our possession and our own property.

The Confession is not the truth unstamped, but bears the mark of the
truth, by which we can recognize the truth amid a thousand other things, at
once.

The Confession is not itself the great cause of God around which we
rally, but it is the signal, the standard, the flag, the symbol, which condenses
and gathers into itself the various elements of the cause, and gives us a clear
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and distinctive token by which, incidentally, we know ourselves from others
and others know us from themselves.

The Confession thus is not the source!4 of God’s cause, which i1s God’s
gracious Will expressed in God’s Word, nor the essence of the cause, which
1s the fact of salvation working itself out in the complications of history, but
it is the sign of the cause.

The merchant’s trademark!s 1s not his business nor its creative source;
but if the trade-mark is a good one, he will stand by it as standing for his
business, as symbolizing that which is most valuable and precious to him in
his public activities, as making known and giving character and definiteness
to the nature and quality of his business.

The more, then, we prize and love the truth, the more we will repair to
and stand by and show honor to its sign, not for the sign’s sake, but for the
sake of that for which it stands, and which could not be so clearly under-
stood, identified, prized, defended and propagated without it.

It 1s only the extreme individualist who objects to associate action under
a sign, or who finds the defining limitations of the sign too restrictive.
Those who really believe in the cause and principle of the associative action
with all their heart, hail the appearance and prominence of the sign with
greatest joy. To them it is the banner of the Lord, which they bravely follow
to the top of the hill.

1.  Like all things in the Church, except Word and Sacrament, very hu-
man.<

2. Formula of Concord, Intro., 8. Cp. also Walch, Int. in Libros
St/mboucos, p. 16, section 4. Cp. Luther. 15.33: “Wir haben nicht
Mum Mum gesagt, und unter den Hiitlein gespielet, sondern da stehet
unser helle, diirr, fre1 Wort ohn alles tunckeln und mausen.”«

Formula of Concord, 2.<

4. 1Ib., 3. ( “Sunt Confessiones publicae Ecclesiae? ... non ut princip-
ium fidei generandaei sint, sed ut en Scriptura enplicent credenda.” —
Carpzov, Isag. in Lib. Eccl. Luth. Symb. Lip. 1675, p. 2.)¢
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
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Ib., Sol. Decl., 1.«

Formula of Concord, 10.¢

Book of Concord, p. 537.«¢

Ibid.«

Formula of Concord, Sol. Decl., 11.€

The Common Faith is an essential; the Common Service is a com-
mon result of Christian liberty.«

The tendency is to consider the single link that glows with the fire
and vitality of the present moment as of more import and value than all
that has gone before and all that will follow.«

“After writing the foregoing, we find the following confirmation of
this view from Plitt:”’It is as impossible for the Church to be without a
Confession as without preaching and divine service, and sooner or
later the summons must come to the entire Church or an individual
part of it to give to its Confession not only a clear, but also an estab-
lished and definite expression." — Trans, in Jacobs. Book of Concord,
p.312.«

Some later Lutheran theologians in America deny this.«<

Libros Symb. non esse principium sed principiatum, et fldem non
eninde generari, sed praesupponi. Quod enim quia profltetur ac tes-
tatur, id jam jam In corde suo habet. — Carp. Isag., p. 3.¢

The Confession is a less personal, wider and truer sign-mark of the
Church than the signet-emblem of Luther, its greatest modern Confes-
SOr. €
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4. Does The Church Need Con-
fessions?

Value and Use of Creeds — The Great Reality for which the
Church Confession Stands — Apostolic Confession — Use of Confes-
sions — They come in Historical Form — This is not a Barrier —
Spring Forth Under Pressure — Are Born, not Made — Do not Hem
the Church In — The More Creeds the Better — Do not Crush Inde-
pendent Thought — Are Fitted to Specific Needs

THERE ARE SOME Christians' and among them there may be some

Lutherans, who maintain that the Church needs no creed, and that the mind
and heart of her members should be bound by no Confession of Faith?.

But these Lutherans are very few. A personal creed is the mature and set-
tled expression of a man’s most serious thought and the response of his
deepest conviction on any subject of grave importance which comes before
him for action, and in which he has had real experience. It is the reaction of
his personality on special problems of life, worked out into permanency; as
a flag, to easily show the world on what ground he stands, as a common ral-
lying point for all who live under the same power of his own convictions, as
a sure guide for him in critical moments of hesitation and uncertainty, and
in the more ordinary walks of his life; as a testimony willingly given to the
value of the truths under and for which he has lived, and as the most pre-
cious legacy of his thought and heart which he would like to see transmitted
and used by his children even to the remotest generation. The more he is
convinced of the value of any particular article, truth, or principle in his
creed, the more important will it become to him, the less easily can he
brook its slight or neglect in his presence, and the more intense are his ac-
tivities on its behalf.
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There is not a business house whose experience has not crystallized into
more or less of a creed or principle of faith and rule of action on the more
grave problems that recur in its activities. It may be nothing but a series of
sententious mottoes, or the unwritten habits of mind, deeply graven by ex-
perience, that are at once the test and the guide for all new propositions that
are submitted to it; or there may be a more formal charter and rules of ac-
tion laid down.

Such a creed may be a pure statement of our apprehension of truth, by
way of making things clear and decisive in time of danger, as was the Dec-
laration of Independence; or it may take the shape of a more or less com-
plete plan of action for the future, as was the Constitution of the United
States.

In all cases it is rooted more or less deeply in the historical experience of
the past; it 1s marked with the issues of the present; and it bears a fruitage
more or less enduring in the proportion of its vitality, largeness and intrinsic
summing up of valuable truth, for the future.

We have to do with a greater reality than the largest business or greatest
government on earth. “I believe that there is upon earth a holy assembly and
congregation of pure saints, under one head, even Christ, collected together
by the Holy Ghost in one faith, one mind and understanding, with manifold
gifts, yet one in love, without sects or schisms. and I also am part and mem-
ber of the same, a participant and joint owner of all the good it possesses,
brought to it and incorporated into it by the Holy Ghost, in that [ have heard
and continue to hear the Word of God, which 1s the means of entrance.’3

This holy Christian Church in which the Gospel is rightly taught is to
continue forever* and "is principally a fellowship of faith and the Holy
Ghost in hearts; which fellowship has outward marks, the pure doctrine of
the Gospel and the administration of the sacraments. and this Church alone
is called the body of Christ. The Church signifies the congregation of saints
which have with each other the fellowship of the same Gospel or doctrine.

"We see the infinite dangers which threaten the destruction of the
Church. and this Church is properly the pillar of the truth. For it retains the
pure Gospel, and, as Paul says (1 Cor. 3: 11), the ‘foundation,’ 1. e., the true
knowledge of Christ and faith. and the writings of the holy Fathers testify
that sometimes even they ’ built stubble * upon the foundation. Most of
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those errors which our adversaries defend overthrow faith. Although
wicked teachers go about in the Church, yet they are not properly the king-
dom of Christ.

“As Lyra testifies, ‘The Church consists of those persons in whom there
is a true knowledge and Confession of faith and truth.””’s

This “true knowledge and Confession” is crystallized in our creeds. The
creeds of the Church of Christ are the mature reactions of her heart and
thought on Scripture in reference to questions of faith arising in the course
of her conflict and growth, in fighting for the conquest of every soul for
Christ, and thus, also, for the consequent realization of the kingdom of God.

The whole spirit of the Word of Christ, one chief work of the Holy
Ghost, and the gravest responsibility and deepest joy of those who confess
Christ, 1s to bear witness to the truth as it is in Christ Jesus.

In the primitive Apostolic Church this expression of conviction was
more spontaneous, more off-hand and occasional in its character, as befitted
a new-born and youthful Church; but as the personal experiences and mem-
ories of fellowship with Jesus waned, and time flowed on; as the truths ap-
prehended, won, defended and preserved in one age needed to be passed on
as a precious heritage to the next generation; as the Church passed forever
out of the provincial and entered the continental and cosmopolitan sphere;
as it was obliged to compete for supremacy with the large problems of bar-
barism and civilization, with the errors and half-truths of other religions,
with the insidious treachery within its own self (where pride is always rais-
ing the flag of rationalism, and sin the flag of rebellion and anarchy), it be-
came more than ever necessary to fin and fasten the measures of truth on
which it had already maturely reacted, and which it rejoiced to confess, as a
standard for present use® and as a guide for future faith and action.

The use of Confessions, then, is clear:

1. First: They summarize Scripture for us;
2. Secondly: They interpret it for the Church;

3. Thirdly: They bring us into agreement in the one true interpretation,
and thus set up a public standard, which becomes a guard against false
doctrine and practice;
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4.  Fourthly, and this is their most important use, They become the
medium of instruction, or education, of one generation to the next, in
their preservation, transmission and communication through all future
ages of the one true faith of the Church.

We have now reached a general idea of the growth of Confessions in an-
swer to a need. Their specific nature is conditioned by several points in
their use and growth.

In the first place, Confessions do not come to us in ideal form, but they
clearly reflect the particular angle and view-point of the period within
which they originated and developed. The clumsy and out-of-date historical
environment in which they are clothed, and which seems to us like an ar-
chaic and unnecessary residuum, is what the ancient towns and cities in ru-
ins are to the life of our Lord; namely, the most weighty testimony to their
genuineness, enabling us to gauge more precisely the extent and value of
their intention. This local setting i1s the brand showing that they have actu-
ally passed through the fiery flame of history and have survived it.

We should also bear in mind, secondly, that the historical element’ in
creeds, according to one of the great methods of God in unfolding law and
life, 1s not any more of a barrier to their acceptance than is the historical el-
ement in the Scriptures. God chose that both the Scripture and our Church
Confession of it should come into being at various times and in various
places, and that they should appear subject to the historical order under
which the human race is obliged to develop, mature and fulfill His will.

A third fact to be noted of Confessions is that those which abide spring
forth in periods of most intense and searching spiritual life; and those which
disappear are the product of a calmer, and more rationalistic, era.

The Apostles’ Creed, the Athanasian Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the
Sixteenth Century Confessions of our Church are each and every one of
them the product of the greatest upheavals and the most intense crises in the
Church of Christ. Creeds are born, not made. They are wrung in the agony
and anxiety of a Confession at an epoch fraught with the possibility of per-
ilous consequences to the confessors.

Such creeds, the mighty foundations of our Fathers, do not bind us, but
they plant us on solid ground. They do not throttle, but they protect us.
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They specialize, differentiate and qualify our Church’s activity, render it
more effective, and save much experimental waste. They no more hem us in
and bind us down than noble old trees, planted by our fathers, hem in, de-
stroy and narrow down the landscape.

It is true that the landmarks are set for us, and we have not the liberty of
an endless prairie or a barren plain; but we are advanced far beyond this
low order of liberty, merely formal, to the possession of a richly furnished
park, in which various generations are called to do their share in its preser-
vation and perfection, that those who come after us will have greater abun-
dance of living values, though they find less loose and unorganized material
about them than their fathers. The succeeding generation builds upon the
foundation constructed and left as a legacy by its predecessor.

From this point of view a whole clump, a copse of stately tree-growths,
is more valuable than only a single trunk. of genuine Creeds, confessing the
whole truth in Christ, we say, not the less, but the more, the better.

He who regards them negatively as an impediment to his own personal
liberties, either cherishes a very lofty estimate of his own powers of mind
and soul, else he would not stand up against the accumulated wisdom of the
Church for many centuries; or he fails perhaps to realize the greatness and
momentousness of the problems before him, else he were willing to bow in
the reverence of faith, and work out the great things of God according to the
scale and plan provided.

Even Luther clung desperately, and so long as he could, to the scale his-
torically provided; and for every theological fledgling today to go forth into
the Church and the world, and demand, on the plea of personal liberty, that
he may work things out on the scale and plan he approves for the moment
— perhaps he may reject his present scale and take a totally different one a
year or two hence (again on the plea of personal liberty) — is simply a fear-
ful waste to the Church, is the one great extravagance of Protestantism, and
would not be tolerated, no, not for a moment, in any sound and established
business plant in the country.

As a rule, the more radical and unrestricted and liberty loving the theolo-
gian, the more highly he is exalting the importance of his own opinions and
personality as an individual, and the less seriously does he take himself as
the servant of the Lord in the work of the Church. Lutherans should never
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forget that it was not an intellectual issue in the Professor’s chair, but the
deadly working of common gross falsehood in the congregation, under his
pastoral care, that made Luther a Protestant. Luther was to the end of his
days the true servant of the Church, and the mere possession of an unfet-
tered liberty to think what he pleased, as a private personal right, had little
attraction for him.

“Wherefore the Church can never be governed and preserved better than
if we all live under one head, Christ, and all the bishops, equal in office, be
diligently joined in unity of doctrine, faith, sacraments, prayer and works of
love.”s

Some claim against creeds that they deprive of intellectual liberty and
crush out independent thought. Others, on the contrary, claim that they are
too conducive to a mere religion of the intellect, and that they oppress spiri-
tual fervor and vitality.

Both charges may be true when the man or the Church is out of joint
with the living Word of God, but when the Word is truly operative, creeds
are no more an obstruction to the Church or the man than are the guns and
armor of a battleship an obstruction to the engines or the mariners who have
the battle to fight. It is a question of adjustment, proportion and proper use,
and of understanding and co-operating with the plan of the vessel as a
whole. The man who says, “Luther’s Catechism is Confession enough for
me,” is the man who would use his personal revolver in an attempt to batter
down the defenses of Gibralter; and the man who would make his catechu-
mens commit the Formula of Concord to memory is the man who would
use the great sixteen inch gun in the tower to fire on a tiny steam launch. As
there is a place for every true man, so there is a place for every true creed in
the kingdom of God.

Neither the Augsburg Confession® nor the Formula of Concord, should
be idolized. Nor, on the other hand, should either of them be rejected by the
Lutheran Church. The Augsburg Confession is a foundation without a roof.
Solidly as it was laid, the storms and frosts of time were playing havoc with
its upper and outer stones, and the destruction might have been entire, if the
work had not been so laboriously completed by the perilous but finally suc-
cessful raising of a covering in the Formula of Concord. The foundation is
always more simple than the roof and easier to stand on, but not less neces-
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sary. There are many children of nature who do not like to come in under a
roof, or see its need — until it rains.

The Augsburg Confession was the first seed that must develop under the
test of wind and storm into a full-grown tree. It was the first great Confes-
sional reservoir of truth since the Athanasian Creed, built to check the flood
of ecclesiastical degeneracy; but the waters it contained and saved must
now still be clarified and spread healthfully over the fields of the Church, as
by proper irrigation we transform our western barren plateaus into fertile
plains. The later Confessions were the sluices that gave to every part of our
symbolical system its due portion and proportion of truth.

What the Augsburg Confession proclaimed, had to be worked out into
the life-blood of the Church. It was written by a few and expressed the feel-
ing of the many, but the painful process had now to begin, viz., the trans-
muting of that feeling into solid conviction, and the conversion of that con-
viction into the real but changing facts of history. This must be done apart
from the lives of the two Reformers, for they must die some time.

With the lives of the Reformers left out of it, the history sinks from the
mountain to the valley; but it is the valley, and not the mountain that gives
direction to the final current and determines in what direction the waters
shall emerge into the plain.

1.  Many of the sects of Protestantism reject all creeds. Some of them
have condemned symbolical books as a yoke of human authority and a
new kind of popery. Others go so far as to reject the authority of Scrip-
ture itself, and to subordinate it to reason or to the inner light.<

2. “But the creeds, as such, are no more responsible for abuses than
the Scriptures themselves, of which they profess to be merely a sum-
mary or an exposition. Experience teaches that those sects which reject
all creeds are as much under the authority of a traditional system or of
certain favorite writers, and as much exposed to controversy, division,
and change, as churches with formal creeds.” — Schaff Creeds of
Christendom, I, p. 9.«

3.  Large Catechism, 2, 51.«
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4. Aug. Conf, 7.«
5. Apol,4: 5.«

6. “That a symbol originates is no matter of chance or option, but of
necessity. It is owing to the nature of the Church as a communion,
which has also a historical visible side to its existence, and unfolds its
being and fulfills its office in historical life.” — Plitt.«<

7. Including the unworthy motives of formulators, and the unseemly
elements of conflict in assemblies it which they were discussed.<

8.  Smalcald Articles 2, 9.«

9.  Perhaps for that reason Providence has involved the original edition
in obscurity.<
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5. Do Confessions Constrict, Or
Do They Conserve?

Is the Confessional Principle Over-Emphasized? — Back to the
Simplicity of Christ — Back to the Bible as a Creed — Why the Bible
can Not be a Creed — The Creed is the Word of God Condensed and
Pointed — A Summary and Just Exhibition of God’s Word — The
Bible is the Rule of Faith, the Creed is its Confession — To Judge
men by Creeds is not Condemning Persons, but Assigning Values —
Why Creeds should be Clear-cut.

IT HAS BEEN INTIMATED that the Lutherans who object to a creed are
few. Yet there are many who feel that the matter of confessing may be over-
done. The sum total of the Symbolical Books is oppressive, they feel, by
their quantity. The Confessional spirit itself, if given full sway, tends to too
great sharpness of edge and narrowness of blade. There is such a thing as
over-emphasizing the Confessional side. Our Confession is fundamental
and necessary, but it should be characterized by more simplicity, larger elas-
ticity, greater moderateness and wider liberality.

The Apostolic and not the medieval Church should be its model. The
simplicity as it is in Christ, and not the complexity as it is in the dogmati-
cians, should be its characteristic. Let us have the Lutheran Confession, but
let us boil it down and reduce it to its lowest terms. In fact, let us get back
to the early and purer days before dogma was formulated thetically. Why
not greet the spirit of the age and join in the cry, “Back to Christ!” Let us
breathe the pure air of Scripture itself, and not the confining and gloomy at-
mosphere of a historic monastery. Christ’s own words and the Scripture it-
self, are a better Confession than any technical and long-drawn-out formu-
lary that we can substitute for it; and in them we feel that we can breathe
free and open.
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These words are strenuous, and frequently very honest. They accord
with the modern determination to be free and shake off every encumbrance.
We hesitate to suggest that they spring up so easily, from the surface of reli-
gious thought, since they are rooted in so shallow ground.!

Is the plan of abrupt return to the simple fountain-head of faith really de-
sirable? Is it possible? Can the Twentieth Century go back with a leap, to
the First? Can the adult go back to the ideal days of childhood? Is our
model the undeveloped child? As little children, we are to become, but not
little children. Has God been at work in His world, and in all these ages, for
nothing? Can and should the stream refuse its wider channels, its newer fil-
tration beds, and How backwards to its higher and purer source?

Because Christ spoke in the First Century, are there no further words for
Luther to speak in the Sixteenth Century, and no words for me to speak in
mine? Am I not to make the Bible my own, for myself and for today, and to
testify and confess it against the errors that have been growing for a thou-
sand years in Rome, and that are springing up prolifically in the superficial
Christianity around me?

All Christendom says the Bible is its creed, but do I thereby know what
Christendom believes? One and the same Bible Dictionary contains within
its covers no less than a half-dozen conflicting faiths. If any one of them is
the true faith, the others are partially or totally false faiths. Which one of
them 1s my faith?

Do I know what I believe without a creed? Can I give every man a rea-
son for the faith that is in me? Will the world know what I believe, if I say
the Bible is my creed? The Bible says, “There is no remembrance of the
wise more than of the fool forever.” Is that my creed? The Bible says, “I
praised the dead which are already dead, more than the living which are yet
alive. Yea, better is he than both they, which hath not yet been, who hath not
seen the evil work that is done under the sun.” Is that my creed? The Bible
says, “We are justified by faith without the works of the law.” It also says,
“Faith without works is dead.” Which of these is my creed? The Bible says,
Jesus is the Son of man, and also says that He is the Son of God; is it right
in both cases, or in only one? and why?

The Bible raises ten thousand questions. If you answer any one of them
in your own way only, and without looking farther, and say, “This is what I
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believe,” you are setting up a personal creed of your own. If you simply
content yourself with the assertion, “The Bible is my creed,” you are leav-
ing unanswered many of the most important and vital questions of faith and
life. And a Church’s answer, more than your own, must be ample to meet all
questions. When you refuse to take a definite stand on vital issues in the
Christian Faith, but say, “The Bible is my creed,” are you really confessing
Christ, or are you taking the problems of religious life easy, and evading the
unpleasant but important doctrines which the Spirit of God has brought to
an issue in the development of the Faith and His Church in history?

The religious fanatics, the narrow-minded legalists, as well as the most
liberal and the most loose communions, have claimed to make the Bible
their creed. If there be no testing of these claims, and no framing of the true
doctrine after the test in a way in which I can bravely confess it before all
the world, am I witnessing to the truth as it is in Christ Jesus?

It is not the truth in the printed and dead page of the Bible, but the truth
that drops like a living seed? into my willing heart, and which is applied
there by the Holy Ghost, and which springs up into living faith that freely
testifies of itself, and which makes me a believer.

Dr. C. F. Krauth was right when he said, “Faith makes men Christians;
but Confession alone marks them as Christians.” He was right when he
said, *“The Scripture is God’s voice to us, and the Confession, our reply of
assent to it.” He was right when he said, “The Bible can no more be any
man’s creed than the stars can be any man’s astronomy.”

Even the Quaker Friend will believe that the words of the Bible are true
— the Bible 1s his Creed — yet he does not believe that any of the words of
the Bible are more inspired than his own inner light. Even the Unitarian
says he believes all the statements in the Bible concerning Jesus, yet he also
believes that there is no Trinity, and that our Lord is a mere man.

Unless you carefully put the meaning of the Bible, on any particular
point, into such definite language as cannot be used by a man who has a dif-
ferent faith than yours, you are not really bearing witness to your faith. But
such a clear and unambiguous statement of your faith is a creed.

A Creed is the exact substance, or teaching, of the Bible, as you believe
it, with all the outer shells of vague language removed. A Creed is what the
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particular “Statement of the Case” is as compared with the common law of
the land. A Creed is what a filtering and distributing reservoir is as com-
pared with the original springs, pure at the source, but quickly polluted in
their flow down the mountain side. A Creed is that which gathers, which se-
lects, which holds and which distributes and applies the waters of life.

God’s system of evaporation and condensation, of rainfall and percola-
tion, of gravity and syphonage in the provision for waters is good; but God
also intended that we, as civilization progresses, should guard the sources,
preserve the waters and effectively distribute them through artificial mains
and pipes, as an improvement, yea, a necessity under present conditions, in
addition to His natural system, of original sources.

Creeds are just such a necessity in the gathering, selection and applica-
tion of the true and saving doctrine found in the sources of the Bible. and
any man who says, "The whole matter is too cumbersome: let us abandon
the Creeds, and go back to the original wells of salvation, back to the old
oaken bucket and the pitcher that the Samaritan woman carried on her head
and rested on the brim of Jacob’s well, is a man who is taking a step back-
ward and not a step forward.

The world, and the best men in it, the truest Christians that have ever
lived, the heroes and the martyrs of past ages, have thought long and
painfully of the problems of salvation and faith, and of the truth as it is in
Christ Jesus, and have given us the results of their rich but dearly-bought
experience in the Creeds of the Church; and now after the Lord has thus en-
riched His children in the present generation, shall we say, “No. No
progress has been made by the truth. Let us go back to the original simplic-
ity and the first beginning?”

The fallacy of all such reasoning lies here, viz., in presuming that the
Scripture contains the very word of God, and that the Creed does not. The
fact is that the Scripture is the word of God extended; and the Creed is the
word of God condensed; but condensed in the one way in which we can do
it, viz., by a universal, churchly, scholarly and providential human effort. It
is not true that Scripture is more simple (vide?® the Epistles to the Romans,
the Ephesians, the Colossians, the Hebrews), less abstract and formal (vide
the argumentation in Paul, the deep things in John, and the Jewish appre-
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hension and application of Old Testament passages in Matthew), or less ex-
tended, than our Lutheran Confessions.

Not only is the creed the Word of God condensed, but it is the Word of
God pointed to defense, Confession and judgment. Scripture is a whole
world of life, and has many uses, public and private, besides the important
one of Confession; but the Creed takes the word of God in Scripture, as
confessional, and applies it to the problems of truth that are confronting our
mind, our thought, our efforts for Christ and our Church.

The Confession is God’s Word pointed — it may be very clumsily; but it
is needed for this purpose and there is nothing to take its place, not even, as
we have seen, the Scriptures.

The words of the Confession

...are not in themselves as clear and as good as the Scripture
terms; but as those who use them can absolutely in the sense of their
own phraseology by a direct and infallible testimony, the human
words may more perfectly exclude heresy than the divine words do.
The term ‘Trinity,” for example, does not, in itself, as clearly and as
well express the doctrine of Scripture as the terms of the Word of
God do; but it correctly and compendiously states that doctrine, and
the trifler who pretends to receive the Bible, and yet rejects its doc-
trine of the Trinity, cannot pretend that he receives what the Church
means by the word ‘Trinity.’

While the Apostles lived, the Word was both a rule of faith and, in
a certain sense, a Confession of it; but when the Canon was complete,
when its inspired authors were gone, when the living teacher was no
longer at hand to correct the errorist who distorted his word, the
Church entered on her normal and abiding relation to the Word and
the Creed, which is involved in these words: the Bible is the rule of
faith, but not the Confession of it; the Creed is not the rule of faith,
but is the Confession of it." 4

It is the mode of a loose and superficial Christianity today to turn its back
on the grand old symbols of the Church, that rise like a range of Alpine
mountain peaks out of the valleys of time, hoary with the frost of many a
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morning, but mighty in the granite of many ages, and green with the peren-
nial verdure that springs about their sheltered base. They are dismissed with
the sneer that they are only “human explanations of divine doctrine.” But
they are no more human, because they have come in the heat of contest and
passion, than the everlasting hills are less divine, because they were raised
from the level by the power of earthquake and volcano.

In exact proportion as the Word of God, opened to the soul by the
illumination of the Holy Spirit, is truly and correctly apprehended,
just in that proportion is the ‘human explanation’ coincident with the
divine truth. I explain God’s truth, and if I explain it correctly, my ex-
planation 1s God’s truth."s

God’s truth in the Scripture, like God’s gold in the hills, was given to be ap-
plied by men to the wants of man. Whether it be a coin in the purse, or a
watch in the pocket, or a filling in the tooth, or a frame for the lens, or a pen
with iridium points for the flow of thought, it is, in all these shapes and
forms and degrees of fineness, God’s own gold. and if its fashioning into a
stamp, or standard, for testing metals, or resistance to acids, be done by hu-
man hands, it is not on that account any the less divine. Our Confessions are
God’s truth fashioned into a standard. They have been set together by hearts
and minds of experience, in such graduated and fitting form, as that God’s
Word can be applied as a standard to the opinions and principles of men.
They are human in their form, in their combination, and in their application;
but they are divine in their quality. The standard they exhibit is not human.
The doctrines they set forth are not human. The faith they express, and the
teaching they convey, is the very Word of God itself.

But why must we be confined to a credal Confession that is historical,
composed of various documents (six or nine short ones instead of the sixty-
six long ones of Scripture), and that covers all the ground? Why do we not
leave it as wide in spirit as it is in compass? Why should it be narrowed
down to anything less than a general Christianity itself? Why should it be
exclusive? Dare we use it to exclude other human beings who are members
of the Lord’s Church and whom we expect to meet in Heaven? Is not this
the very mark of a narrow sectarian orthodoxy, to deem one’s own peculiar
teachings so important that we will not associate with other followers of
Christ who are as good Christians as we are?
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This very widespread feeling among Christians of our day can only be
dealt with when we are discussing it with people who will admit that reli-
gion 1s not chiefly a social sentiment — “sweetness and light,” as Matthew
Arnold puts it — but the most serious and thorough-going business of life.
In serious business, distinctions, classification, grades of value, the separa-
tion of the genuine from the specious, and of first quality from that a little
more inferior, are of prime importance.

In separating a man not of our faith from ourselves or our communion,
we are simply taking religion seriously, as the most practical business of
life. We are not attempting to exclude such a man from the Christian
Church, nor passing judgment on his eternal welfare; but we are marking
him as a non-Lutheran in belief and practice and as not properly belonging
to its particular communion and faith. We are asking him to go to his own
spiritual people, where his kind of faith is promulgated and used as a basis
of hope and life, where he will not be a disturbing element to other people’s
principles, and where he can be cared for on his own principles. Is it chari-
table to encourage him to be faithless toward his own principles? Even
though his personal tastes, or his earthly fellowships, should draw him into
our communion, can we, from any justifiable motive, ask him, even once, to
testify against his own principles, which should be more precious to him
than life; and to participate in the most sacred and crowning act of faith (r.
g., the Sacrament), of which we are capable, but in which he is at variance
with us? The bride does not ask even her most intimate and honored friends
and guests at the wedding to participate with her in her act of marriage with
the groom. We must draw the line in all sacred relationships. The more im-
portant the relationship, the more careful our action.

We are doing nothing more nor less, in fact, than what everybody be-
lieves to be right in the case of the United States, when it allows only natu-
ralized citizens to vote; and when it excludes from its voting membership
those who either do not go to the trouble, or are, for any more serious rea-
son, unwilling to take the oath of allegiance and subscribe to our national
Confession, the Constitution. This is not illiberal, but just and, in the long
run, charitable to all.

A real reason why people justify this care and strictness in the State and
criticize it in the Church is that they estimate the importance of citizenship
as above that of Church membership, and allow matters of convenience,
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sentiment as to family relationship and general friendship, and other sec-
ondary considerations, to operate in religion, but not in politics. A man will
go five hundred miles to vote, and will not walk five squares to church.
That tells the whole story of his estimate of the comparative importance of
this world’s rule and order, and rule and order in the kingdom of God.

Confessional fidelity is a matter of conscience as it works itself out into
order; for order is Heaven’s first law, not only in business but also in reli-
gion. Good order is not the antagonist of sweet charity; but sweet charity
appreciates the value of order, and is willing to take the other car rather than
stand on "the platform or cling to a footboard outside, when there are good
public reasons for keeping people either entirely inside or entirely outside.

After the above was written, the author was called away from his study,
and the following conversation was repeated to him as having just taken
place at a public table:

“Are you a member of any Church?”

“No; but my wife is a Lutheran.”

“And is she a good Lutheran?”

“What do you mean by ‘good Lutheran’?”

“I mean one who attends her Church regularly.”

“I cannot say that she is, at least we are now going to the Presbyterian
Church, because we have met some very fine people in that church, with
whom we are quite social.”

That 1s the “exclusive” question in a nutshell. In our daily walk and Con-
fession, religion is to be regarded as secondary to sociability and social con-
siderations.

But is our discussion, up to this point, completely fair? Does it exhaust
the subject? How shall we recognize the unity that embraces in itself all true
Christians of every land, many of whom are entirely outside the Lutheran
Church? Or is there no such unity?

Yes, there is such a unity — the only really universal and eternal unity of
believers. But it is invisible. No one but God knows who are its members.
no Church or denomination upon earth composes it as such. and the
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Churches upon earth can not presume to be identical with the communion
of saints, or to assert the relations of their visible membership to it. They
each claim to have its principles, or if they do not, they are greatly injuring
the Kingdom of the Lord by maintaining separate organizations; and they
each must act conscientiously, just as men do in private and business life,
being faithful to that which they believe and know, and leaving that which
they see through a glass darkly to the Day of the Lord.

With many Christians today, the importance of unity is not its real inner
existence, but its outer demonstration. It is not to he one, but to impress out-
siders properly with the fact that we are one, and are mighty as one. It is not
the unity for its own sake, but the unity for the sake of what it will do and
show in this world. This is the difference between union and unity. Both are
legitimate, but both are not equally important. Unionism, which is union by
compromise is not legitimate, nor abidingly important.

The Church is not designed chiefly to bring men into outward earthly as-
sociations, or to make them acquainted with each other as preparatory to an
acquaintanceship in Heaven; but it is designed to implant the saving Word
of truth within them, and to relate them organically through the Spirit to the
Head of the Church and, through Him only, to each other. The Church is
thus the body of Christ, the pillar and ground of His saving truth; and the
Confession is our deepest conviction of that saving truth.

1. Compare Conservative Reformation, p. 83, which characterizes
them as “sophistical to the core.”<

2. “The seed Is the Word of God.”«

3. Editor’s Note: Schmauk is using the word vide to direct the reader’s
attention to the references cited.<

4.  The Conservative Reformation.«

5. Conservative Reformation, pp. 185 sq.<
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6. Should Confessions Con-
demn and exclude?

Against the enforcement of Confessional Authority are Toleration,
Church Rivalries, Individualism and Democracy, Historical Persecu-
tion — But Abuse does not abrogate Use — The Responsibility of
Lutheranism — Discipline and Minatory Elements in Scripture and
the Confessions.

MANY COMPLICATED CAUSES contribute to the modern feeling that
the Church should be sufficiently broad and liberal, not to raise its voice in
condemnation of error, nor its hand in excluding even the unworthy and the
reprobate from its membership.

The spirit of universal toleration, which is indifferent to doctrine, and re-
gards it rather as a dead heirloom from a historical past, and more or less of
an incubus to the Church of the present, than as the dynamic of faith and
life; and which substitutes the common sense and personal judgment of
each Christian individual, for the collective judgment of the Church as
recorded in its Confessions, is a prime cause for this feeling. But there are
others.

One of these 1s the existence of many rival Protestant organizations, each
claiming by the fact of their separate existence (and many of them repudiat-
ing their own claim by laxity of word and act), that they are the true
Church, and that their Confession and discipline are decisive. This spectacle
does not 1n itself disprove that there really is some one Church which pos-
sesses the true doctrine, for the truth is nearly always surrounded by ap-
proximations and counterfeits of itself; but, in view of the fact that human
nature is prone to regard itself as right, and to set up an exclusive claim of
right for its own party, and to condemn all who are outside of its party —
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which the pages of history illustrate abundantly — the world today feels
that even the true Church should be modest and slow to condemn others’ er-
rors and sins, since, very likely, at least a part of the condemnatory act is to
be attributed to the ordinary frailty of human nature, found even in the true
Church, and not to the purity of doctrine which it rightly claims to empha-
size.

Still another prejudice against Confessions that condemn is to be found
in the emphasis which our modern life places upon the individual, as being
of more importance than the institution, and upon the low views of the con-
gregation of Christ which are current in our country. This is a serious thing.
The general public has almost ceased to regard the Protestant Church as a
divine institution, but looks on it as a voluntary human association into
which individuals enter when they desire, in which they remain as long as
they please, and from which they are privileged to withdraw, as they would
from any other mere society, as a matter of course and of right, whenever
they wish to do so, for any or no cause whatsoever. Each individual brings
to the congregational society his sensitive personality, together with his
“doctrinal views and opinions,” which must be respected not only in disci-
pline, but also in preaching, and which will resent any rebuke or allusion to
them as error, even though the admonition be of the mildest kind.

The doctrine of the Church as the Communion of Saints has fallen so
low, that the Church is no longer regarded as a real brotherhood subject to
the teaching and the discipline of a common Scriptural life. Not the doctrine
of the Confessions, but the “sentiments”, “opinions” and “views” of pastor
and members, which are influenced rather by contemporary philosophical
discussion than by a searching of the Scriptures or an assimilation of the
Confessions, prevail in the congregation. There is a disposition to allow the
pulpit, and the mind of the hearer, to be open and untrammeled on all sides,
and to accept such ideas as seem to each individual to be most helpful to his
own spiritual life. Hence each member is to be left to regulate his faith and
life by 1deas that appeal to him, rather than by the strict doctrine that is re-
vealed in Scripture.

We reach one deep root of the matter when we say that the Church of
this age, with all our other institutions, is affected by a reaction which the
spirit of democracy is awakening against all authority. Whether the author-
ity is good and lawful or not makes no difference. There is, especially in
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our nation, something in the nature of a universal protest against constraint
or discipline of any kind. The disinclination to admit and to use authority,
and the difficulty in which officials find themselves in administering their
authority justly, without making a far-reaching mistake, or involving the
cause which they represent in destructive consequences, have become ex-
ceedingly great. The feeling exists that “truth is mighty and will prevail.”
Give it a fair opportunity to fight its own battles, and stand back far enough,
and 1t will win. What a pity it did not win in the Garden of Eden! Calvary
and the Cross would then have been unnecessary. It will prevail indeed —
in the end, when God shall be all in all. Meanwhile members of the Church
are growing up with the idea that saving faith consists in subjective individ-
ual sentiment, and in the acceptance of the privileges of religion, without
the acceptance of the duties and burdens and responsibilities which the
Church must, if she is true to her Lord and to her members, impose upon
all.

There is little willingness in the modern spirit to accept rebuke either for
sin or for error. The Protestant idea of the individual right of conscience is
carried so far that the Church, in its collective capacity, as representing
God, cannot speak out against a torpid conscience without being regarded
as narrow and as attempting to exceed her authority.

For ourselves, we freely confess both our faith and our sympathy with
the positive method of quietly and continuously sowing good seed over and
over again, rather than in the continuous attempt and effort to pursue and
destroy error by the use of ecclesiastical authority. While it will not do to al-
low error to spring up unchecked,! since it is so much more prolific and
overshadowing than truth; yet, nevertheless, the chief aim of the Church
should be the planting of truth, and not the rooting out of error. The two go
together, but there is constant danger that the zealot will turn his Christian
devotion into a military fervor for destruction, and will “breathe out threat-
enings and slaughter” against error; and there is equally constant danger
that the latitudinarian is neglecting the extirpation of error, because it is no
eyesore to him and because he is not devoted, heart and soul, to the implan-
tation of the sound doctrine.

The road to truth? is not a straight one, but, as the world is constituted,
has been reached through controversy with the extremes of error. “Honest
and earnest controversy,” says Dr. Philip Schaff, “conducted in a Christian
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and catholic spirit, promotes true and lasting union. Polemics looks to Iren-
ics. The aim of war 1s peace.” To this we heartily subscribe; and while it is
not possible in this age to beat the sword into ploughshares, nor to turn the
spears into pruning hooks,? yet the right thing to do is to use the
ploughshare regularly and faithfully, and to hang up the sword in reserve for
those occasions in which the ploughshare will not suffice. The point here is
that the presence of the sword (of the Spirit) is wholesome, and that the
Confessions have the right to hold it in reserve and to wield it as actual ne-
cessity may require.

In addition to the objections mentioned above as lying in the public mind
against the enforcement of Confessional authority, there is still another. The
history of the Christian congregation in its efforts to uphold pure doctrine
and sound spiritual life among its membership, especially during the many
centuries of the rule of Rome, and even under the dominion of the sterner
kinds of Protestantism, has been so sad, and is so permeated by the sinful-
ness of human nature, that the very principle of ecclesiastical authority it-
self, in spiritual things, which is as legitimate in its right use as it is illegiti-
mate in its abuse, 1s now being denied as valid.

It is true that the tyranny of much of the earlier Protestantism, as exem-
plified in this country particularly by the laws of Puritanism, is not to be
found in the Lutheran Church, whose heart is foreign to a rule of legalism
of any sort. Krauth has plead the conspicuous innocence of the Lutheran
Church as follows:

The glorious words of Luther were, ‘The pen, not the fire, is to put
down heretics. The hangmen are not doctors of theology. This is not
the place for force. Not the sword, but the Word, fits for this battle. If
the Word does not put down error, error would stand, though the
world were drenched with blood.” By these just views, the Lutheran
Church has stood,* and will stand forever. But she is none the less
earnest in just modes of shielding herself and her children from the
teachings of error which takes cover under the pretense of private
judgment. She would not burn Servetus, nor, for opinion’s sake, touch
a hair of his head; neither, however, would she permit him to bear her
name, to ‘preach another Jesus’ in her pulpits, to teach error in her
universities, or to approach with her children the table of their Lord,
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Whom he denied. Her name, her Confessions, her history, her very
being protest against the supposition of such ‘fellowship with the
works of darkness,” such sympathy with heresy, such levity it regard
to the faith. She never practiced thus. She never can do it. Those who
imagine . . . the right of men, within the Lutheran Church, to teach
what they please in the face of her testimony, know not the nature of
the right they claim, nor of the Church, whose very life involves her
refusal to have fellowship with them in their error. It is not the right
of private judgment which makes or marks a man Lutheran. . . . It and
the right of Church discipline are co-ordinate and harmonious rights,
essential to the prevention, each of the abuse of the other. To uphold
either intelligently, is to uphold both. In maintaining, therefore, as
Protestants, the right and duty of men to form their own convictions,
unfettered by civil penalties or inquisitorial powers, we maintain,
also, the right and duty of the Church to shield herself from corrup-
tion in doctrine by setting forth the truth in her Confession, by faith-
fully controverting heresy, by personal warning to those that err, and,
finally, with the contumacious, by rejecting them from her commu-
nion, till, through grace, they are led to see and renounce the false-
hood for which they claimed the name of truth."

"No church, apart from the fundamentals of the gospel in which her unity
and very life are involved, is so mild, so mediating, so thoroughly tolerant
as our own. Over against the unity of Rome under a universal Head, the
unity of High-Churchism under the rule of Bishops, the unities which turn
upon like rites or usages as in themselves necessary, or which build up the
mere subtleties of human speculation into articles of faith, over against
these the Lutheran Church was the first to stand forth, declaring that the
unity of the Church turns upon nothing that is of man. Where the one pure
Gospel of Christ is preached, where the one foundation of doctrine is laid,
where the ‘one faith’ is confessed, and the alone divine Sacraments admin-
istered aright, there 1s the one Church; this is her unity.

“Our fathers clearly saw and sharply drew the distinction between God’s
foundation and man’s superstructure, between faith and opinion, between
religion and speculative theology, and, with all these distinctions before
them, declared, that consent in the doctrine of the Gospel and the right ad-
ministration of the Sacraments is the only basis of the unity of the Church.
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This basis, the Lutheran Church has defined and rests on it, to abide there,
we trust, by God’s grace, to the end of time.”

If the Lutheran Church is true to Scripture and true to herself, as the
Church of the pure Word and Sacraments she cannot avoid the responsibil-
ity of condemnation and exclusion. Her ministers and congregations, after
making all due allowance for the fact that they differ from the Church in
Apostolic days in that they have not the Savior or the inspired Apostles to
guide them, that we are ignorant of the inner life, motives and principles of
other men, and are not acquainted with either the conditions that determine
their action, or the possibilities of amendment that their future may contain,
and with due reference to the fact that others are not to be judged by us, that
is, to receive a sweeping and final verdict on general principles at our
hands; and, further, remembering that it is necessary to exercise the greatest
patience and forbearance, and at times to refrain from judging even where
the outward evidence seems to convince (John 8:11; 1 Cor. 4:5), must, nev-
ertheless, both warn and exclude error from the Church.

The Lutheran doctrine of Absolution is not complete and is never really
exercised, unless the *binding" accompanies the “loosing,” unless the Word
is applied not only for release, but also for condemnation. The witness of
the Church is to be two-edged (Matt. 16:19; 18:18; John 20:23). Exclusion,
as exercised by the Christian Church, was instituted by our Lord (Matt.
18:15, 18), and commanded and practiced by St. Paul (1 Tim. 1:20; 1 Cor.
5:7; Titus 3:10).

The three-fold admonition, first privately, then in the presence of two or
three witnesses, and finally before the Church, leads to a recognized and ap-
pointed way in which a church member must at last become to his brethren
as a heathen man and publican. This exclusion is to follow on the member’s
unrepentant rejection of the censure of the church passed on him for a tres-
pass which he has committed.

St. Paul not only gives directions to “admonish the disorderly” (1 Thess.
5:14 ff; 1 Tim. 5:20), and to hold aloof from members who are openly
wicked (1 Cor. 5:11), or who refuse to obey his word in his letters (2 Cor.
3:14 ff; Rom. 16:17), but also claims the right to exercise discipline (com-
pare 2 Cor, 1:23; 13:10). His letters refer to the exercise of this authority in
the case of two offenders cut off from the Church (1 Cor. 5; 1 Tim. 1:19,

147



20). Persons were disciplined not only for moral offenses, but for a schis-
matic spirit (Titus 3:10, “A man that is heretical, after a first and second ad-
monition refuse”). In 2 John 5:10, false doctrine is made the ground for ab-
solute breach of intercourse.

Moreover, the Apostle Paul writes positively that we are to cut ourselves
off, or withdraw, from those who do not obey sound doctrine (2 Thess.
3:14; Rom. 16:17; Gal. 5:2; 1 Tim. 6:3). The rulers of some of the seven
Churches in Revelation are rebuked for their latitudinarian spirit and teach-
ing; and St. Paul emphatically declares, “Though we or an angel from
Heaven preach any other Gospel unto you than that we have preached unto
you, let him be accursed” (Gal. 1:8, 9); i.e., “disclaim and renounce all
communion with him.”

The fact that the exercise of this duty of condemnation or exclusion of-
ten was abused (compare Luke 6:22; John 9:22; 12:42; 16:2; 3 John 9, 10),
was not regarded in the New Testament as a reason for retiring the exercise
of this function of the Word into the background.

Our own Confessions, in accordance with Scripture, recognize excom-
munication. Melanchthon does so in the Apology, chap. 4,3. Speaking of
Confession, in the Apology (chapter 4, 01), Melanchthon® says, “Excommu-
nication is also pronounced against the openly wicked and the despisers of
the Sacraments. These things are thus done, both according to the Gospel
and according to the old canons.”

The Smalcald Articles carefully distinguish, between the civil and the
spiritual excommunication, in Part 3,9. They say, “The greater excommuni-
cation, as the Pope calls it, we regard only as a civil penalty, and not per-
taining to us ministers of the Church. But the less is true Christian excom-
munication, which prohibits manifest and obstinate sinners from the sacra-
ment and other communion of the Church until they are reformed and avoid
sin.” This power inheres in the ministry. “Therefore the bishop has the
power of the order, 1. e., the ministry of the Word and Sacraments; he has
also the power of jurisdiction, 1. e., the authority to excommunicate those
guilty of open crimes, and again to absolve them if they are converted and
seek absolution.”” " It is right to restore this jurisdiction to godly pastors,
and to see to it that it be legitimately exercised for the reformation of life
and the glory of God."s
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Compare also “The Office of the Keys as the Head of the Family should
Teach it in all Simplicity to his Household,” in Luther’s Small Catechism:
“I believe that when the called ministers of Christ deal with us by His di-
vine command, especially when they exclude manifest and impenitent sin-
ners from the Christian congregation, and, again, when they absolve those
who repent, . . . this is as valid and certain, in heaven also, as if Christ, our
dear Lord, dealt with us Himself.”

The Augsburg Confession itself (Article 28) declares that the power of
the “Keys” is “a power of preaching the Gospel, of remitting or retaining
sins and of administering the Sacraments.” Thus our earlier Confessions, in
manner as mild as possible, reject errors and heresies, ancient and modern,
that are contrary to the Word of God.

In terms not any less measured than these, but with the keen experience
of half a century behind them, the confessors in the Preface to the Book of
Concord declare: “It seemed exceedingly necessary that, amidst so many er-
rors that had arisen in our times, as well as causes of offense, variances and
these long-continued dissensions, a godly explanation and agreement con-
cerning all these controversies, derived from God’s Word, should exist, ac-
cording to which the pure doctrine might be discriminated and separated
from the false. Besides, this matter is of importance also in this respect,
viz., that troublesome and contentious men, who do not suffer themselves to
be bound to any formula of the purer doctrine, may not have the liberty, ac-
cording to their good pleasure, to excite controversies which furnish ground
for offense, and to publish and contend for extravagant opinions. For the re-
sult of these things, at length, is that the purer doctrine is obscured and lost,
and nothing is transmitted to posterity except academical opinions and sus-
pensions of judgment.”

That, however, this condemnation of unsound doctrine is exceedingly
mild in our Confessional writings is to be seen from another statement in
the Preface to the Book of Concord:

Thus as it is in no way our design and purpose to condemn those
men who err from a certain simplicity of mind, and, nevertheless, are
not blasphemers against the truth of the heavenly doctrine, much less
indeed entire churches, which are either under the Roman Empire of
the German Nation or elsewhere; nay, rather it has been our intention
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and disposition, in this manner, to openly censure and condemn only
the fanatical opinions and their obstinate and blasphemous teachers
(which we judge should in no way be tolerated in our dominions,’
churches and schools), because these errors conflict with the express
Word of God, and that too in such a way that they cannot be recon-
ciled with it. We have also undertaken this for this reason, viz., that
all godly persons might be warned concerning diligently avoiding
them. . . .

Wherefore, by this writing of ours, we testify in the sight of
Almighty God, and before the entire Church, that it has never been
our purpose, by means of this godly formula for union, to occasion
trouble or danger to the godly who today are suffering persecution.
For as, moved by Christian love, we have already entered into the fel-
lowship of grief with them, so we are shocked at the persecution and
most grievous tyranny which with such severity is exercised against
these poor men, and sincerely detest it. For in no way do we consent
to the shedding of that innocent blood, for which undoubtedly a reck-
oning will be demanded with great severity from the persecutors at
the awful judgment of the Lord, and before the tribunal of Christ, and
they will then certainly render a most strict account and suffer fearful
punishment."

When we come to examine the condemnatory elements to be found in the
Confessions of the Lutheran Church, we shall perhaps be surprised to sec
how much more mild they are, comparatively, than is the Scripture itself.
We may also be surprised to find that the Augsburg Confession is not any
stronger in its condemnations than is the Athanasian Creed, and that the
Formula of Concord is probably as mild in its condemnation as is the Augs-
burg Confession.

It 1s strange that it does not occur to the Lutheran who condemns the
Confessions for their minatory!® passages that they are far less minatory
than the Scriptures themselves. Will we be consistent and condemn Scrip-
ture because Scripture condemns error, heresy and wickedness?

The fact is that the whole Scripture is terribly negative in dealing with
error and sin. Every one, except the third, of the Ten Commandments is a
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negative. A large part of our Savior’s utterances are negative and condem-
natory in form, and all of them are in view of the existence of evil, to be
witnessed against, struck down, suffered for and overcome.

The sharp condemnation of the Christian Church in her old theology is
usually attributed to the influence of the Apostle Paul and his more narrow
and rabbinic outlook; but if any more terrible denunciations have ever come
from human lips than those that came so freely from the mild and gentle
Son of Man in the Sermon on the Mount, in the picture of the children of
the kingdom cast into outer darkness, in upbraiding Chorazin and Beth-
saida, in comparing the men of Nineveh with His own generation, in con-
demning those who have ears to hear and hear not, in ruling out the tradi-
tion of the elders (Matt, 15), in rebuking His own disciples, and the unbelief
of those who listened to Him, and the wickedness of the unjust debtor, and
rich men who trust in their riches, and the useless fig tree, and those who re-
ject the Cornerstone, and the bidden who would not come, and the man
without a wedding garment, and the unprofitable servant to be cast into
outer darkness, and, above all, the Pharisees who shall receive the greater
damnation, in woes and denunciations most terrible (see also the whole
Gospel of St. John, including even the stern words in the tender parable of
the Good Shepherd) — if any condemnation more stern and terrible than
this has come from the mouth of man, we know not where to find it.

The Old Testament, it will be admitted, 1s full of condemnation and ex-
clusion, but we doubt whether the fullness of its volume is appreciated.

The first scene in the Bible closes with a curse on man and his exclusion
from the Garden of Eden. The next scene shows us Cain being branded by
the Lord as a murderer. Then comes the condemnation of the whole earth
and its punishment in the flood. The punishments of Jacob and his sons, the
warnings, condemnations, ceremonial exclusions and severe visitations on
rebellious Israel in the wanderings, the punishments of the inhabitants of
Canaan, of Israel under the judges and kings, are notable. Can you pick up a
passage from Isaiah or any one of the prophets and find it unmingled with
commination''? We shall not speak of the imprecatory Psalms; but we direct
attention to the fact that with all the change of attitude from the Old Testa-
ment to the New, in the coming of Grace and Truth, while love takes the
place of hate toward our enemies, there is no intimation that toleration has
taken the place of condemnation in our relation to error and falsehood.
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“Think not that I am come to destroy the law or the prophets: I am not
come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and
earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law till all be
fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least command-
ments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of
heaven: but whosoever shall do, and teach them, the same shall be called
great in the kingdom of heaven. Beware of false prophets, which come to
you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening wolves. Ye shall
know them by their fruits.” — Matt. Chaps. 5-7.

“But in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the command-
ments of men. Every plant, which my heavenly Father hath not planted,
shall be rooted up.” — Matt. 15:9, 13.

“For I know this, that after my departing shall grievous wolves enter in
among you, not sparing the flock.” — Acts 20:29.

“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and of-
fenses, contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. For
they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly, and
by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.” — Rom.
16:17, 18.

“For we are not as many which corrupt the word of God: but as of sin-
cerity, but as of God, in the sight of God, speak we in Christ.”— 2 Cor.
2:17.

“For such are false apostles, deceitful workers, transforming themselves
into the apostles of Christ. and no marvel; for Satan himself is transformed
into an angel of light. Therefore it is no great thing if his ministers also be
transr formed as the ministers of righteousness, whose end shall be accord-
ing to their works.” — 2 Cor. 11:13-15.

“And this I say, lest any man should beguile you with enticing words.
Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the
tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ.” —
Col. 2:4, 8.

“But there were false prophets also among the people, even as there shall
be false teachers among you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies,
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even denying the Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift
destruction.” — 2 Peter 2:1.

We have brought these passages to remembrance to make it evident that
the elements of condemnation in the Symbolical Books of the Lutheran
Church are not as severe as the condemnation of false teaching and living to
be found in Scripture.

Analyzing the condemnatory elements in the Augsburg Confession, we
find that Article i condemns those who set up two eternal principles of good
and evil, and those who contend that there is only one person in the Trinity.
Article 2 condemns the Pelagians, who argue that a man may by the
strength of his own reason be justified before God. Article 5 condemns the
Anabaptists and others who imagine that the Holy Spirit is given to men
without the outward Word. Article 8 condemns the Donatists. Article 9 con-
demns those who condemn Infant Baptism. Article 10 “disapproves” of
those that teach non-Lutheran doctrine on the Lord’s Supper. Article 12
condemns those who maintain the doctrine of sinless perfection. Article 13
condemns an opus operatum use of the Sacraments. Article 17 condemns
those who believe in a limited state of torment and in a millenium. Article
18 condemns the Pelagians, who believe that we are able to love God with-
out His Spirit.

Neither the Apology'? nor the Smalcald Articles (except with reference
to the Papists), nor the Small nor the Large Catechisms contain formal con-
demnatory matter. The Formula of Concord, which was composed to deal
with and settle controversies, and which is written in most moderate tone,
rejects and condemns thirteen false doctrines concerning original sin, with-
out, however, mentioning any contemporaries. It rejects eight false doc-
trines concerning the free-will, without mentioning contemporaries. It re-
jects and condemns eleven errors respecting the righteousness of faith,
without mentioning any names at all. It rejects and condemns three false
doctrines concerning good works, without mentioning any names. It rejects
and condemns the wrong teaching concerning the Law and the Gospel,
without mentioning any names.

It also condemns twenty-one doctrines of the Sacramentarians concern-
ing the Lord’s Supper. It rejects twenty false doctrines concerning the Per-
son of Christ, without mentioning contemporaries; four false doctrines con-
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cerning church rites, and four false doctrines concerning predestination,
without mentioning any names. It also “simply enumerates the mere articles
wherein the heretics of our time err and teach what is contrary to our Chris-
tian faith and Confession.” Among these are seventeen errors of the An-
abaptists, eight of the Schwenkfeldians, one of the new Arians and one of
the anti-Trinitarians.

In other words, it covers the whole field of error as it presented itself to
the Lutheran Church at that time, and clearly presents the errors, without a
trace of personality or any bitterness of discussion. It says, We cannot for-
bear testifying against them publicly, before all Christendom, that we have
neither part nor fellowship with these errors, but reject and condemn them
one and all as wrong and heretical, contrary to the Scriptures of the
Prophets and Apostles, as well as to our well-grounded Augsburg Confes-
sion."

To our mind there can be no more useful service performed by a public
standard of the Church, than to point out the dangers and pitfalls of doctrine
which have come up in the course of actual experience and which threaten
the true faith in Christ. As Frederic Meyrick says, “If Christianity is merely
a philosophical idea thrown into the world to do battle with other theories,
and to be valued according as it maintains its ground or not in the conflict
of opinions, excommunication and ecclesiastical discipline are unreason-
able. If a society has been instituted for maintaining any body of doctrine
and any code of morals, they are necessary to the existence of that society.
That the Christian Church is a spiritual kingdom of God on earth is the dec-
laration of the Bible.”

1.  The parable of the wheat and the tares is not applicable in this con-
nection to the Church’s testing, and condemnation, and exclusion of
heresy and error.«

2. The line to truth is a straight one, as the bird flies, but not the actual
road on earth. There are high mountains and winding valleys to be tra-
versed.<

3. In which capacity they would often be useless, since the liberal mo-
dem Church neither desires nor tolerates “pruning.”«
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10.
11.

12.

Notwithstanding the bitterness and the exceptional cases of perse-
cution which occurred after Luther’s death in the midst of the Protes-
tant internal controversies, by civil rulers, at the instigation of the ex-
tremists of all parties.«

Con. Ref., pp. 174 sq. For the following, Vid. ib., pp. 181 sq.«<

That Melanchthon could condemn we see In the Apology where, in
speaking of the Trinity, he says: “We constantly affirm that those
thinking otherwise are outside of the Church of Christ, and are idola-
trous, and insult God.” — Apol. Art. .«

Ibid., p. 288.«
The Smalcald Articles, Power and Primacy of the Pope, 343.<°

The separation of Church and State. possible in America, enables
the Lutheran Church to develop her Confessional principle of Law and
Gospel, entirely apart from the aid of the State, more fully than she
could in Germany in the Reformation era. As a Church she will not
even pass the customary resolutions that ask the State not to tolerate
the secularization of the Lord’s day (“Sabbath desecration”).«<

Editor’s note: threatening, menacing (Shorter Oxford)«

Editor’s note: Threatening of Divine vengeance; denunciation
(Shorter Oxford)<

But 5. p. 46.¢
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7. What Gives The Confession
Validity?

A Confession is Testimony, not Agreement, nor Contract — its Aim
is Instruction, not Obligation — The Agreement is the Preexisting one
of Doctrine — Cannot be put together by Negotiation — The Result
(Not the Cause) of the Substantial Unities in Christ — Not a Plat-
form, nor a Delineation for Comparative Distinction — Born, not
Made — The Stress of Providence — its Validity is that of Testimony
— Evidence of the Lutheran Confession — Analysis of the Legal Situ-
ation — Not Based on Social Pact — Lacks the Essence of Contract,
viz.. An Interchange of Legal Rights Whose Transfer the Law Will
Compel — The Binding Clauses of our Confessions.

The Church’s Confession is testimony, and its validity lies in its witness.
The form in which this witness is cast is unessential, if the substance be
complete and perfect and the form do no injustice to the substance. The
strength of the Confession is the strength of God’s truth, which, in Christ,
builds and holds the Church; and which, besides the bodily utterance, is the
chief thing in the Confession. The strength of the Church’s Confessions is
her Confession.

The agreement of men in this Confessional testimony, is that of a com-
mon conviction in which they find themselves, not that of a common under-
standing at which they have arrived. The number of those sharing the con-
viction and confessing it does not add validity, though it may add credibil-
ity, under the regular conditions of number in evidence, to the witness. The
value of a witness depends on conscience as it is intelligently enlightened
through revealed truth, and not on any attempt to make our witness agree
with that of others. When the witness of two or three agrees, the added
force arises because we see the truth to be strong enough to simultaneously
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affect a number of consciences. It shows that the Confession is that of a
communion in which every conscience testifies to the same effect.

Four different classes of agreement center in a Confession:

1. The agreement of the Confession with Scripture;

2. The agreement of the Confession with the Confession and with itself;
3. The agreement of the confessors with the Confession, and

4. The agreement of the confessors with each other as to the Confession.

The validity of the Confession depends upon the first kind of agreement:
“The value of creeds depends upon the measure of their agreement with the
Scriptures. The Bible is the norma normans; the Confession the norma nor-
mata. The Bible is the rule of faith (regula fidei); the Confession the rule of
doctrine (regula doctrinae).”!

The chief permanent use of a Confession is based on its power as gen-
uine and valid testimony. its chief purpose in the Church is to illuminate, to
clarify and to convince. its chief binding power is the binding power of the
truth. its chief hold is its hold on the conscience of those whose mind has
been illuminated and convinced by it.

This, in modern terms, is but another way of saying that the chief value
of a Church Confession is educational, rather than restrictive. In itself, the
whole restrictive strength of the Confession lies in its moral force. An addi-
tional act, exterior to itself, is required to turn its validity into the validity of
ecclesiastical law. and it 1s important to separate this additional act, as an in-
ferior function, from the Confession’s main office of testimony. The first
duty of the Church is to instruct its members 1n its testimony so thoroughly
that they will come to voluntary agreement with it under the influence of its
truth. If, in addition, the Church feel it to be salutary to make her members
promise, in vow or by subscription, to remain faithful to such Confession,
this act is in itself an important incidental application of the Confession as a
part of a precautionary ecclesiastical administration. But as the main use of
Scripture is not its normative use, so the main use of the Confession is not
Verpflichtung.2

That the Lutheran Confessions take this view of their validity? and re-
gard their chief purpose to be instruction, is to be seen from the manner in
which they characterize themselves. The Augsburg Confession terms itself
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“Summary of the Doctrine of our Teachers.” The Large Catechism terms it-
self “A Course of Instruction™ and “A Treatment of the Five Articles of the
Entire Christian Doctrinae.” The Formula of Concord declares itself to be
“A Summary Exhibition of Doctrine,”® and while the Confessors state their
mutual agreement in the doctrines and declare “to stand on them, if God so
will, even to death;”” and agree, in the Formula of Concord, to “neither
speak nor write anything contrary to this declaration, but intend to abide
thereby,” yet the chief matter is the “wish to testify that the above declara-
tion and no other, is our faith, doctrine and confession.”

Any agreement in Confession, which has not had a preexistence as a
fact, perhaps not explicit, yet actually wrought, in the hearts and minds of
those who are under the power of the pure Gospel, does not add to the
strength of the Confession. Any agreement which is not in itself the sponta-
neous originating cause of uniting men in their testimony, but which is the
result of a concerted attempt to agree and which locates and places the
agreement in the formulation and does not regard the latter as an explication
and expression of a fact already existent, weakens the validity of the Con-
fession.

It is a misinterpretation of the origin of a true Confession to say that var-
ious wings of a Church came together and agreed on a sum of doctrine
which they put forth to be confessed. If the Confession is a true one, as we
believe those of our Church to be, they came together to find or to express
the agreement already existing in their doctrine, and not to make a doctrine
or consensus of doctrine in which they would agree to agree. In the case of
the Augsburg Confession, Melanchthon’s wish to thwart the full and open
Confession of the faith, his attempts to conciliate the opposite party and to
subordinate the real end of Confession to a conciliation of the Emperor
came to naught through the Providential course of events, and he was
obliged to give form to the full Lutheran truth in spite of himself. In the
Formula of Concord, where the discovery was of Confessional truth which
two internal extremes would recognize and confess as their own, the diffi-
culties were overcome by a thorough study of Scripture and a constant ref-
erence and adherence to it step by step.

The existence of a contract to agree, or even of an intention to come to
agreement at all events, prior to the sufficient discovery of agreement, is, in
so far, a presumption against the validity of a Confession.
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The fundamental fact i1s that Confessions in their real nature, their real
purpose and their main usefulness are of the order of testimony and not of
the order of contract.

So far from Confessions being of the nature of a contract between men,
by means of which they may agree in their religious thoughts and organiza-
tions and activities,® and to attain which, they may add here a little and sub-
tract there a little, Confessions are only real and valuable in so far as they
embody and reflect God’s own Word. It is from their objective substance,
that they derive their value. This object is uniformly the grace of God, as re-
vealed in Scripture, and offered in Word and sacrament.

This objective and intrinsically valuable content of the Confession never
varies; and it 1s not composed of the assemblage of propositions in which
the Faith is attempted to be expressed, but is the reality of the facts in the
Divine will, revealed in Scripture, accepted by faith, and witnessed to by
Confession; and on which facts we rely for our life and salvation, and
which we attempt to fin in human language. Confessions, as the soul’s and
the Church’s apprehension and expression of the divine reality, are matters
of conscience.

So little is the idea of Confession, in God’s Word, merely a conviction of
the understanding, that we find it, in Scripture, to be an acknowledgment of
man’s going out of himself, and resting in the grace of God in confident
trust. It is a movement of the whole inner man that seizes the heart and
moves the mouth to utterance (Rom. 10:9-11).

A Common Confession in a Church is not mediated by the intellect, or
by the thoughtful arrival at a form of words that will cover contraries and
bridge chasms, but it becomes common and united because the members of
the Church themselves are united in one Head, one Faith, one Baptism, one
God and Father of all.

We cannot emphasize too strongly that Confession and the Confessions,
in so far as they are delineative, and in so far as they possess combining
power, are the result of other and more substantial unities in Christ, and not
the cause of them.

Christ, the Faith, the Church, the Truth, the Principles, the Doctrine —
all existed before they were apprehended and set forth by our faith, or for-
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mulated by our thought, or expressed by our mouth; and therefore they can-
not legitimately be touched, modified, softened down, or toned up and
heightened by any human agreement.

That was the fatal mistake of Melanchthon® and 1s the undercurrent of
weakness in the attempt of men to “get together” on “a common platform of
faith,” in every age. Such a Confession is a “platform,” a human thing; built
up by man’s thought and skill, and according to his ideas, which change
from age to age; and cannot be the source of that strength and certainty, that
comes from submissive and total reliance on revelation, and that courses
through the channels of the objective unity already existent between the
Head of the Church and its members.

If to the above it be objected that no particular Church can claim to have
the objective and final Confession, and to have as its unity that objective
oneness that holds together Christ and His members, we reply that to the
degree in which the particular Church is true in faith and life, it is within the
compass of the pure faith and the real bonds of union in Christ. What holds
true of the accuracy and faithfulness of the old orthodox Lutheran Confes-
sions as a true reflex of the objective content in Scripture is emphasized by
the rationalistic but keen-sighted Carl Hase in the following language:

Jene alte Orthodoxie, — welche Lessing, ihr ehrwurdigster Geg-
ner, wegen ihres starken und Kuhnen Geistes bewunderte, wahrend
vor der neuen Rechtglaubigkeit ihm zuweilen eben so ubel wurde, als
vor der neuen Aufklarung, — sie ist dargestellt worden in ihirer
ganzen Kraft und Consequenz; und eine solche Darstellung, ohne ir-
gend eine aussre Rucksicht, schien allerdings der Wissenschaft in
mancher Hinsicht forderlicher [the true Lutheran would say, “schien
allerdings dem Zeugnisse des Wortes Gottes mehr gemasz™], als die
neuern Concordate zwischen dem alten Kirchenglauben und der
Philosophie oder Unphilosophie des Tages, welche nicht selten in
scheinbarem Vereine von beiden Seiten Widerstrebendes vermischen
und Eigenthumliches aufopfern. . . . Eine Wissenschaft von dem
Glauben, fur welchen unsre Vorfahren Gut und Blut eingesetzt haben,
verdient wenigstens von thren Nachkommen genau gekannt zu wer-
den. . ..
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Nicht als wenn die Formeln der Vorzeit gelten sollten, weil sie
gegolten haben: aber davon ziemt Jiinglingen, den kunftigen Lehrern
und Hirten der Kirche, anszugehn, wovon die Geschichte nnsrer
Kirche selbst ansgegangen ist, damit sie die Zeit, die vor ihnen gewe-
sen ist, und aus der die Gegenwart geworden ist, daher ans ihr auch
verstanden wird, in der wissenschaftlichen Erinnerung durchleben,
und fest gewnrzelt in der Vergangenheit vorwarts streben und
aufwarts.!?

The written or formulated Confessions of the Church are an expression, in
careful language, of the objective substance of the Confession. They were
not framed to show the differences of the writers as a church party, or to
distinguish one church party from another, though they are thus used by
theologians and comparative historians. But they were framed to enable us
to acknowledge, indicate and defend our objective Scriptural teaching of
God’s Word, especially on loci that have been represented as different from
what they are, by other denominations. The occasion of the framing is not
necessarily the purpose of Providence, or even the deepest purpose of the
confessors in bringing them into being. They were framed to protect and
preserve the truth and the Church; and other beliefs and denominations are,
at best, the occasion, or the foil, furnishing the material for contrast, and not
the real ground for the existence of these formularies. Thus it was not to
distinguish between Lutheranism and Romanism, not to designate compara-
tively the differences between what Rome taught and what Lutheranism
taught, that the Augsburg Confession was framed; but it was to enable
Lutheranism to confess the one faith of the Scripture on such points as had
been obscured or perverted by Rome. The true faith, “the sum of the doc-
trine,” and not the distinctions between the parties, is the object.

The agreement consequently is not between the confessing members, but
is between the Confession and the Scripture. The agreement reached be-
tween the members, is not as to what they will agree to, but as to what
Scripture obliges them to confess and binds them to hold. If there be a con-
tract in the Confessional formulary, it is between the Lord and men, and not
between men and men. The strength, the sanction, the validity lies in the re-
lation of the confessors to the One Whom they confess, and not in the rela-
tion to each other as signatories.
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The latter relation, so far as it exists, is secondary, and is mediated be-
tween them only through the Head of the Church. Neither does the number
of signatories affect the validity, the truthfulness and the strength of the For-
mulary as a religious document or a marker of faith. Otherwise the validity
of a Confession would often be determined by the political dexterity and the
adaptation to governmental expediency with which it was framed and intro-
duced. Two or three gathered in Jesus’ name may confess the good and
valid Confession, and a whole Council purporting to represent all Christen-
dom might formulate an invalid Confession.!

It is on this account that the stress of Providence, the objective necessity
of a situation, is essential to bring forth a valid Confession. This is the rea-
son why a number of able scholars cannot get together on their own initia-
tive and restate the old truths in the terms of the age, and have the Church
adopt the result as her Confession. A Church Confession is that which has
been forced out of the Church by Providence, Who has put a strain and a
necessity on the confessors that compels them to speak, and that enables
them to come to speak as with one mind and one soul, in the unity of the
Spirit. The minor adjustment of phrase, style and outer expression, on
which agreement may be secured by vote or by predominant weight of
scholarship, only clothes and does not constitute the Confession. All mat-
ters of degree, and quality, and relative importance, and form, which are
matters of judgment, and which need agreement between confessors, are
not the ground of the validity of the Confession.

The validity of the Formulary is the validity of testimony, and not of
contract. The official Confession, formulated and accepted, is testimony as
it stands finally, after thorough cross-examination and testing, in which all
the error is eliminated, and in which, in the best conviction, all the truth re-
mains. The agreement of many or all men as fellow-confessors in this one
conviction is evidential and not contractual; neither is it essential to “a good
Confession” on the part of the Church.

A strong light is thrown on the real, that is, the confessional, meaning
and purpose of a symbol in the Formula of Concord itself,'2 by the manner
in which the Formula acknowledges the preceding symbols of the Church.
of the three ecumenical creeds it says: " Because, of old, the true Christian
doctrine, in a pure, sound sense, was collected from God’s Word into brief
articles, or sections, against the corruption of heretics, we accept as Confes-
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sional the three Ecumenical Creeds as glorious Confessions of the faith,
brief, devout and founded upon God’s Word.

"Because God, out of special grace, has brought His truth again to light,
and has collected the same doctrine, from and according to God’s Word,
into the articles and sections of the Augsburg Confession; we Confession-
ally accept also the first Unaltered Augsburg Confession (not because it was
composed by our theologians, but because it has been derived from God’s
Word) as the symbol of our time whereby!3 our Reformed Churches are dis-
tinguished from the Papists, after the custom of the early Church.

"We unanimously accept this also [the Apology] as Confessional, be-
cause in it the said Augsburg Confession ... is confirmed by clear, ir-
refutable testimonies of Holy Scripture.

"The articles composed, approved and received at Smalcald in the large
assembly of theologians in the year 1537, we Confessionally accept.

"Because these highly important matters belong also to the common
people and laity, who for their salvation, must distinguish between pure and
false doctrines, we accept as Confessional also the Large and the Small Cat-
echisms of Dr. Luther . . . because they have been unanimously approved
and received . . . and publicly used . . . and because also in them, the Chris-
tian doctrine from God’s Word 1s comprised in the most correct and simple
way, and, in like manner, is sufficiently explained for simple laymen.

"These public common writings have been always regarded in the pure
churches and schools as the sum and type of the doctrine'* which the late
Dr. Luther has admirably deduced against the Papacy and other sects from
God’s Word.

"By what has thus far been said concerning the summary of our Chris-
tian doctrine we have only meant that we have a unanimously received defi-
nite, common form of doctrine, which our Evangelical Churches together
and in common confess.

“For that we have embodied the above-mentioned writings, viz., the
Augsburg Confession, the Apology, the Smalcald Articles, Luther’s Large
and Small Catechisms, as the sum of our Christian doctrine, has occurred
for the reason that these have been always and everywhere regarded as con-
taining the common,'s unanimously received understanding!é of our
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Churches, since the chief and most enlightened theologians of that time
subscribed them, and all Evangelical Churches and schools have cordially
received them. . . no one who is true to the Augsburg Confession will com-
plain of these writings, but will cheerfully accept and tolerate them as wit-
nesses; no one, therefore, can blame us that we derive from them an expla-
nation and decision of the articles in controversy, and that, as we lay God’s
Word, the eternal truth, as the foundation, so also we introduce and quote
these writings as a witness of the truth, and a presentation of the unani-
mously received correct understanding!” of our predecessors who have
steadfastly held fast to the pure doctrine.”

In 573, 3, “of the Antithesis,” the Formula declares, "Because some divi-
sions arose among some theologians of the Augsburg Confession, we have
wished plainly, distinctly and clearly to state and declare our faith and Con-
fession concerning each and every one of these taken in thesis and antithe-
sis, . . . for the purpose of rendering the foundation of divine truth mani-
fest!® and censuring all unlawful, doubtful, suspicious and condemned doc-
trines; so that everyone may be faithfully warned to avoid errors diffused on
all sides.

... If the Christian reader will carefully examine this declaration and
compare it with the writings enumerated above, he will find that what was
in the beginning confessed, and what was afterward restated, and is re-
peated by us in this document, is in no way contradictory, but the simple,
immutable, permanent truth."

In its highest, or religious sense, a Symbol is the Church’s Confession of
Faith springing forth from her accurate and whole-souled appropriation of
the content of the Word of God. It is the Church’s witness and testimony of
her faith within to the Faith without. As such the Symbol need not be au-
thenticated nor officially adopted or decreed. Its common use speaks suffi-
ciently for it.

In the theological sense, a Symbol is an acknowledged and recognized
delineation or summary, generally official, of the Church’s faith as drawn
from the standard of God’s Word, in view of a public necessity to present or
defend it. Except where it, in its own inner material, refers, by way of con-
trast or rejection, to other faiths, or where it is within the scope of its own
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purpose to distinguish between its own and other faiths, such distinguishing
1S not an essential, but an accident, in its definition.

A Symbol in an ecclesiastical sense i1s an officially recognized and ac-
cepted document which lays down the Faith of the Church, and to which all
teachers and ministrants within the Church are expected to conform. As
such, it may become the basis of an implied or expressed contract between
the Church and those in her positions.

We have seen that the Symbol, in its highest essence, is the Church’s
Witness and Testimony of the faith within to the Faith without.!® As such, it
implies and involves, as does all expression of action in which more than a
single unity is engaged, agreement of various kinds. It is an agreement of
the truth it professes, with the Source from which the truth is drawn. It is an
agreement of the various doctrines composing this truth, with each other. To
become recognized as a Symbol it involves an agreement “with heart and
mouth,” of its confessors. To become officially recognized, it involves a
concurrence of those duly authorized to accept or reject it on behalf of the
Church. As an ecclesiastical instrument, and as inserted into the charter of a
religious corporation, for the purpose of fining the faith for which that cor-
poration exists, it may become the spiritual basis of a legal contract between
the Church and those who hold her positions.

We have enlarged upon the subject of this chapter because we are im-
pressed with the serious enfeeblement of the confessing spirit and the Con-
fessional principle in the Church, if she allow the great Confessions of her
Faith to drop to the level of a contract. It must be admitted that a long and
honorable usage, to be traced back to the etymology and the historical usage
of one of the chief terms used in designating the Christian Confessions, viz.,
the word Symbol (for the discussion see chap. 13), justifies a weight of tra-
ditional authority that may be urged against our position. We therefore de-
sire to make some analysis of the underlying formal relations that are em-
bodied in the several terms whose usage in custom, language, and law will
determine the propriety of their application to our Confessions.

Let us turn first of all to the most general and inclusive formal term, viz.,
the word “agreement.” In its widest sense, agreement is the concurrence of
two or more persons in expressing a common intention, with the view of al-
tering their rights and duties (See 3 Saviguy Syst. 309; Poll. Cont. 2). It is
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“aggregatio mentium, or the union of two or more minds in a thing done or
to be done” (I Com. Dig. 311; 5 East 10; 2 Sm. Lead. Cas., 241).

An agreement in this sense is without legal effect when existing by it-
self, but is an essential preliminary to every true contract, gift, payment,
conveyance and compromise, and of every voluntary variation or discharge
of a contract or other obligation.20

When analyzed, the essential marks of an agreement are these: "There
must be at least two persons; they must definitely intend the same thing;
they must communicate this intention to one another; and the object of their
intention must be such as will, when carried out, alter their legal positions,
e. g., by producing the transfer of property, or the creation or extinction of a
right.2!

Such an agreement or common intention involves a set of promises?
made in consideration of each other. If not enforceable by law, an agree-
ment is said to be void. If enforceable by law, it is a contract.? It is in that
case a writing showing the terms and conditions of the agreement between
the two parties involved.

The narrowest definition of a contract is that of Kant, who describes it as
“the united will of two persons for the transfer of property.”?* He takes
property in a wide sense. Hegel also limits the term contract to the transfer
of property, though more generally. Windscheid, one of the most reliable of
German writers on fundamental law, defines a contract as consisting in the
union of two declarations of intentions. The one party declares to the effect
that he will be a debtor to the other party, subjecting his will to the will of
the other party; the declaration of the other party is that he accepts this sub-
jection. Koch? defines a contract to be a reciprocal express agreement of
two or more persons in a common expression of will, by which their legal
relations are determined. Blackstone defines a contract to be an agreement,
on sufficient consideration, to do or not to do a particular thing. The Ger-
man code?® declares a contract to be a reciprocal assent to the acquisition or
alienation of a right. Savigny defines a contract as the union of two or more
persons in a common expression of will, by which their legal relations are
determined. This broadens the field somewhat and includes some forms of
agreement which are not obligatory engagements, though even Kant de-
fined such relationships as that of marriage, as obligatory contracts. A con-
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tract must have defined legal rights as its object; anything less is held to be
a moral obligation or a mere engagement of honor. Wharton defines a con-
tract as an interchange by agreement of legal rights. To be a contract, it
must concern a right whose transfer the law will compel. It must consist of
a business proposal and acceptance bearing on a specific act. A contract is
resolvable into proposal and acceptance.

“‘Contract,’ therefore, differs from ‘agreement’ in the primary sense of
that word, in including, in addition to the unity of intention and the juridical
nature of the subject matter constituting a simple agreement, the incident of
one of the parties being bound to a future performance or forbearance, and
of the other party doing or agreeing to do something in return. On the side
of the party so bound to a future performance or forbearance, the expression
of his willingness or intention to do it is called a ‘promise’, and the perfor-
mance or forbearance done or promised by the other party is called the
‘consideration for his promise.’”?7

The Confessions of the Lutheran Church, or the particular Confessions
of any church, are not in themselves, or by virtue of any mutual agreement
between the confessors to abide by them, or of any implied agreement be-
tween the Church and its ministry to remain faithful to them, in any wise a
contract in the above sense.

Would it not be stretching language very far to say that a declaration of
truth or of rights, though joined in and agreed to by many persons, is of the
essence of contract? Neither the ultimate basis of the State, nor that of the
Family, nor that of the Church, rests on contract. The Constitution of the
United States is not even an instrument of agreement, but one of ordination
and establishment, and rests on the authority and power that reside in the
community, which are expressed and defined in the Constitution, but do not
originate in its features as an agreement.

The general theory of Social Contract, originated in antiquity by Epicu-
rus, and in modern days by the rationalism of the Eighteenth Century, is a
vicious thing in the State; and is still more vicious in the Church. It is not by
any choice or act of volition on our part that the State exists. We did not
make it. no agreement of ours can either continue or destroy it. “It is not a
physical but a spiritual fact.?® and this elevation above human choice is
more true of the Church. No denomination lives, — either as to its particu-
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lar order, which 1s its faith, or as to its ecclesiastical order, which is its his-
torical form, — by contract. Men cannot contract with each other to testify
to the truth. The truth itself is the high obligating motive and power which
compels them both in their agreement and in their testimony. Hence, Sym-
bols, in our opinion, are not even a sacred compact or covenant, although
they may be thrown into the quasi form of a covenant or agreement, in or-
der more conveniently to gain universal assent. Such a form, however, is
not determinative either of the validity, or the accuracy, or the substance, or
the durability of a Symbol. A most striking proof of all this is to be found in
the Confession to which the term”Symbol" was originally applied, and
which is not in the form of an agreement between two or more persons, but
in the form of an individual declaration. The Apostles’ Creed says not “I
agree to believe” but “I believe.”

But contract is more than simple agreement or even covenant. It is a bar-
gain, and one that can be legally enforced. A Symbol is not a contract be-
cause there are, as such, no legal rights in it. It may, where State and Church
are united, or in a state religion, become the basis of legal rights, and it may
in itself become determinative of legal rights. But as such, and without the
addition of that which makes it a legal instrument, it bears no legal author-
ity. The Unaltered Augsburg Confession does not convey or preserve own-
ership in any church in eastern Pennsylvania; although if the deed makes
certain specifications, leading up to this Confession, or if there are certain
facts and decisions in the history of the local or larger Church that lead up
to this Confession, the Confession may be the basis on which ownership
will be decided, just as it might be decided on the basis of any natural rela-
tionship. A Symbol may become the basis of contract between churches,
but only as the churches are incorporated, or are in possession of a legal in-
strument covering property, and as the Symbol is recognized in the incorpo-
ration or in the instrument.

Legally, there is something further to be considered. The fundamental
fact in a contract, namely, that of an interchange, is lacking in a Symbol.
There is no relation of Promissor or Promisee in a Symbol. It is of the na-
ture of a contract that one party has something to give, which the other
party receives, and vice versa. There are always two parties on opposite
sides. In a Confession all parties give and agree on the one and same thing.
There is no opposite side.
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In the next place, a Symbol is not a contract because it does not concern
a right whose transfer the law will compel. A Lutheran cannot sell his prop-
erty in the Augsburg Confession as a Symbol and make it effective at law.
Moreover, the joint liability of the parties in agreement in a Symbol, such
as, for instance, that of the signers of the Augsburg Confession or of the
Formula of Concord, unless extended by legal statute, or unless there be
some special personal obligation assumed by the members individually, will
not extend beyond the range and the life of the corporate estate. The Sym-
bol would cease to be such at the end of the lives of the signers, and outside
of the regions they control, unless it were formally held in continuance and
extended, wherever it is extended, by a legal renewal of the original formal-
ities.

If the Symbol is to be regarded as belonging to the Church in a general
corporate sense, we must remember that, to be valid even as a moral obliga-
tion, there would have to be no confusion between the corporation and indi-
viduals in it. For the corporation and the persons composing it are in no
sense convertible. Neither does a corporation receive into its membership
the legal representatives of its deceased members, and there is a limit of a
certain number of years on the ordinary contractual relations into which it
enters.

The very idea, then, of a contract is not suitable for the characterization
of a Confession. As a frame of definition, it does not sum up the higher
Confessional relations. A Confession 1s the Church’s united avowal of its
faith.

The Church’s existence and its right to exist, to teach, to judge truth, to
affirm and condemn, are bound up in the rightness and sureness of its Faith;
and therefore it may be and is exceedingly important for the Confession to
compare, to discriminate and to mark any or all the facts of its Faith, but
only for the ultimate purpose of avowal. The primary purpose of a Confes-
sion or Creed is not, as is often stated, to distinguish one Faith, or one reli-
gious communion from another; but it is to distinguish in order to teach,
and to teach in order to bring about a united avowal. Any creed or Confes-
sion or teaching which rests in the terms of a mutual contract, or stops short
of active testimony and avowal of the truth as it is in Christ Jesus, fails in
the one main function in which it is of value to Christ and the Church. For,
confession is the necessary utterance of faith (Rom. 10:10; Matt. 12:34).
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The Confessions of the Church, especially the ecumenical creeds, are
termed Symbols;?® and the common name for the Book of Concord is “The
Symbolical Books of the Evangelical Lutheran Church.”

The word “symbol” draws attention to the eternal and the human side of
a Confession, and neither to that inner substance of it which 1s the Word of
God, nor to that inner apprehension of it which causes it to be a witness of
living and saving faith. its fundamental idea is the human operation of com-
paring different truths for the purpose of reaching a decision as to them, and
finally of so marking the conclusion reached that it can be distinguished and
recognized.

It is, therefore, a term of society, indicating a discriminative process,
such as we find, for instance, in men of a political party coming together to
construct a platform; or a scientific process, such as we find in the compara-
tive delineation and estimate of various creeds in the science of “symbol-
ics.” But it does not in the faintest way allude to either the life or the power
of God’s Word which springs up out of the heart of a believing Church in
the utterance of weighty and united testimony, which is, indeed, the main
and substantial thing in the Confessions of the Church. The Confessions of
the Church are the Testimony of its faith to all the world.

It is in this sense also that the Formula of Concord is a true Confession.
The word “Symbol” is not used by the authors in designating it in its title,
but they call it, “Wiederholung und Erklarung etlichen Artikel Augsburgis-
chen Confession,” “Repetitio et Declaratio. . . . Augustanae Confessionis.”?

The “Christliche, Widerholete, einmutige Bekenntnus, Confessio Fide1,”
in its title; and the air of conviction and piety that breathes in its pages,
show how truly it, in essence, is a book of soul and conviction, and not of
comparative religious science. It is only in a later time, especially in those
editions issued in the rationalistic period of the Eighteenth Century, that the
term “Symbol” begins to occur in the title of the Book of Concord. (Cp.
Hutter Com p. Wittb. 1610, p. 10.) There is, in fact, no Confession of our
Church which terms itself a Symbol; or which, indeed, is termed a Symbol,
when alluded to in its vital and essential, as apart from its historical and ec-
clesiastical, relations.

The Confessions, or Symbols, are valuable because they contain the arti-
cles of faith, and the articles of faith are the substance of the divine Word on
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each of the various points of revelation, to be trustingly received by the sin-
ner for his salvation. It is found that “their connection 1s so intimate that,
when one 1s removed, the rest cannot continue sound and whole.’*3!

The articles of faith embody the things that are to be believed as such.
They treat of the mysteries of faith that transcend the comprehension of un-
aided human reason,3? and that are revealed in the Word of God.

The Symbols embrace these articles as they have been called forth from
time to time, as, in various periods, particular parts and teachings of the
Word of God were put under stress, and tested, and purified, and preserved
for us in permanent form. Together the articles constitute the Confession of
the Church’s faith. Since the articles are found in their original and perma-
nent form in the Symbols, the latter are summaries of true religion, from
various points of view, embracing the Christian faith.

“They are public Confessions, drawn up after much deliberation and
consultation, in the name of the Church, by orthodox men, with reference to
certain articles of faith, so that the members of the orthodox church might
he removed from the ignorance and heretical wickedness of infidels and he
preserved in the proper profession of the faith.*3”They are called Symbols
because they were the tests of the ancient Church by which the orthodox
could be distinguished from the heterodox."3

The term “Symbolical Books,” so far as we know, was not used on the
title-page of the Concordia, or “Widerholete, einmutige Bekenntnus,” be-
fore the Eighteenth Century. In the earlier day the Confessional idea was the
prominent one; and by Hollazius, the last of the old dogmaticians, in the
middle of the Eighteenth Century, their necessity was still defined as ’to es-
tablish solid, permanent and firm concord in the Church of God, so that
there may be a certain compendious form, or type, approved by universal
consent, in which the common doctrine, which the churches of the purer
doctrine profess, collected from the Word of God, may be contained; to fur-
nish an account of the Christian religion if it be demanded by the civil au-
thority, and to distinguish the true members of the Church from her enemies
the heretics and schismatics."3*

If now we come to examine the Confessions for their own definition of
their actual character, and for any clauses that may be regarded as the bind-
ing clauses of the agreement, we shall find none in the ecumenical creeds.
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The Augsburg Confession speaks of itself as the “Articles in which is our
Confession and in which is seen a summary of the doctrine of those who
teach among us.”

The Apology terms itself, “A Reply to the Confutation;” and
Melanchthon says as to signing it: “I give my name so that no one may
complain that the book has been published anonymously.” The Smalcald
Articles terms itself “A Declaration to stand on them, if God so will, even
to death.” The Articles on the Power and Primacy of the Pope are called “A
harmonious Declaration of Approval;” and by John Brentz, a Testimony
that “I thus hold, confess and constantly will teach.” The Small Catechism
denominates itself a “Statement of the Christian doctrine” in very brief and
simple terms (Preface). The Large Catechism declares itself to be “A
Course of Instruction” (Second Preface); and again, “A Treatment of the
Five Articles of the Entire Christian Doctrine” (Second Preface).

The Epitome of the Formula of Concord declares “that this is the doc-
trine, faith and Confession of us all, for which we will answer at the last day
before the just Judge, our Lord Jesus Christ, and that against this we will
neither secretly nor publicly speak or write, but that we intend, by the grace
of God, to persevere therein, we have, after mature deliberation, testified in
the true fear of God and invocation of His name by signing with our own
hands this Epitome.”

In analyzing this declaration, promise and testimony, we find nothing of
the essence of contract. There is a testimony as to their “doctrine, faith and
Confession” (and a promise not to “speak or write” contrarily), made
solemnly (“answer before the just Judge”), “after mature deliberation,” “in
the true fear of God and invocation of His name,” “signing with our own
hands”; but that is all.

The corresponding clause in the “Comprehensive Summary” 1s empha-
sized as a Testimony and Declaration. It reads as follows:

In the sight of God and of all Christendom, to those . . . who shall
come after us, we wish to testify that the above Declaration ... is our
faith, doctrine and confession, in which we will appear before the
judgment seat. We will neither speak nor write anything contrary to
this Declaration, but . . . intend to abide thereby.
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We find here no contract or article of agreement but, first, a Testimony in
the sight of God and all Christendom; second, a Declaration to those who
come after us (and who cannot therefore be the party of the second part);
third, an Acknowledgment of the substance as “faith, doctrine and Confes-
sion;” and fourth, a Promise, general, but impliedly, to each other, and a
Declaration of intention “to abide thereby.”

On the whole, then, we may conclude that the Confessional element of
our Confessions, and not any agreement in them, is their essential part and
gives them their validity. They are not — except secondarily — a solemn
contract to regulate officials in the church, nor a convenient mark by which
people outside the Lutheran Church may recognize us, nor a bond of union
by which we recognize each other. They are a witness and testimony —
uniting their confessors in the cogency of the truth — to the Church’s Faith.

They arose not to mark distinctions between denominations, but from
the inner necessity of bearing witness to the truth and against error. Their
most important use is not to mark religious distinctions in Protestantism,
but to testify and to teach within the Church.

The main purpose of the Confession is to teach the Church. Their testi-
mony is to become part of the Church’s blood and sinew. As the Catechism
is already the standard teaching book in every congregation, so the Symbol-
ical Books should be the great fountain whence should flow into the very
life and character of every theological seminary the Confessional principle.

Our object in training young men in theology is not to give them a
knowledge of comparative, historical, apologetic, or even systematic divin-
ity, but to make them confessors of the Faith well-grounded and able to ren-
der every man a reason ff)r it, living witnesses, and faithful administrators
of the Word and Sacraments. This Confessional conception of a seminary
differentiates it from the scientific institution in which theology as a sci-
ence, rather than the true faith, is taught; and our Church, both in Germany
and in our own country, howsoever liberal her academic, collegiate and uni-
versity training may, and, in truth, should be, can not possibly be made to
shine like a city set upon a hill until her seminaries’ chief aim is to send
forth witnesses of God’s Word and confessors of the Church’s Faith as the
future pastors of our congregations.
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The Apostolic injunctions to individuals on this point apply with still
greater force to congregations, synods and institutions, and to the Church as
the total of believers.

The Formula of Concord implies that presenting “pure, wholesome doc-
trine” aright, and reproving those “who teach otherwise,” is the main func-
tion of both the preacher and teacher. The great thing in the Church is that
faith be awakened and the Faith be watnessed to and preserved in its purity,
and the ways of error be pointed out. “The Church must direct the teachers
to her Symbols and make it their duty faithfully and uprightly to impress
their doctrine.”36

Confessions stimulate and preserve the unity of the Faith and the one-
ness of the Church, not because they create it, or form its bonds, but be-
cause they point to the deeper unities in the body of Christ. “The God of our
Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory,”3” “hath put all things under his feet,
and gave him to be the head over all things to the Church, which is his
body, the fullness of him that filleth all in all;’38 that we “may grow up into
him in all things, which is the head, even Christ: from whom the whole
body fitly joined together and compacted by that which every joint suppli-
eth, according to the effectual working in the measure of every part, maketh
increase of the body unto the edifying of itself in love;”3 for of this body
“Christ is the head,”# “from which all the body by joints and bands having
nourishment ministered, and knit together, increaseth with the increase of
God.”4

1.  Creeds of Christendom, 1, p. 7.<

2. In Europe, where Church and State have always been united, and
where the Confessional obligation has ultimately been to the State, the
matter of Verpflichtung early assumed a serious, if not overshadowing,
importance. For such Veipflichtungs formeln, see Kollner, 1. 121

sqq.<

3. Schaft declares that the Lutheran Confessions were “originally in-
tended merely as testimonies or Confessions of faith.” — Creeds of
Christendom, p. 222.«<
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10.
11.

®© N s

Second Preface.«
Ibid.<

F.C,p. 537.«
Smalcald Articles.«

It is true that the Preface of the Electors and Princes to the Book of
Concord calls the Formula “a formula of agreement,” “haec pacifica-
tionis formula,” “diese jetzige Vergleichung;” but this phrase does not
mean an agreement as to what the truth of the Confession shall be, but
an agreement that will follow from the discovery of what the truth is.
The parties do not come together, and by a selection of some points,
and a compromise of others make the truth on which they agree to
agree; but the parties search out the various partial statements, and
statements with light and shadow in them, as presented from the differ-
ent sides, until they discover the real and fundamental objective fact as
it 1s, which fact convinces them all and brings them into agreement.<

The Confession, as being under the laws of testimony (not of con-
tract), is susceptible of adjustment to the perspective, proper for the
time in which it is uttered; and therefore Melanchthon was justified in
changing the adjustment (but not in concealing or weakening the truth)
of the Confession, on learning more and more of the nature of the Diet,
until the moment of its utterance.«<

Karl Hase, Hutter Redivivus, Oct.. 1828.¢

The same fact is true with respect to the validity of a broken or
changed Confession. Jacobs says of a Church that tries to change her
creed: “When she teaches otherwise than they taught who were her
historical ancestors, she has broken her unity with them, and is no
longer the same Church, no difference though the name be retained, or
however preponderant on her side may be numerical majorities. If ev-
ery member would agree to a change in her Creed, this would not
change the testimony of the communion which was fixed at its organi-
zation. It would only show that the historical successor was a different
Church. The Roman Catholic Church cannot amend the decrees of the
Council of Trent so as to remove elements on which the Tridentine fa-
thers insisted, or to include Protestant conceptions of doctrine, without
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12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

thereby ceasing to be the same Church as that which for three centuries
and a half has recognized those decrees as the standard of teaching,
and excluded from the hope of salvation all who disputed their author-
ity.” — Distinctive Doctrines and Usages, p. 92.¢

Part 2, 569.¢

As one of the effects, not as the controlling purpose, in which case
the language would have been ““are to be distinguished.”«

“Die Summa und Vorbild der Lehre,” “compendaria hypotyposi seu
forma sanae doctrinae.”«

“Dasz solche fiir den gpmeinen einhelligen Verstand unserer
Kirchen je und allwege gehalten worden.”«

In the sense of “perception of meaning,” not in the sense of “a tacit
agreement to construe things in a certain way.” See same word at end
of paragraph.<

Wie wir Gottes Wort, als die ewige Wahrheit, zum Grunde legen,
also auch diese Schriften zum Xeugnis der Wahrheit, und fur den ein-
helligen rechten Verstand unserer Vorfahren, so bet der reinen Lehre
standhaftig gehalten, einfithren und anziehen."«

“Haben wir unsorn Glanben und Bekenntnis riind. lauter und klar in
thest et antithesij das ist die rechte Lehr und Gegenlehr, setzen und
erklaren wollen, dainit der Oruiid giituichcr Wahrheit in auen Artikeln
offenhar (sel).”«

It is fair to define a Confession by its highest and main purpose.
The spiritual portion generally comprises nearly the whole of the docu-
ment; and the agreement clause is insignificant, and often omitted. It is
possible to define man as a biped or as an animal with business capac-
ity; or to define a congregation as a corporation composed of those
who have voluntarily united and properly organized, under a charter,
for religious worship; but these definitions are not the ones to be ac-
cepted in the Church.«

“Thus in a formal deed of conveyance the introductory recital al-
ways refers to the agreement in pursuance of which the conveyance is
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21.
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

executed.” This agreement is “the mutual assent of the parties at the
time the deed 1s executed.”«

Rapalje and Lawrence Am. and Eng. Law, Art. “Agreement.”«

A promise is the declaration of a person or persons, without consid-

eration, to do a thing.<

Contract Act of 1872.¢

Metaphysische Anfangsgrunde der Rechtslehre, pp. 98-103.<°
Koch Forderungen, 69.<

Aug. Landrecht, 1. 5,1.«

R.and L., Am. and Eng. Law.<°

Robert Ellis Thompson.<

See chap. 13. Cp. Book of Concord, 2, 35, 1; 537, 9.«

The comparative idea appears in the title of the Formula in its own

subordinate place. “nach Anleitung Gottes Worts und summarischem
Inhalt unser christlichen Lehr beigelegt und verglichen.”«

Hollazius. Exam. Theol. Acroam., p. 44.<
Ib., p. 45.«

Hollazius Exam. Theol. Acroam., p. 54.¢°
Calovius, Syst. Loc. Theol., I. p. 101.¢
Schmidt Dogmatik, Trans, by Jacobs, p. 121.«
Mueller, Einleit.«

Eph. 1:17.«

1:22,23.«

4:15,16.«

5:23.¢

Col. 2:19.«
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8. Do Confessions Bind?

Intellectual Liberty and the Official Christian Confessor — Why
the Church Asks Loyalty from those in Office — Why the Church
needs Settled Teaching — Free Investigation and Confessional Obli-
gation.

THE EAGLE CHAFES, behind golden bars, in a foreign land. It was
made to soar. It cheerfully accepts the limitations of bare cliffs, and narrow
crags, and snow-capped summits, and clouds whirling in tremendous storm,;
but it pines in confinement.

If our conscience, heart and convictions are not at home in a Confession
that has not been made, approved or chosen by us, but in which we find
ourselves, we shall chafe under its limitations. We shall continually be see-
ing the fence instead of enjoying the farm; we shall be peering between the
bars, and climbing the pickets, and making ourselves miserable, in the ef-
fort to convince the men within, and the world without, that we are prison-
ers.

Yet the sagacious dog, more noble and more civilized than the eagle,
faithful to his master, enters eagerly into the law and confines of a domestic
and common life, and languishes, or even dies, apart from the presence of
his master. One of the most forlorn objects on the earth is a lost dog — a
dog that has become “free,” that is, exiled from its home and the compan-
ionship and voice of its master.

The man who sleeps within the four limiting walls of his house locks the
doors and lies down to rest in peace, a free soul, because he is at home;
while the ill and fevered spirit rising from its bed and seeking every avenue
to escape is a prisoner, who knows not why, and knows not where to find
repose.
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To some men Confessions are not only binding, but galling. They fret
beneath the yoke. Their hearts are not at home in the limitations, and the re-
sult is inevitable. A sentimental desire for freedom impels them, eagle-like,
to soar above and beyond the vineyard rather than to work within it. Yet
limitations are necessary, and are a condition not only of life, and thought,

and truth, but of country and achievement, and age, and position, and also
of faith.

Whether the accountability for rebellion against the limitations of a Con-
fession resides in the individual; or in his early training and uncongenial en-
vironment, or in the Confession itself, is not always easy to decide.

The secret of the whole matter is sometimes to be found in the man him-
self. Saul was an ambitious, an ardent and a vengeful man. Jesus told him
that the dissatisfaction of his nature was his own fault: “It is hard for thee to
kick against the pricks;” and when he was converted this selfsame man ac-
tually joyed in living within these distressing limitations, in being a “slave”
and a “yoke-fellow” under Christ. Although, when Peter tried to throw the
net of Pharisaic realism around him, he yielded not — no, not for an instant
— yet the thorn in his flesh was accepted with thanks.

The galling power of truth itself is great to those who do not desire to
abide in and by it. They feel they must escape. They cannot breathe in the
same khan with Jesus of Nazareth. They must escape to the Bedouin of the
desert; or if the Bedouin are in possession of the khan, there will be “no
room for the young child in the inn.”

A trustful, confiding and converted spirit desires to keep well within the
law and will of the object of its confidence, and finds its joys in the fulfill-
ment of any given prescriptions. For such as these there is always the
widest freedom. For them there is no law. Love has become the fulfilling of
the law, and is unhappy beyond the forbidden bounds.

There 1s a service the law, which i1s result and satisfaction; a service
above the law, which is joy and freedom; and a service under the law, which
is tyranny and bondage. It may be the selfsame service in all three case?. It
is a galling service in bondage, to the weak man, the critic, the dissatistied
man, and the thinker of untamed instincts. It is a service in law, to the man
of serious conscience. It is a service above law, to the man of ardent loyalty
and generous affection.
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We may conclude, then, that where there is confidence, faith and trust,
the Confession will not need to bind, and cannot gall. But where there is
doubt, mistrust, or any trace of the undevoted and critical mind, the Confes-
sion holds an eagle behind the bars.

Has it the right to do so? Can it bind intellectually, morally, legally? If
the bird of freedom has been trapped on his upper crag, and has been
brought unwillingly as a captive into the confines of the Church, there is no
intellectual or moral right to hold him; but, if he has come down as a free-
booter! in search of prey or as an independent soarer of spreading wing,
who wishes to abide with us and yet wall not say, “liberty and union, one
and inseparable,” it 1s well that he be bound.

The trouble, however, may not be in the eagle, but in the confining do-
main. There are necessary and proper limits to the binding power of Con-
fessions. “The Church has no power to bind the conscience, except as she
truly teaches what her Lord teaches, and faithfully commands what He has
charged her to command”.2

The trouble very often is in the man’s environment. He has not been
brought up to see the need of certain truths, not to understand the impor-
tance of an honest and clear-cut Confession. He may not realize the bear-
ings of doctrines that to him seem far away. He is in the Confession, but not
thoroughly of it, having failed to appropriate it; and he is unwilling to give
up his right, at least abstractly, to overstep it.

The Confirmation Confession, most solemn, and made on the basis of
the Smaller Catechism — which is the Larger Catechism, the Augsburg
Confession, the Formula of Concord, yea, Scripture itself, condensed into
manual form — is, like the marriage avowal, or any other solemn promise
or covenant with the Lord, binding in this case for life. The Ordination or
Installation Confession, which i1s a similar condensation, but shows more
explicit apprehension of the doctrine, is similarly binding. Yet the Confes-
sional bond is not as inflexible as the marriage bond. To any and all classes
of men whatsoever, we say that the Church has no desire to keep them in
the Confessional cage; no right to keep them, as it were, in captivity, when
they wish to be at liberty — as they say — to worship according to the dic-
tates of their own conscience. The door is open, let them spread their wings
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and fly to that happier clime where the limitations accord with their con-
science and more enlightened conviction. “Go in peace,” we say.

A faith, a love, a conviction, an enlightenment, an atmosphere, such as
the old Church, with her heavy foundations and honest walls and bare
brown rafters, offers, does not suit you. You are restless here; and even if
we “modernize” the old home, and introduce the elegancies and conve-
niences, and consign the antiques to the flames, and give you an up-to-date
twenty-four-hour alarm clock in place of the old precious timepiece of
grandfather, on the stairs, and a veneered mahogany table in place of the
solid old family heirloom, you will not be satisfied. The Scriptural doctrine
is too heavy for you. You require a modern newspaper treatment. We cannot
help you.

But to those men who, with the door standing open before them, never-
theless do not fly, but desire to remain with us within the limitations, we
say: "You should observe the order of this old home. You are not by your-
self, alone up on the rocks; nor journeying, without responsibility to fixed
relations, in ‘a far country.” You are here in what we believe to be a God-
framed order, and if you elect to stay with us, you cannot in good con-
science do so, with the feeling of a rebel against us; but we must presume
that your presence among us is from a noble motive, and not merely the re-
sult of self-interest and personal convenience, that you appreciate our pro-
tective bulwark and believe in the power of our principles, and that there-
fore you are ready to train yourself in accordance with our restrictions.

“If you go, you are free. But if you stay in our house, you are bound by
the law of our house, which is our Confession, or, rather, by the Scripture,
which is our only rule, but of which our Confession is the faithful, trusty,
convenient, tested, proven and accurate witness.”

The Church desires this: that the harmonies of the doctrinal teaching of
her symbols with the pure Scripture doctrine be recognized by those that
belong to her and wish to enjoy the benefits of her membership.

The Church asks no one to give assent to her doctrine without inner con-
viction, but she also regards no one as belonging to her, who is not able to
make her Confession his own. She cannot interpret her symbols so broadly
and unfaithfully as to leave room for every opinion that has been reduced to
a minimum of Christian faith.
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The Church must speak out decidedly what she believes; which doctrine
she accepts in God’s Word, and which doctrine she rejects as being against
it. If it were otherwise, she would open herself as an arena for all kinds of
heresies, and would deserve her own destruction.? Sartorius goes to the root
of the whole matter when he says that “In giving up her Confessions, the
Protestant Church gives up herself. But in adhering faithfully to them, her
lasting continuance as well as her living development is guaranteed.”

On account of this necessity, the Formula of Concord is impelled to
state: “As some divergencies have arisen between theologians of the Augs-
burg Confessions, because of the Interim and other matters, we have desired
to set up and declare our faith and Confession, ‘rund, lauter und klar’. ‘in
thesi et antithest’, 1. e., in the true doctrine and its opposite, concerning each
and every one of these matters, that the foundation of divine truth may he
clear in all the articles, and all wrong, doubtful suspicious and condemned
doctrines, whoever may be disposed to defend them, may he exposed, and

every person be faithfully warned.”

The supporting beams of our household of faith must be kept ‘rund,
lauter und klar;” and if your heart no longer values them, but has cast them
aside, if your love no longer holds to the principle of our home, and you
have cast that principle aside, you may not use our roof and our shelter, to
attack the thing we cherish. If we have not the same faith, and you cannot
join our glad and open adherence to it, you ought not be of our household.
For our household is a household of faith. its communion and its union con-
sists of persons who are animated by a common faith.

Our fellowship has been instituted to conserve the faith. “You have the
civil and the moral right to form your impressions in regard to truth. But
there the right stops. You have hot the right to remain in our Christian
union, except as our terms of membership give you that right. So easy is
this distinction, and so clearly a part of practical morals, that the law of the
land recognizes it. You have not the right to call yourself what you are not,
and to keep what does not belong to you.”

Lutheranism is the exercise of the inalienable right of judging according
to one’s own conscience. But it does not stop there. That is only the formal
side of it. its substance is a positive result, a well-defined system of faith,
which 1s no less precious than the form. Rationalism has never been able to
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clear itself from the dishonor of its evasion, when it pretended to bear the
Lutheran name, in exercise of the formal right of freedom, and yet rejected
the Lutheran result of that exercise of freedom, viz., the glorious principle
of justification by faith.

The very life of Lutheranism involves her refusal to have fellowship
with rationalism, whether it comes to her from without, or whether it arises
within the precincts of her own home. The Augsburg Confession lays the
foundations of that home in the Confession of the one Faith and the admin-
istration of the sacraments of that Faith. The marks of the Church are the
pure and sound Doctrine of the Gospel and the right use of the sacraments;
and it is sufficient for the true unity of the Church to agree upon these two
things. This basis the Lutheran Church has declared as fundamental, and
upon it, it is obliged to abide.

These considerations apply with manifold force to those whom we have
chosen as the pastors and teachers of our household and the pillars in our
home. In meekness and in faith should they implant the ingrafted Word,
which is able to save our souls. We look to them to hold fast the form of
sound words to take heed unto themselves and the doctrine, and to continue
in them. We look to them to stand fast in one spirit, with one mind striving
together for the faith of the Gospel. We look to them to be of like mind, one
toward another, to speak the same thing, to have no divisions among them-
selves, but to be perfectly joined together, in the same mind and the same
judgment. It is only thus that they can really teach our doctrines. For where
confidence and unity in the faith are lacking among teachers, there doubt
immediately arises among hearers and scholars. But faith is the one thing

needful, and doubt is the one thing destructive, to the future of our house-
hold.

We are so sure that we are right in our confidence in Christ, in His Scrip-
ture, in our Church, in her Faith, as confessed in her Confessions, that we
are ready to act and to take the responsibility for those who come after us;
as every serious-minded parent and institution felt it their duty to do. We
therefore train our children in that which we have found to be of such sav-
ing power ourselves, and when they are sufficiently mature we desire them
to confess it in a lifelong, gladsome vow. This we do not simply to perpetu-
ate the institution, the Church; not simply from the instinct of self preserva-
tion — that is the base insinuation which the world casts up into our face;

183



and while there is legitimate motive in taking this position, it is not our
highest and deepest motive. It is the preciousness of our treasure, which
moves us to transmit it; it is our calling and vocation from the Lord to bring
up our children in the Faith and to hold (m to it ourselves, that moves us; it
1s the service which the Faith renders in the work of salvation, that moves
us to extend it to others. This binding extension to others we do not make
apart from their conviction, but with their free consent. Only thus does the
Church bind her own, whether catechumen or public teacher, to her Confes-
sions.

If there is any one in this world of whom the Church can expect loyalty,
it is her own teachers. They have offered themselves for her service. They
have come up out of her life-blood and her faith. They have been trained in
her principles and her hopes and her institutions. They have not been taken
unawares. At every successive step in the preliminary years, their intellect,
their feeling, their conscience and conviction have had opportunity to enter
into honorable freedom. They know what the Church expects of them, be-
fore they assume the vows of fidelity and service, viz.: that they will make
“a good Confession before many witnesses.” They have had a long time to
deliberate, to investigate. As a rule, they are graduates of colleges and bear
the degree of M. A., and are perhaps as old as Martin Luther was when he
nailed the ninety-five Theses on the church door at Wittenberg, sufficiently
mature to know their own faith and their of mind. If anyone in this life ever
had sufficient time to consider an obligation, the coming pastors of the
Church certainly are among them. The Church can therefore justly expect
them to be faithful, and to enter her work with a convinced and loyal, and
not with a critical spirit.

The faithful and single-minded fulfillment of such an obligation is not
only not a tyrannical expectation, but it is fair and equitable to all parties. It
is fair to the pastor, and protects him in many ways; it is fair to the flock,
and is a most important protection to them and their children; it is fair to the
Church, and protects her in her most essential principles and work.

"From the conception of the symbol as a common or congregational tes-
timony to the truth, proceeds, eo ipso, its obligation upon ministers, whose
calling it 1s to be witnesses of the truth for the Christian community. The
symbols are public Confessions, and the preacher is a public confessor; but
only then an official confessor in the Church, when he confesses himself in
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harmony with the Confession of the church by whose servants he is or-
dained a fellow-servant. and where the preacher does not consent to the
Confessions of the church, by whose servants he has been ordained, he 1s no
fellow-confessor, and certainly cannot be a preacher of a Confession which
he does not acknowledge. In no event is the preacher individually any more
a witness to the truth than the common testimony of the church in the sym-
bols. He is not above the symbols, nor under the symbols, but a joint wit-
ness with them.

“Hence he does not submit in his ordination to some law of faith, forced
upon him by some higher or extrinsic authority; but the purport of his obli-
gation, in giving his consent to the forms of doctrine contained in the sym-
bols, is essentially this: that the minister, being called to the service of a
public Confession of the truths of the Gospel, first acknowledges these
truths as his own personal faith. The ceremony of his consecration, the lay-
ing on of the hands of the ordaining minister and of the assisting brethren,
indicates the fellowship of the ministerial and witnessing office to which he
is dedicated.”

It is the Confession through which the minister publicly testifies his
union with Christ the Head, and with the members who are the Church. and
if there is no confidence to be placed in his Confession, or if he makes it
with secret reservations, it is hardly possible to see how his preaching is to
be confided in. Upon the ground of his Confession Peter received his apos-
tolic commission. Paul also, in his first Epistle to Timothy, which may be
rightly called an Epistle on ordination, reminds that ,young minister very
impressively of his good profession which he had professed before many
witnesses. and in the second letter in which he brings to mind his unfeigned
faith, and urges him to stir up the gift of God which was in him by the lay-
ing on of hands, he further says, “Be not thou therefore, ashamed of the tes-
timony of our Lord as a faithful fellow-confessor of the Gospel.” It is not
upon the person of Peter and his successors that the Church is founded —
this 1s a Romish error — but upon his faith and Confession, and upon his
successors in the same faith and the same Confession. As a co-confessor of
the Confession of the Apostles and the Church, the minister plants himself
upon that same foundation-rock, upon which the congregation is as free
from his personal mutability as he himself is from the fluctuation of his
members. For as the minister is no lord of the congregation’s faith, so the
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congregation dare not lord it over his faith by the changing opinions of the
majority.’

Those who object to the binding authority of the Confessions in the
teaching and witnessing office of the Church, do not seem to realize that the
office in its nature and purpose is for service toward the flock and not for a
convenience for the utterance of the individual. The individual becomes, by
free will indeed, and yet really, an organ, a representative.

The binding character of the principles or instructions of a house or firm,
in ordinary business relations, is regarded as unquestioned, and its breach
would not be tolerated for a moment. For a representative of any house to
represent it with reservations, to mingle doubt and suspicion in his state-
ments, 1s treachery and sufficient reason for immediate discharge. The same
principle is operative in the binding character of the Church Confessions
upon its representatives. They are bound, not in contract, but in the nature
of the case. In both cases the representatives do not lose their freedom in
entering the service; they are free to be true to the principles in whose inter-
ests they serve, and they are free to quit the service. They are not free to be
untrue to the principles and to continue the service.

It is clear that the Church, which claims to be a faithful and reliable wit-
ness of the Word of God, and to whom has been committed the office of the
Word, cannot agree that everyone within her should teach according to his
own thought of what is well, or what he desires; but if she is to fulfill her
calling, and 1s not herself to disintegrate, she must declare that only that
teaching be accorded authority, and be proclaimed, which accords with the
existing, historically-founded and publicly-recognized faith.¢

Those who demur against this proposition, which seems to be almost
self-evident, do so from another point of view, viz.: on the ground of the
fundamental right of Protestantism, a right without which it itself could not
have come into existence, namely, the right of free investigation, which dare
not be bound or limited by any human formularies, but which acknowl-
edges the Scripture alone (sometimes not even Scripture) as its judge.

They overlook the fact, however, that the right of free investigation is
not abridged in the least by Confessional obligation. For, as v. Burger points
out, the Lutheran Church is full of the good assurance that her Confessions
will stand the test of every investigation according to the Scripture; and she
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does not ask for faithfulness toward her Confession as antithesis to free in-
vestigation, but upon the ground that such an investigation, most ample and
searching and thorough, most free and yet duly and properly appointed, has
been made in time past, and shall have been made as a sufficient and thor-
ough preliminary in each individual case.

The investigation should be so broad indeed as to include in its field not
only the Confession, but also the conscience of the investigator, so that he
may be sure in advance that he is willing to bring every thought and imagi-
nation of his own into captivity to Christ; and that lie is free from a consti-
tutional instinct which leans toward other Confessions, and toward giving
battle to the Confession of his Church to weaken or destroy it; and that his
chief concern in the office about to be assumed is not the philosophical one,
which is the exaltation of pure reason, nor the scientific one, which is the
exaltation of pure natural law and fact, but the real confessing motive,
which is the exaltation of pure faith, and which works to the strengthening
and establishing of the Church as the institution of faith.

It 1s quite true that the teacher’s intellect may see things in a different
light in different stages of life, and that there may be a development of the
mind, or of science to which the mind is drawn, which may shake the faith
of the man in his Confessions, and, if he be of good conscience, will put
him out of touch with them. For conscience is and ever should be supreme;
and where a man 1s convinced that his salvation, intellectual and spiritual, is
outside of the Confession, it becomes his duty to inform the Church. The
right of protest, properly guarded as to weight of substance and motive, still
remains unshattered in the mother of Protestantism. But “protest” as an in-
tellectual and ecclesiastical convenience is an abuse of the most sacred and
most exceptional right of the Christian. When the exception becomes the
rule, and the protesting habit becomes chronic, we may safely conclude that
it is evaluated: that its source is an over-exaggerated estimate by an individ-
ual of the importance of his own reasoning powers in contrast with the com-
bined judgment and wisdom of the Church; and that he conceives of his ec-
clesiastical position much in the same way in which a mule regards his stall,
as a sphere in which he may give vent to his critical faculties by continuous
reaction, without restraining interference on the part of the owners of the
stable. Nature has endowed such a “protestant” with extraordinary gifts of
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pedal’ reaction, and he must be free to exercise them against whatever may
come within the range of contact.

We must never forget that the Truth, as a general principle, is the quality,
but not the essence, of the Confession; and that quality is only formally and
not actually, superior to essence. In real life, essence with quality is of more
service and less hindrance than quality without essence. In the life of the
Church the use of the substance of the Confession is of more ordinary and
regular importance than the critical devotion to quality which, itself, with-
out the essence, can scarcely be kept free from a foreign essence.

Those clerical scholars who exalt intellectual freedom above spiritual
freedom, and who seek it before they seek the things of the kingdom, do not
normally, nor usually, come to the Confessions with a really impartial mind.
They come unconsciously swollen with prejudice of quality, with philo-
sophic theory, and thus they propose to test the essence. They are no more
free than is the devout and loyal mind, in approaching the Confession.

A critical attitude, one in which unverified doubt is richly suggestive and
springing, does not bring an uninfluenced state of mind to the investigation
of the truth, lie who is in a critical attitude, or who already believes that the
Confession is not correct, is in a position which prevents him from being a
devoted teacher of the Church.

He who, in advance, is a party against or suspicious of the Church,
should not desire to he commissioned as her servant. He who is a faithful
teacher of the Church confesses and teaches the Confession, not because the
Confession forces him to do it as a law laid upon him, but because he rec-
ognizes and acknowledges the Scriptural truth in the Confession. Therefore
he also assumes the obligation, not in so far as the symbol agrees with the
Scripture, but because it does so. Without this conviction, ho should not de-
sire membership, much less public service in the Church.

But 1s there no freedom in the Church; is there no consideration for the
various growing and maturing convictions of students; are there no rights
for those who have faithfully accepted the Church’s Faith, and approved
themselves as its pastors and public teachers? Is there no room to be left for
the development, progress and adjustment of the Faith under the new light,
new scholarship, and the new conditions which each successive generation
brings with it? Yes, there is large room — the Church must welcome all
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new light, new research, and new progress; but its Confessional principle
and its safety — as the only protection of Protestantism against individual-
ism — require that such new teaching be not private, or experimental, or a
prerogative of one or a few; but that it first be tested by the Church, and be
officially formulated and accepted before it be taught.

The binding power of the Confessions is with reference to all the facts of
principle or doctrine, and not to the human side of their statement as such.
Here they differ from Scripture, the only rule.8 We are not bound to assert
and confess the absolute correctness of their method of applying every
Scripture passage cited, or every historical allusion introduced, or of every
form of logical proof they employ; but we are bound in conscience to that
which the Confessional writings declare to be the faith and doctrine of the
Church. Some of the Confessions are very free and occasional, others are
very well considered and balanced in their form, just as is the case with
their Rule, the Scriptures. Our obligation is not on these points, but on the
content and sum,; in the spirit, and not in the letter, of their teaching.

The obligation assumed is not a contract in the strict or legal sense of the
term, unless there is a property consideration or a salary involved, in which
case the obligation, if used as a basis for legally binding rights and property
to principle, becomes amenable to the law of the land. But as a religious
obligation, it is not a contract which requires a consideration of value to
make it valid, nor a promissory oath; but, as a general ecclesiastical act, it is
in the form of a vow to hold and to teach the Confession with the help of
the Holy Spirit. In this light, the obligation to the Confessions is unassail-
able. The Church, if she is true to her Lord, herself and her members, has
the right and duty of demanding it.

After a thorough understanding of the general relations between Faith
and Truth, between Freedom and Loyalty, between Liberty and Standing
Order, between Criticism and Service, between a Call and an Acceptance,
only those could dispute the propriety of such an obligation who find them-
selves outside the Confession, but who desire to remain in the service from
other than the highest motives; or by those who, influenced by a false ideal
of the abstract rights of truth, desire to be unfettered in making their own
Confession effective. But, as V. Burger observes, to ask freedom from the
Church itself to do this, is not any longer a right of her servants, but a viola-
tion of the same.
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1.  Editor’s note: a pirate.<

2. Cf. “Fundamental Principles of Faith and Church Polity.”«

3. Mueller, Einleitung.<

4.  Sartortus. Uber die Nothwendigkeit u. Verbindlichkeit d. kirch.
Glaubensbekenntnisses. <

5.  Seiss, Ev. Rev., Iv, pp. 16-17.«

6.  The teaching oath was in use in the Roman Church before the Ref-
ormation. In 1533, Luther, Jonas and others enacted a statute requiring
candidates for the degree of Doctor of Theology to swear to the incor-
rupt doctrine of the Gospel as taught in the symbols. After the Interims
and the hardening of the lines in the states, in the middle of the cen-
tury, subscription began to be enforced at times under pain of deposi-
tion and exile. — Kollner Symbolik I, pp. 106 sqq. Modern forms of
subscription, as of ordination and worship, vary greatly in the Euro-
pean States, and also in the American Church.«<

7.  Editor’s note: foote

8.  Not being inspired.«
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Part 2: The Historical Rise and
Development in Christianity of
the Confessional Principle

191



9. The Rise of the Confessional
Principle in the Church

Faith Within Manifests Itself in Outer Witness — Testimony Devel-
ops into the Confession — The First Confessions in the New Testa-
ment — The Pentecostal and Baptismal Confessions — The fixed
Confessional Forms of the New Testament — The Confessions of the
Second Century.

FAITH 1S the divinely wrought and spontaneous confidence and devotion

of the soul to that to which it clings. It may be a devotion to principles, or to
principles incarnate, 1. €., to a person.

As soon as it becomes a part of the soul’s experience, it rushes to all pos-
sible pathways of utterance. It testifies by the eye, by the lingering thought,
by the lip, and by the act. But this new-born confidence and devotion af-
fects and often changes the most important relations of life; and because of
the supreme character of its trust, it willingly makes new adjustments in ex-
perience, and testifies to their existence.

It thus enters the realm of history, primarily as an informal and sponta-
neous modifier of all that it touches, but finally as a witness to great, final
and formal changes in the historical order. Thus the devotion of personal
love, first expressing itself spontaneously and on occasion, gradually be-
comes a regular Confessional manifestation, and finally issues in a solemn
covenant, involving change of relationship to all the world and transplant-
ing the potencies of a long historical development.

It is in this way that faith in Jesus, the Lord of grace and glory, first ris-
ing in the hearts of a few, and then in an everAvidening circle of followers,
has developed gradually from spontaneous and single Confessions of devo-
tion to a complete change of relationship, and finally into a solemn and for-
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mal testimony, covering the whole field of principles involved in the change
of historical relationships, and summed up, from time to time, and espe-
cially under the arraignment of doubt and aspersion from without, into a de-
liberate and documentary Declaration of the Church, respecting its various
relations to its Lord and Head; and from which, in turn, its subordinate rela-
tions to the other issues of life are determined and, as may become neces-
sary, are formulated.

Thus the Confession of the Christian Church is a confession springing
from faith in Christ. The more true its Confessional principle is, the less
will it start with abstract dogmatic relations, and the more will it center in
Him in Whom is all the Church’s trust.! The Church confesses her Head,
and the Head in turn confesses its members (Matt. 10:32). There is nothing
in the true Church’s Confession which is not at least an inference from its
Lord’s person or doctrine or work.

The first spontaneous utterances of the Church’s Confession are very in-
teresting. We hear Andrew, hastening out and seeking his own brother, say-
ing to him, “We have found the Messiah.” We see Nathaniel coming to Je-
sus and confessing, “Rabbi, thou art the Son of God, thou art the King of Is-
rael.” We discover Nicodemus and the Samaritan woman moved sponta-
neously to at least a temporary and incomplete Confession. We find
Matthew, the man of acts, confessing the Lord completely by his sudden
severance of existing earthly relations. We hear Peter, in a time when many
deserted the Lord, declaring, “Thou hast the words of eternal life, and we
believe and are sure that thou art that Christ, the Son of the living God.” We
behold the man born blind brought by the act and word of Jesus to say,
“Lord, I believe on the Son of God.” We hear Martha from beneath the dark
cloud exclaim, “Yea, Lord; I believe that thou art the Christ, the Son of
God, which should come into the world.” Every one of these spontaneous
Confessions contains the germ of a more formal credal statement.

But the high point of spontaneous apostolic Confession was reached by
Peter on the Mount of Transfiguration long before the Resurrection, and by
Thomas thereafter. These two Confessions deserve to be contrasted. The
first one is based on more imperfect perception and less scientific material,
but on more glowing faith. The second one is based on experimental evi-
dence of the most definite and conclusive character. The one is by the most
ardent and the other by the most pessimistic of the apostles. Yet, strange to
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say, the first one, the one of ardent impulse, is most objective; and the sec-
ond one, the one of cold-blooded scientific examination of testimony, is the
most subjective one. Which of the two the Lord preferred need not be
stated. For Peter’s Confession He had nothing but pure praise; for Thomas’
Confession He had a comparison that implied rebuke: “Blessed are they that
have not seen, and yet have believed.”

To our Lord, then, the Confession of a living Church is more than that of
a dead historico-critical dogmatic. So much emphasis did Christ place upon
the inner conviction and the outer Confession of faith in Himself, that He
declared to Peter, what was the actual fact, as we shall see, that it was on
this rock of inner conviction and outer Confession that His Church would
be built. In the light of these words, His declaration of Luke 12:8, which
makes the public acknowledgment of Himself in His person and work the
great test of true membership in Him, takes on a new meaning; and in the
light of Peter’s Confession in Matthew 16:1G, the same disciple’s later
three-fold denial, followed by a three-fold searching question to Peter after
the Resurrection, shows what pre-eminence the Lord attributed to a Confes-
sion flowing out from the deep conviction of faith, and loyally maintained
in the hour of greatest crisis.

The preeminent importance of the duty of faithful confession was also
shown by Christ Himself in His own hour of trial, when He stood before
Pontius Pilate and made Confession as to Himself, declaring that He was
born and had come into the world for the purpose of bearing testimony to
the truth.

Thus from the very start of Christianity, faith has risen into Confession,
and Confession has taken the eternal form of a Confession. “In a certain
sense,” claims Schaff,? “it may be said that the Christian Church has never
been without a creed (Ecclesia sine symbolis nulla). The baptismal formula
and the words of institution of the Lord’s Supper are creeds. These and the
Confession of Peter antedate even the birth of the Christian Church on the
day of Pentecost. The Church is, indeed, not founded on symbols, but on
Christ; not on any words of man, but on the Word of God; yet it is founded
on Christ as confessed by men; and a creed is man’s answer to Christ’s
question, man’s acceptance and interpretation of God’s Word. Hence it is
after the memorable Confession of Peter that Christ said, ‘Thou art Rock,
and upon this rock I shall build my Church,’ as if to say, ‘Thou art the Con-
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fessor of Christ, and on this Confession, as an immovable rock, I shall build
my Church.” Where there is faith, there is also Confession of faith. As ‘faith
without works is dead,” so it may be said also that faith without confession
is dead.”

On the day of Pentecost, when the Church was established, and immedi-
ately thereafter, there was only one Article of Faith. All those who con-
fessed Jesus as the Messiah, were baptized at once, without the more ex-
plicit instruction that preceded baptism in later days. This first rudiment of
Confessionalism in the new-born Christian Church, which consisted of faith
in Christ as its one objective content, and which became recognized as the
standard of a good Christian Confession, developed under the working of
the Holy Ghost through the Word, into a gradual consciousness of the
whole content of Christian faith.

"Out of this one ‘Article of Faith,” viz., of ‘Jesus the Messiah,” it fol-
lowed, in the nature of the case, that the whole conception of that which the
Messiah should be in the rightly understood letter and spirit of the Old Tes-
tament promises, was transferred to Him, so that He was recognized as the
Redeemer from sin, the Ruler of the kingdom of God, to whom one’s whole
life was to be consecrated, Whose laws were to be followed in every re-
spect, Who revealed Himself by the impartation of a new divine power of
life, which conferred upon those redeemed and ruled by Him, the certainty
of the forgiveness of sin received from Him, and which was to be the
pledge of all the gifts that were to be granted them in His kingdom.

"He who acknowledged Jesus as the Messiah also thereby acknowledged
Him as the infallible Prophet of God, Whose instruction, as He Himself had
imparted it upon earth, and as He further imparted it through the Apostles,
into whom He had put new souls, would also further be appropriated by
Himself.

"Therefore baptism was at this time characterized as to its peculiar
Christian import according to this one Article of Faith, which constituted
the essence of Christianity, as a Baptism upon Jesus, upon the name of Je-
sus as Messiah.

“It 1s true that one cannot positively conclude from this characterization
of baptism that the Formula of Baptism was not something else. Yet it is
probable that in the original Apostolic Formula of Baptism only this one
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point was emphasized. This shorter Baptismal Formula contains in itself all
that is to be found in the words which Christ used at the institution of Bap-
tism. It includes the whole of Christian doctrine in itself; but the conscious-
ness of this content was not yet developed in the baptismal subject.””

This Baptism in the name of Jesus for the remission of sins, with the re-
ception of the Holy Ghost (Acts 2:38), undoubtedly implied also a Confes-
sion, in a more explicit form, of the exaltation of the crucified Jesus, “that
same Jesus whom God hath made,” that same Jesus “whom ye have cruci-
fied, both Lord and Christ” (Acts 2:36). Such may have been the earliest ac-
tual form of Christian Creed.

It is very clear from the baptism of the Eunuch that some simple Confes-
sion was connected with the administration of Baptism from the beginning.
The Eunuch said, “What doth hinder me to be baptized?” Philip said, “If
thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest.” The Eunuch answered and
said, “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” Then Philip baptized
the Eunuch (Acts 8:37, 38). The baptisms recorded in the Acts of the Apos-
tles all involve a brief Confession.4

The words of our Lord, “Into the name of Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Spirit,” in instituting baptism as the means of grace, and member-
ship in the Church, were probably used as a Formula by candidates for bap-
tism in confessing their faith at a very early date, and developed in the West
into the Apostolic, and in the East into the Nicene Creed.

Whether the summaries of the Apostle Paul, c. g., Romans 1:3, “Jesus
Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David according to the
flesh; and declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the Spirit
of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead;” and 1 Cor. 15:3, 4, “How
that Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures; and that he was
buried, and that he rose again the third day according to the scriptures;” and
2 Thess. 2:13, " God hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation,
through sanctification of the Spirit, and belief of the truth: whereunto he
called you by our gospel, to the obtaining of the glory of our Lord Jesus
Christ. Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which ye have
been taught, whether by word, or our epistle;" and 1 Tim. 3:16, “God was
manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto
the Gentiles, believed on in the world, received up into glory;” and Titus
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3:1-8, “The kindness and love of God our Savior toward man appeared, not
by works of righteousness which we have done, but according to his mercy
he saved us, by the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy
Ghost; which he shed on us abundantly, through Jesus Christ our Savior;
that being justified by his grace, we should be made heirs according to the
hope of eternal life. This is a faithful saying, and these things I will that
thou affirm constantly:” — whether these summaries are connected with the
sacrament of baptism or not, they all aided to put the substance of Christian
fact and doctrine into fixed form, and perhaps influenced the formulation of
Christian truth for Catechetical purposes.

One of these fixed Confessional forms may be referred to by Paul when
he bids Timothy to “hold fast the form of sound words, which thou hast
heard of me, in faith and love which is in Christ Jesus” (2 Tim. 1:13). A
fixed form of dogma, whether Confessional or not, is evidently alluded to in
Rom. 6:17, “Ye have obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine which was
delivered you;” and in Heb. 6:1, 2, there is the implication of a certain
round or system of doctrines well-known and confessed: “Therefore leaving
the principles of the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not lay-
ing again the foundation of repentance from dead works, and of faith to-
ward God, of the doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of hands, and of
resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment.”

We have thus seen that, in connection with the sacrament of baptism, the
Apostles insisted on the Confession of Jesus as the outer token of faith. This
Confession contained an avowal of Jesus as Lord (Rom. 10:9; 1 Cor. 12:3),
and, as we have noted, probably contained a Confession of the resurrection.
Almost all the elements, yes, the very clauses of the Apostles’ Creed, are to
be found, in the above quoted passages, already under consideration. They
were combined on the basis of the baptismal formula, “The Father, the Son
and the Holy Spirit;” but were confessed, first of all, as the truth that is in
Christ Jesus, since the approach to the unconverted comes through Christ,
and then naturally develops (as we see in 1 Cor. 12: -4-0; 2 Cor. 13:14; Eph.
2:8; Jude 20, 21; John 14:16) into the faith and Confession of the Father and
the Spirit.

It is possible that the contents of the Church Confessions, insisted on at
Baptism, varied with the circumstances and experience of the convert, and
only gradually came to include certain constant elements. Though always
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connected with Christ, the Confession apparently was not always a definite
formulation. In Heb. 4:14, for instance, the Confession to be made by the
Christian, and held fast to, is evidently the substance of doctrine and not its
form: “Seeing then that we have a great High Priest, that is passed into the
heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let vs hold fast our profession.”

It was the almost immediate appearance of false teaching that undoubt-
edly caused the elements of the truth in Christ Jesus to be drawn together
into a fixed Confessional Form. In the Epistles to John, for instance, the
fuller Confession of the Church as to the Fatherhood of God and the true
Sonship in Jesus, sets itself in antithesis to the errors of Gnosticism; and in
Paul’s teaching in such churches as Ephesus, the Confession had doubtless
rapidly crystallized into a *—form of sound words."

We thus come to the point where early formulated Confessions of the
Church arose out of that Confession of personal faith which was required of
the candidate for Baptism, especially during the struggles of the Church
with diverse forms of heresy.

Seeberg believes that the original oral traditions included a Formula of
Belief, of which 1 Cor. 15:3 ff is a preserved fragment, and that this For-
mula had a Confessional character and was used at the administration of
Baptism. He concludes that there was therefore a formulated basis of in-
struction, that is, a Baptismal Confession for those who desired to receive
the sacrament (Rom. 6:3 ff; cf. 4:14; Eph. 4:5 {f; 1 Pet. 3:21 ff; 1 Tim. 6:20;
1 John 2:20). From 1 Cor. 15:3, he concludes that this Formula was already
known and used at the time of the baptism of Paul; and from the many trini-
tarian passages in Scripture, some of which have already been quoted, he
believes that the Formula of Confession was arranged in a triad, and thus
became the basis from which at a later day our Apostles’ Creed was de-
rived.’

While baptism originally was administered in the name of Christ, the in-
struction and Confession recognized the Father, the Son and the Spirit; for
the baptized person looked forward at once to the reception of the Spirit.
And, so, the more elementary and primitive form of Christ gave way, fi-
nally, to the triune and more complete form of Matthew.

We have thus, in the period of the Apostolic Fathers, a Church Confes-
sion in use as the Baptismal Formula.® Irenaeus and Tertullian maintained
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that the “Canon of the Truth” was identical with the Baptismal Formula,
and everywhere employed in the Church since the time of the Apostles.’

All scholars agree that this “Canon of the Truth” of the Apostolic Fa-
thers includes the baptismal Confession.8

“And he who thus holds inflexible for himself the ‘Canon of Truth’
which he received by his baptism” — here follows a short summary of the
creed, which must accordingly be the content of the baptismal Confession.?
This short statement of the great realities of the Christian faith, which Ire-
naeus (1, 9: 1v) calls “the brief embodiment (somation) of truth,” is the first
received Confession of the Church. Seeberg feels that the historic signifi-
cance of this brief summary of saving truth was very great: “it preserved in-
tact the consciousness that salvation is dependent upon the deeds of Christ.
It taught the Church to construct Christian doctrine as the doctrine of the
deeds of God; and finally taught men to view the deeds of God under the
three-fold conception of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.”10

Irenaeus and Tertullian declare that the Rule of Faith was handed down
from the time of the Apostles. Ignatius and Justin bear testimony to Formu-
las of Confession in the middle of the Second Century.!!

The Roman form may be traced to the middle of the Third Century
(cf. Niovatian de Trinitate), and the most ancient tent of the Roman Creed
that has been found dates from the middle of the Fourth Century (Marcellus
in Epiph. haer. 52 al. 72, A.D. 337 or 338).

In spite of the fact that Irenacus and Tertullian regarded this Church
Confession as thoroughly ecumenical, and that its origin was located by
them in the Apostolic age, Harnack, as is well known, came to the conclu-
sion that this Confessional Formula appeared at Rome about A. D., 150,
and spread from thence through all the churches of the West; and that this
baptismal Confession, with the Canon of the new Testament, was created by
the Roman Church as an infallible rule of faith in order to crush out heresy;
and that it became the cause of leading Christianity away from the historical
Christ into historical Catholicism.

But Kunze'2 has shown that apostolic origin and not ecclesiastical sanc-
tion gave the Creed and the Canon their authority before the heretical con-
flicts arose. From the Fathers, Kunze concludes that the Rule of Faith in the
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Old Catholic Church is the Confession at Baptism, in so far as it was used
against heresy, and is completed and illustrated from Holy Scripture, Holy
Scripture itself being always included.

Kattenbusch,'3 in the most exhaustive treatise on the Apostles’ Creed ex-
tant, re-discusses the old Roman “Apostolic” form with great detail, and re-
views the studies of Harnack and Kunze. He argues for the existence of the
Roman form as early as A. D., 100; and that the evidence shows it to have
been circulated in Gallia, Africa and parts of Asia Minor in the Second
Century.

1. This Is true of the Lutheran as over against the Reformed Confes-
sion.<

2. Creeds of Christendom, I, p. 5.

3. Neander, Geschichte der Pfanzung und Leitung der Christlichen
Kirche durch die Apostel, I, pp. 26-28.«<

4. It has been pointed out that where baptism is mentioned historically
in the New Testament, it is into the name of the Lord Jesus (Acts 19:5;
etc.), and not into the triune name (Matt. 28:19): but the surprise of
Paul in Acts 19:3, that any one could have been baptized without hear-
ing of the Holy Spirit is fair evidence that the Holy Spirit was men-
tioned, whenever Christian baptism was dispensed (Observe the force
of the illative in Acts 19:3)." — Denney. For the treatment of this
problem as it affected the early centuries of Church History and the de-
velopment of the Apostles’ Creed, see pp. 101 sqq.«<

5. Seeberg, History of Doctrines, tr. by Hay, I, p. 37.«

6. Didache 7:1; Justin. Apol., 183; and Tertuuian, de Praeser., 9, 13,
37, 44, goes so far as to credit it to Christ Himself.«

7. Iren. adv. hacr. 1. 10. 1, 2; 1. 4. 1, 2. Tertul. de praeser. haeret. 37,
44,42. 14, 26, 36: de virg. [.«

8.  Kunze. in his Ghiubcnnrcf/cl, Heilir/r Schrift nud Tnufbekenntniss.
holds that the “Canon of the Truth” includes the Holy Scripture also,
and not solely the Baptismal Confession.«<
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9.

10.
11.

12.

13.

Iren. 1. 9. 4, cf. 10. 1. Tert. dr spcctac. 4; de coron. 3; de bapt. 11;
praescr. 14. See also Justin Apol. 1. 61 cntr. Clem. Al Strom, viii. 15,
p. 887. Potter, vi. 18. p. 826. Paed. 1. 6, p. 116. Cf. Caspari: Hat die
Alen. Kirche zur Zcit des Clem, ein Taufbek. be.’ie.i.01 oder nicht, in
Ztschr. f. k. Wiss., 1886, p. 352 ff. Also esp. Cyprian Ep. 69. 1:70. 2;
75. 10 fin.€

I. 86.«

Ign. Mat/n. 11. Eph. 7. Trail 9. Smyrn. 1. Just. Apol. 1. 13, 31, 46.
Dial. 85.«

Glauhensregel, Heilu/e Schrift wid Taitfbekeyinuiiss. Untersuchun-
gen Uber die dogmatische Autoritat, ihr Werden, und ihre Geschichte,
vornehmlich in der alten Kirche.«

Das Apostolische Syt)ibol, seine Entstehung, sein geschichtlicher
Sinn, seine ursprungliche Stellung in Kultus und in der Theologie der
Kirche. Ein Beitrag zur Symbolik und Dogmengeschichte.<
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10. The Development of The
Confessional Principle in The
Church

The Apostles’ Creed — The Nicene Creed — The Athanasian
Creed — The medieval Interval — The Ninety-Five Theses — The
Marburg and Schwabach Articles — The Augsburg Confession as a
Confessional Development — The Confessional Connection of the
Augsburg Confession.

WE NOW HAVE TRACED the rise of the Confessional Principle, the an-
swer of the soul and the Church to the Word, as it sprang from the lips of
Christ and the first disciples, as it accompanied the use of the Sacraments in

the Apostolic Church, and as it developed into the Apostles’ Creed in the
days of the Church Fathers.

In the Apostles’ Creed we possess the first rich and full jewel of Confes-
sional ism, viz., a personal declaration of the baptized member’s faith in the
one true and living God, Who made us, redeemed us, and sanctified us in
His Church. This Apostolic Confession grew naturally out of the baptismal
formula; and it summed up in three short articles of faith the facts of the
Christian religion, in the order of God’s own revelation, beginning with
God and creation, continuing on a larger and central scale through the per-
son and work of Christ, and concluding with the work of the Holy Spirit in
the Church, culminating in the resurrection of the body and the life everlast-
ing.

This Apostles’ Creed is the very spinal column of our faith, in fact and
doctrine, and rightly takes its place in our order of service as the fit liturgi-
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cal medium for the regular, ordinary and united Confession, or testimony, of
faith of the worshiping congregation.

As the Apostles’ Creed arose in its Roman form in the churches of the
West, so the Nicene Creed arose out of the baptismal formula used as a
Confession of faith at the baptismal service in the churches of the East. Just
as the Apostles’ Creed bears the marks of the simple, practical and stable
Roman temperament; so the Nicene Creed bears the more metaphysical,
dogmatic and polemic form of the thought of the East.

Like the Apostles’ Creed, it was a growth of time, and was the result of
many changes, not in doctrine or substance, but in form and statement.

It was the first creed to obtain universal authority, having gradually
arisen in the East, in the Fourth and Fifth Centuries; and having been
adopted in the West, with the addition of “filioque” in Spain, at the end of
the Sixth Century; in England and France in the Eighth Century, and in Italy
and elsewhere in the ninth Century.

This gradual growth of the ecumenical Nicene Confession, extending
through centuries, and the lack of ecumenical character of the Apostles’
Creed, has an instructive parallel on a smaller scale in the gradual growth of
the Lutheran Confession in the Sixteenth Century, and in the lack of the
Formula of Concord to gain an entirely universal assent in the Lutheran
Church. As the validity of the Apostles’ Creed and of the Formula of Con-
cord are both rooted in Scripture, and not in the universal assent of the
Church (in which at least two out of the so-called three' ecumenical Creeds
would fail in the test today, and all of them would have failed in the earlier
ages of the Church), we need feel no concern as to the real Confessional
value of either of them.

The Nicene Creed?, the only universal Creed, has come down to us out
of a warfare and struggle, compared with which that in the Sixteenth Cen-
tury was small indeed; and one small word in it, which, however, in our
form of Christianity, ultimately triumphed, was the source of more confes-
sional strife than has ever arisen from the attempts to uphold the Augustana
Invariata as over against the changes of substance introduced by
Melanchthon. So influential was this one word filioque that it, as Schaff
puts it, “next to the authority of the Pope, is the chief source of the greatest
schism in Christendom.”

203



After all, then, history teaches that a single phrase can stand for a great
deal in a Confessional movement, and must be respected for the back-
ground it brings with it. As has been pointed out by historians, the contro-
versies concerning the double procession of the Holy Spirit were rooted in a
more general and deeper underlying cause, i.e. in a difference of spirit of
which this one point happened to be a single illustration.

The glorious waves of Confession in the Nicene Creed enlarge on the
Apostles’ Creed in their more explicit declarations of the divinity of Christ
and of the Holy Ghost. “The terms ‘co-essential’ or ‘co-equal,” ‘begotten
before all worlds,” ‘very God of very God,” ‘begotten, not made,” are so
many trophies of orthodoxy,” says Schaff, “in its mighty struggle with the
Arian heresy which agitated the Church for more than half a century.” They
remind us, in their fullness and their repeated recurrence, of the incoming
tide of the sea, which joyfully and steadily rises over every rock of opposi-
tion in its pathway.

The Athanasian Creed is a further advance of one step in doctrinal devel-
opment over the Apostles’ and the Nicene Creeds. It formulates the abso-
lute unity of the divine being or essence, and the trinity of the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit. its strength depends on its meaning of the term
persona, by which it avoids Sabellianism on the one hand and Tri-theism on
the other. “If the mystery of the Trinity can be logically defined, it is done
here”, says Schaff; and we might add, there is nothing more metaphysical in
basis and method in the whole Formula of Concord than what we find on
this point in this ecumenical Creed. its second part declares the doctrine of
the person of Christ, in opposition to the Apollinarian, the Nestorian and the
Eutychian heresies.

Of this symbol Luther says, “Es ist also gefasset, dass ich nicht weiss, ob
seit der Apostel Zeit in der Kirche des Neuen Testamentes etwas
Wichtigeres und Herrlicheres geschrieben sci.”? Of it Schaff says, It “is a
remarkably clear and precise summary of the doctrinal decisions of the first
four ecumenical Councils (from A. D. 325 to A. D. 451), and of the Augus-
tinian speculations on the Trinity and the Incarnation. its brief sentences are
artistically arranged and rhythmically expressed. It is a musical creed or
dogmatic psalm. Dean Stanley calls it ‘a triumphant paean’ of the orthodox
faith. It resembles, in this respect, the older Te Deum; but it is much more
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metaphysical and abstruse, and its harmony is disturbed by a threefold
anathema.”

This ecumenical symbol with its threefold anathema and the declaration
that its faith in the Trinity and the Incarnation is the indispensable condition
of salvation, and that all who reject it will be lost forever, stronger than the
condemnatory clauses of the Augsburg Confession and the Formula of Con-
cord, is, nevertheless, adopted by the Lutheran and the Reformed and other
Protestant Churches,* though it has never become an official symbol in the
Greek Church and is there used only for private devotion.

The strangest peculiarity of the Athanasian Creed is that it is a pseudo-
nym; and that, if its validity depended upon its authorship and the circum-
stances connected with its adoption into the Church, it could not remain a
symbol of the Church. It does not date back earlier, in fact, than toward the
close of the Eighth or the beginning of the Ninth Century.

Those who are inclined to find fault with the controversies, the situation
and the authors — in short, the historical source whence originated the
Lutheran Confessions; and to therefrom attempt to invalidate one or the
other of them, might profitably consider this earlier course of Confessional
development in the Christian Church in its instructive parallels.

The Lutheran and the Anglican Churches have recognized and embodied
these three Creeds in their doctrinal and liturgical standards. Luther clearly
connected Protestantism with them, and the Formula of Concord calls them
‘catholica et generalia summae auctoritatis symbola.’

With the Athanasian Creed, the development of the Confessional Princi-
ple, which had been at work for eight hundred years, came to a stop for an
almost equally long period. and no wonder! Confessions are the answer of
the soul and the Church to Scripture. But the Scripture had disappeared as
the rule of Faith, and the Church itself took the soul in charge, apart from
the Scripture, and did its thinking, furnishing it with its doctrine ready-made
and complete, and allowing only the scholastic comment of the schoolmen®
thereon. In these ages, the soul of the Confessor did not answer to the Word,
for the face of the Word was hid.

“There are no further symbols, though theology was greatly cultivated.
Scholasticism is nothing else than the vast expression of the intellectual la-
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bor bestowed on these subjects during these ages. But it worked on the ba-
sis of the doctrinal data already adopted and authorized by the Church. De-
veloping these data in endless sentences and commentaries,”® heresy was
extirpated by force, and there was no room for the witness and testimony of
the individual conscience. The individual no longer apprehended the truth
as it is in Christ Jesus in a vital manner, but accepted it mechanically.

As Confessional needs arose, such as they were, it was not additional
Confession of the Scriptures, but edicts of the Pope, that became both au-
thority and testimony for Christianity: not truth reflected from Christ in the
Word of God, but rules formulated by the head of the Church, which were
to be received without question.

With the awakening in the Reformation it was inevitable that the Confes-
sional principle should rise even more quickly than it had subsided. A puri-
fied Church would find the neglected and inactive fountains of testimony to
faith and teaching, gushing forth anew their clear and salutary waters to
quench the universal thirst of mankind. The foundation, laid in the old sym-
bols, long covered with dust, was swept clean once more, and the Confes-
sional building was carried upward toward completion, each new stone laid
in it “bearing the impress of the time and the historical relations out of
which it grew.””’

We present a summary of this period of re-awakening in the words of
Principal Tulloch, of the University of St. Andrews: "A new era of creed-
formations or Confessions of faith set in. The process of exposition, out of
which the ‘Athanasian’ symbol gradually rose, became once more urgent,
not only in the disrupted branches of the Church but also in the Roman
Church from which the Confessions were broken off. The Confessions of
the Lutheran Church claim the first attention in chronological order. The
first of these is the Confessio Augustana. Secondly, immediately following
was numbered the Apologia, nearly five times larger than the Confession it-
self. To these two primary documents were afterwards added, thirdly, the
Articles of Smalcald, signed at Smalcald by an assembly of Evangelical
theologians; and fourthly, the Formula Concordiae composed in 1576, after
considerable doctrinal divisions bad broken out in Lutheranism.

“This latter document was not so universally accepted as the others by
the Lutheran Churches, hut it has always been reckoned along with them as
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of Confessional authority. To these remain to be added Luther’s two Cate-
chisms, which have also a Confessional position among the Lutherans. The
collective documents are issued as a Concordia or Liber Concordiae,
printed with the three older creeds, and together they sum up the Confes-
sional theology of Lutheranism.”

The very first act of the Reformation, the nailing up of the Ninety-Five
Theses, was a Confessional one. and these Theses of 1517 already con-
tained the germs of the Confession at Augsburg in 1530. The doctrines of
original sin, baptism, the merits of Christ, good works, repentance, faith,
forgiveness, absolution and the power of the Church, all of them important
in the Augsburg Confession, are central here.

In 1518, Luther took the first step toward a common form of doctrine for
teaching the people, and in 1520, he published his “Short Form of the Ten
Commandments, the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer.” Meantime, in 1518,
Melanchthon bad reached Wittenberg and become his co-laborer. “So con-
stant and unreserved was the intimacy between them,” says Jacobs,? beauti-
fully, “that, from this time on, it becomes impossible to absolutely separate
their labors, since in the preparation of most books and papers, and in their
decisions on all important questions, they acted with mutual consultation
and revision of each other’s work. It was the work of Luther to draw from
the Holy Scriptures, under the pressure of severe conflict, the testimony
which the particular emergency required. These testimonies came forth like
sparks from the anvil without regard to any rigid system. Melanchthon
gathered them together, reduced them to scientific statement and methodical
order, enriched them by his more varied reading, and carried to completion
much that Luther had only suggested.”

Luther went to meet the papal legate at Augsburg and disputed with Eck
at Leipzig in 1519, burned the papal Bull in 1520, confessed at the Diet of
Worms in 1521; translated the new Testament in 1522-3; published the
“Deutsches Taufbuchlein” in 1523; the first hymn book in 1524; the
“Deutsche Messe und Ordnung des Gottesdienstes” in 1526; wrote his
“Large Catechism” in 1528; and his “Small Catechism” in 1529, the year of
the Diet of Spires.?

Thus we come to the earliest of the Lutheran Confessions, the Large and
the Small Catechisms of Dr. Martin Luther, published in 1529, for the use,
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respectively, of all faithful and godly pastors and teachers, in instructing
their congregations. In his preface to the Small Catechism Luther calls the
little book a ’statement of the Christian doctrine," which he has prepared in
“very brief and simple terms,” and which he desired to have introduced
among the young. He refers to the custom of the Church before him in
teaching the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed and the Ten Commandments; and
shows how “our office has now assumed a very different character from
that which it bore under the Pope; it is now of a very grave nature and is
very salutary in its influence.”

This earliest Confession of the Lutheran Church is a wonderful exponent
of true Evangelical doctrine. It sums up the whole Christian Faith as Law
and Gospel in its first two parts, the Christian life under the influence of the
Word and in communion with the Father in the third part, and the Sacra-
ments in the fourth and fifth parts.

We believe that this great symbol of the Church may be most briefly and
effectively characterized as The Confession of the Word and the Sacra-
ments, and as the fullness of the teaching of Article 7 of The Augsburg
Confession: “The Church is the congregation of saints in which the Gospel
is rightly taught and the Sacraments rightly administered.”

While this earliest Confession begins with Law, it is the Law of the
Gospel, and the central position of the Confession, 1. e., the second article
of the Creed, dominates the whole Catechism.

This little pioneer book really organizes the Lutheran conception of the
doctrine of the Church and of the Christian life under the influence of the
Word and the Sacraments.

In it, the old Apostles’ Creed, in the explanation to the second and third
articles, receives a wealth and fullness of doctrinal content, such as is con-
tained by no other Confession of the Church in so few words. The whole
full round of Evangelical Protestant teaching lies therein as in a germ; and
what is said in the later Confessions of the Church 1s but building upon this
foundation, and from a more enlarged and different point of view.

Luther gives the purpose as follows: “Thus there are in all five parts of
the entire doctrine which should be constantly practiced and heard recited
word for word. For you must not depend upon that which the young people
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may learn and retain from the sermon alone. The reason that we exercise
such diligence in preaching so often upon the Catechism is in order that its
truths may be inculcated on our youth, not in an ambitious and acute man-
ner, but briefly and with the greatest simplicity, so as to enter the mind read-
ily and be fixed in the memory.”

When he comes to speak of the fourth part, he says, “We have now fin-
ished the three chief parts of common Christian doctrine. Besides these we
have as yet to speak of our two Sacraments instituted by Christ, of which
also every Christian should have at least some short elementary instruction;
because without them there can be no salvation, although hitherto no in-
struction has been given. But in the first place we take up baptism, by
which we are first received into the Christian Church. That it may be read-
ily understood, we will carefully treat of it, keeping only to that which it is
necessary to know. For how it is to be maintained and defended against
heretics and saints we will commend to the learned.”

The Confessional development in Luther’s mind between the Cate-
chisms and the Marburg Articles is not difficult to see. The Marburg Arti-
cles proceed upon the basis of the Apostles’ Creed, including the additions
of the Nicene and the Athanasian, and expand upon Luther’s explanation of
the third article of the Apostles’ Creed, giving particular attention to Justifi-
cation and the Word, and then proceed to the Sacraments.

The two earliest symbols of the Lutheran Church were works of testi-
mony and Confession intended for the upbuilding of the Church within. The
same year, on October 3rd, 1529, came the fifteen Marburg Articles, drawn
up by Luther, and which were intended to conserve and strengthen the
Evangelical faith as it looked outward. The Augsburg Confession is rooted
in these articles; and the seventeen articles of Luther at Schwabach, October
15th, 1529, elaborate the Marburg Articles. These two sets of articles, the
teaching of Luther (and without any condemnatory clauses), within six
months of the preparation of the Augsburg Confession and nine months of
its delivery, form the foundation of the doctrinal articles of the Augsburg
Confession.

The first article of Marburg and the first of Schwabach is the substance
of the first article of the Augsburg Confession. The fourth article of Mar-
burg, and of Schwabach, is the substance of the second article of the Augs-
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burg Confession. The second and third articles of both Marburg and
Schwabach are the substance of the third article of the Augsburg Confes-
sion. Article 5 of Marburg and of Schwabach is the substance of the fourth
article of the Augsburg Confession. Articles 6, 7 and 8 of @rarburg and 6
and 7 of Schwabach are the basis of the fifth article of the Augsburg Con-
fession. Article 5 of Marburg is the basis of the sixth article of the Augs-
burg Confession. Article 12 of Schwabach is the basis of the seventh article
of the Augsburg Confession. Articles 9 of Marburg and 8 and 9 of
Schwabach are the basis of the ninth article of the Augsburg Confession.
Article 10 of Schwabach is the basis of the tenth article of the Augsburg
Confession. Article 11 of Marburg and of Schwabach is the basis of the
eleventh article of the Augsburg Confession. Article 15 of Marburg is the
basis of the thirteenth article of the Augsburg Confession. Article 17 of
Schwabach is the basis of the fifteenth article of the Augsburg Confession.
Article 12 of Marburg is the basis of the Sixteenth article of the Augsburg
Confession. Articles 13 and 14 of Schwabach are the basis of the seven-
teenth article of the Augsburg Confession. Articles 18 and 19, the two
philosophical and metaphysical articles of the Augsburg Confession, touch-
ing subjects such as those treated in the Formula of Concord, have no basis
in the Luther articles of Marburg and Schwabach.

If the foundation of the first seventeen articles of the Augsburg Confes-
sion are to be found in the Marburg and Schwabach articles, the foundation
of the remaining articles of the Augsburg Confession from twenty to
twenty-eight are to be found in the Torgau articles, written, it is supposed,
by Luther, certainly by Melauchthon, Jonas and Bugenhagen. March 14-
20th, 1530, within about three months prior to the reading of the Augsburg
Confession. Article 20 of the Augsburg Confession closely follows “B. ,0f
Faith and Works” of Torgau. Article 21 of the Augsburg Confession, “Wor-
ship of Saints,” is found in substance in the same article of Torgau. Article
22, “of Both Kinds in the Sacraments,” is found essentially in the article,
“of Both Forms,” in Torgau. Article 23, “of the Marriage of Priests,” is
found in short compass under the same article in Torgau; and Article 24, “of
the Mass,” and Article 25, “of Confession,” are similarly found under said
article. Article 26, “of Traditions of Men,” 1s found under the head of “The
Doctrines and Ordinances of Men” in Torgau. Article 27, “of Monastic
Vows,” 1s found under the same heading in Torgau. Article 28, “of the
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Power of the Bishops,” is found under the heading of “Ordination” in Tor-
gau, and also in “C. of the Power of the Keys.”

It thus will be seen that the substantial form of Lutheran doctrine, both in
its connection with the old ecumenical symbols, in its special teachings as
to Justification by Faith and not by works, in its doctrine of the Word, the
Sacraments and the Church, and in every other positive point, except the
doctrine of Free Will, as well as in every other negative point as contrasted
with the Roman Church, was developed by or well known to Luther, after
passing through his Catechisms in 1528-9, in the articles of Marburg,
Schwabach and Torgau in 1529-30, shortly prior to the issuance of the
Augsburg Confession by Melanchthon. Though Luther had never written a
line of the Augsburg Confession, nor ever even seen a sentence of it until
after it was delivered to the emperor, it was, nevertheless, in substance, his
teaching and the work of his mind, with the adjustments, to the occasion,
made by Melanchthon, under the direction and supervision of the Elector
and his chancellor.

1.  Even the Nicene Creed is used very little in the Reformed Churches
of Protestantism. Calvin depreciated it.«<

2. Tulloch, with the prejudice of his position, goes so far as to say:
“The two others associated with it in the services of the Western
Church have not only never had acceptance beyond the range of that
church, but are very gradual growths within it. without any definite
parentage or deliberate and consultative authority. They emerge gradu-
ally during many centuries from the confusions and variations of
Christian opinion, slowly crystallizing into definite shape: and such
authority as belongs to them is neither primitive nor patristic. It is the
reflected assent of the later church in the West, and the uncritical pa-
tronage of a comparatively ignorant age, which have alone elevated
them to the same position as the faith defined at Nicaea, which is the
only truly Catholic or universal symbol of the universal church.” The
tone of these British words condemnatory of the Apostles’ Creed as a
Confession, rings with almost identical quality among us in the con-
demnation of the Formula of Concord as a real Confession.«

211



3.
4.

5.

A S

Walch. VI, 2315.«

The Protestant Episcopal Church in the United States eliminated
both the Nicene and the Athanasian Creeds, together with the clause,
“He descended into hell,” of the Apostles’ Creed, from their prayer
book, in 1785; but it was compelled to restore everything but the
Athanasian Creed before the Church of England would grant it the
right of ordination.«

Editor’s note: Medieval Scholastic Scholar or Philospher (American
Heritage Dictionary)<

Mueher, Einleitung.«
Ib., p. 23.«
Life of Luther, p. 106.<

We find the following historical summary in Johnson’s Cyclopedia,
V, on “The Lutheran Church,” signed by Jacobs: “Luther’s internal
conflicts, his theses, the meetings with Cajetan, Miltitz, the Leipzig
disputation, the attraction of Melanchthon into his mighty orbit, his era
of storm and pressure (1520-21), the bull, the efforts of Charles V. at
repression, the Diet of Worms, the hiding at the Wartburg, the outbreak
of radicalism at Wittenberg under Karlstadt (1522-25), the Peasant war
and Anabaptist sedition (1529), the controversies with Henry VIII and
Erasmus (1523-26) — all had within them potencies for the future of
the Church, on which Luther’s name, in the face of his protest, was to
be fined. The Lutheran Reformation showed its unfolding strength in
the empire at the Diet of Nuremberg (1522-23): in the extension of the
evangelical doctrine (1522-24) at the second Diet of Nuremberg
(Jan. 14, 1524); at the convention of Ratisbon (1524), called to resist
it; in the growing decision of the evangelical states (1524); in the Tor-
gau confederacy (1526). With the year 1526 the estates began to use
the right, successfully claimed at the Diet of Spires, to regulate ecclesi-
astical matters in their own territories. In the years following (1526-29)
a number of the Lutheran state churches began to be established and
organized. Electoral Saxony, by Luther’s advice, began with a thor-
ough re-visitation of the churches. The church constitution and
Luther’s two catechisms (1529), which grew out of this visitation, be-

212



came guides in the organization and training of other state churches.
The first martyrs were two young Augustinian monks of Antwerp
(1523), whose memory is kept green by Luther’s hymn.”«
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11. The Confessional Principle
In The Augsburg Confession

The Confessional Authorship of the Augsburg Confession — The
Confessional Content of the Augsburg Confession — The Confes-
sional Progress of the Augsburg Confession — The General Confes-
sional Characteristics of the Augsburg Confession — The Fate of the
Augsburg Confession as Variata and its Essence as Invariata — The
Wide Difference between the Theology of the Augsburg Confession
and Pure American Protestantism.

THE QUESTION as to the credit of the authorship of the Augsburg Con-
fession, as a Confession, is, to an unbiased mind, and in view of all the light
now shed upon the situation, an idle one.! The Augsburg Confession is a
true Confessional writing, in which the Providence of God, as over against
the will and hand of man, was the determining and decisive factor.

When the Elector of Saxony learned that the Emperor would come to
Germany and hold a diet at Augsburg, and started with his group of theolo-
gians to meet him, the doctrine of the Evangelical Churches was already de-
veloped and known. Luther, the great living Witness, was as near at hand as
God, through the Emperor, had designed and allowed. The clear statements
of doctrine from which the Confession was to be drawn, and which had
come largely from Luther himself, with much consultation as to the same,
were in the hand and mind of Melanchthon. The responsibility and the bal-
ance of power which would finally determine the quantity of substance and
the quality of form, lay with the wise and steadfast elector (a layman) and
his sturdy and clear-sighted chancellor (also a layman). The modifying ele-
ments, providentially permitted to enter, at the last moment, and serving,
with other factors, to give that golden poise on all sides to the firmness of
the Confession, were the awakened and friendly Estates that joined in it.
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The inexorable demands of circumstance, changing from day to day in the
development of the situation in the Emperor’s mind — demands that threw
Master Philip’s mind out of its original channel and, finally, almost fright-
ened him out of his wits — were beyond human control; and each and all
these factors were directly contributory to the substance, and to the formal
content of the Augsburg Confession. Then came Melanchthon, the adapt-
able and gifted servant of the cause and of the Lord, in himself not a
prophet, but a molder of the prophetic voice, who combined a multitude of
indispensable elements, and gave to the result a ripe inner compactness, a
beautiful outer dress, and an abiding form of strength. To quote one of those
who love Melanchthon much, Kahnis? says:

“Luther war der Meister des Inhalts, Melanchthon der Meister der Form.

. Melanchthon war der Mann, welclier niit Objektivitiit, Feinheit,

Klarheit, Milde zu schreiben verstand. Und wie me hat er diese Gabe in

diesem Falle verwerthet.” And Schaff declares that while the spirit and the

literary composition are that of Melanchthon, “as to the doctrines, Luther

had a right to say, ‘The Catechism, the exposition of the Ten Command-
ments, and the Augsburg Confession, are mine.’” 3

If Melanchthon had been permitted to have his own way in the framing
and presentation of the Augsburg Confession, and to exercise his own judg-
ment as to material, purpose and style, it would have been an instrument
different in substance and form from what we now happily find it.4

Owing to Melanchthon’s want of stability, when diverse shades of doc-
trine appealed to his judgment, and his willingness to compromise with
what appeared to be the most promising hope at the moment, the Augsburg
Confession would probably have been a dissimilar and diverse presentation
each time, at any one of several critical moments, had it been handed in
then, between the beginning of May and the end of June.

The same desire for union with those without, and the willingness to
adapt and change, that kept Melanchthon busy with the document, after it
had once become the public property of the Lutheran Church, inspired him
to work incessantly at it, in order to fit it to the kaleidoscopic changes of the
political situation prior to the meeting of the diet. He started, first of all,
with the idea of healing the breach with Rome.
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To achieve this more effectively, it had been determined to abandon all
the doctrinal articles; and, in place thereof, to substitute a lengthy Preface in
which the elector was eulogized. The changes of faith and custom intro-
duced into the Protestant churches by the reformers were to be minimized
as much as possible, so as to cause them to look comparatively unimpor-
tant, and to convey the impression that the Evangelical Church was still,
barring certain abuses, in complete harmony with Home.

In thus modifying the language to conciliate Rome, which was the great
threatening power in the horizon at that moment, prior to the Diet at Augs-
burg, Melanchthon necessarily broke with the more radical elements of
Protestantism, including the Zwinglians; and it was in his interest to show,
at this time, the Emperor and the Pope how little the Evangelical Church,
which he represented, had in common with the Reformed churches, and
thus widen the breach between them as much as possible.s

Hence, had Melanchthon remained in control, there might never have
been an Augsburg Confession; for the document, if handed in to the Diet,
would have been constituted of a Preface defending the Elector and declar-
ing how near the churches in the electorate of Saxony approached the prac-
tice of Rome, and a statement of the abuses that the Protestants had justly
been attempting to correct.

It was the attack on Lutheran doctrine as such by the Romanists, and the
apparent impression of this attack on the Emperor before he arrived at
Augsburg, and the wisdom and insistence of the Chancellor Briicke,"that put
a complete quietus on Melanchthon’s plan, and compelled the introduction
of the twenty-one doctrinal articles at the head of the Confession, and that
finally cut off negotiations with Rome.

It was only at a late day that Philipp of Hesse, the friend of the Reformed
Churches, was admitted into the counsels of the Elector of Saxony, and that
the balance of the Confession was swung back to its true golden center be-
tween Rome and the Reformed, and that thus the real objective treatment of
Lutheran doctrine toward both its antitheses, viz., Rome on the one side,
and the Reformed on the other, was really assured.

Had it been possible for Melanchthon to procure peace at Augsburg by a
compromise of the Confessional principle, we believe that he would, in ac-
cordance with the natural bent of his mind, have embraced that situation
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rather than have prepared, as he finally was compelled and directed to do,
the full and objective Confessional statement of the doctrine of the Evangel-
ical churches. Hut, in the Providence of God, owing to the concurrence of
various historical elements, and with the over-shadowing power of sound
Confessional Lutheranism as the key to the situation, the Confession came
to embody the teaching of the Evangelical Churches.

When we come to note the progress of the Confessional principle, as
found in the Augsburg Confession, in comparison with the three ecumenical
symbols, we find, first of all, in Article I of the Confession, a building on
the old symbols, especially on the Nicene Creed, in the doctrine of the Trin-
ity.

We find, in addition, a now Confessional article, not in the ecumenical
creeds, in the second article of the Augsburg Confession, namely, the one
devoted to Anthropology and the Doctrine of Original Sin, which is the
negative basis of redemption. We find in the third article a reiteration of the
Ecumenical creeds as to the Person of Christ. We find in the fourth the new
but old and apostolic Doctrine of Justification by faith, in line with Luther’s
explanation of the third part of the creed, in the clause, “I believe in the for-
giveness of sins.” In Article 5 we find the new doctrine of the Word and the
Sacraments. In Article 6 we have the corollary of Article 4 on Justification.

In Article 7 we find the abridged doctrine of the Church on the basis of
“I believe in the Holy Christian Church, the communion of Saints.” In the
eighth article we find a delineation of the relation of the communion of
saints and the Word and Sacraments to the world. In Articles 9, 10, and 11
we have the fourth and fifth parts of Luther’s Catechism. In Article 12 we
have a part of the teaching of the Ninety-Five Theses, together with a con-
demnation of old and current errors. In Article niii we find the teaching that
the two Sacraments of the Church were not ordained chiefly to be “marks of
profession among men”’ (on which rests the modern theory of open commu-
nion), “but rather to be signs and testimonies of the will of God toward us,
instituted to awaken and confirm faith in those who use thorn.” Articles 14
and 15 relate to the internal ministry of the Church, and are intended to hold
the Evangelical truth as over against both Roman and extreme Protestant er-
ror. Article 16, on civil affairs, is intended to hold the true faith as against
extreme Protestant error. Article 17, an expansion of the final article in the
Apostles’ Creed, is also against extreme Protestant error. Articles 18 and
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19, on the freedom of the will and on the cause of good works, revert back
to Article 2 on the original nature of man. The remainder of the Confession,
from Article 20 on, 1s a defense of the Protestant doctrine as it has worked
itself out into practice.

The great distinctive features of the Augsburg Confession, as going be-
yond the (Ecumenical creeds and the Catechisms of Luther, in the order of
historical development, are its positive presentation of the doctrine of
Luther’s ninety-Five Theses, the material principle of the Reformation, Jus-
tification by faith; its presentation of the one and great doctrine of the Word
and Sacraments, as constituting the office of the Church; its teaching of the
Church, in all its various aspects, in contrast with the wrong teaching of the
Roman Church; and, particularly, its emphasis on the Church as invisible,
and 1ts larger teaching on the Sacraments.

It is in these points that it marks a Confessional advance over the ecu-
menical Creeds, and sets fast forever a new and larger sum of Confessional
truth. But several things were still to follow.

In the Augsburg Confession the Evangelical Protestant development had
not yet reached a Confession of the formal principle of the Reformation,
mainly, that the Holy Scriptures are the only rule of faith and life; nor of the
fundamental Lutheran truth of Law and Gospel; nor any full explanation of
the Person of Christ, particularly in its relation to the Lord’s Supper; nor
any Confession on the Scriptural teaching of predestination and election.
These leading doctrines of revelation were reserved, in the Providence of
God, to be wrought out and eventually were confessed in the Formula of
Concord.

But let us now consider the Augsburg Confession as an entity in itself,
from its own standpoint: —

The Confession divides itself into two parts: the one, dealing with
dogma; the other, with ecclesiastical customs and institutions. The twenty-
one doctrinal articles, beginning with the Trinity and ending with the wor-
ship of saints, confess the truth of God held by the Evangelical faith, in
common with Rome, in common with Augustinian theology (2, 18, 19, 8),
in opposition to the semi-Pelagianism of Rome, and in distinction from the
Zwinglians and the Anabaptists.
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Linking itself to the old Catholic symbols in the doctrine of God and
Christ, it, for the first time in the history of the Christian Church, adds to
the Confessional principle the true doctrine of man, in his sinful nature (2)
and enslaved will (19); and the true doctrine of the salvation of man, justifi-
cation by faith (4), repentance (12), new obedience (6), good works (19),
daily life (16), and Christ the only mediator (20): as well as the true doc-
trine of the Word and the ministry (5), ordination (11), the Church (7,8),
Confession and absolution (11), the Sacraments (9, 10 (real bodily presence
and distribution of Christ), 13), and ecclesiastical rites (15).

In common with the Church Catholic, the Confession records itself as in
opposition to Unitarians, Arians, Pelagians, Donatists, Sacramentarians and
Anabaptists (who are in error on the doctrines of infant baptism, the church,
civil offices and the millennium); and opposes the following abuses of
Rome: withdrawal of cup from the laity (1), celibacy of the clergy (2), sac-
rifice of the mass (3), detailed and obligatory auricular Confession (4),
obligatory celebration of ceremonies and feasts and fasts (5), monastic
vows (6), and secular power of the bishop where it interferes with the purity
of the holy office (7).

The greatness of the Augsburg Confession lay not only in its Confes-
sional substance, in which it added the whole doctrine of man, salvation,
faith, the church and the ministry of the Word and Sacraments, to the old
ecumenical creeds; but also in its historical occasion, and in its general
tone.

As to the occasion, it was presented, at the command of the German Em-
peror,” by Lutheran princes as an explicit statement of their faith, ostensibly
that Catholics and Protestants might be united once again as one undivided
Christian Church, in a war against the common enemy, the Turk, but, in re-
ality, as an apology for the protesting attitude of the evangelical faith. In
view of its ostensible purpose, so deeply cherished by Melanchthon, it
treads very softly, as Luther says,® and does not even mention the Papacy in
many of its worst abuses; and declares itself in harmony, not only with
Scripture, but also with the genuine tradition of the Roman Church. The
historic heresies it condemns are those already punishable according to the
laws of the German empire. It would come back to Rome, if Rome would
leave its faith and praxis undisturbed. Put we are not to conclude, from this
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irenic tone, that it conceals any truth. its attitude is genuine, churchly, de-
vout, Scriptural, and without compromise.

In reviewing the general character of the Augsburg Confession, we find
in it, first, a wonderful tone of objective universality in which all its truths
abide — and reach stability and rest. Who would suppose that these confes-
sors were ‘“protestants” or men of a perturbed past or unsettled future! The
strength of the everlasting hills is in them, and that quiet confidence which
usually comes only with the stability of ages. With common consent, and as
an established and universal fact, the confessors declare, “Our Churches do
teach.” They speak as part of “the one holy Church that continues forever.”
They calmly exhibit the summary of their doctrine, “so that it might be un-
derstood that in doctrine and ceremonies nothing has been received on our
part against Scripture or the Church Catholic;” and in every sentence they
utter, they impress upon the attentive reader the fact that they are true repre-

sentatives of an abiding inner harmony, namely, “the churches,” “our
churches,” against which the gates of hell cannot prevail.

The next striking feature in the Confession is the spirit of Catholic conti-
nuity, in which the Confession ranges itself" in line with the whole develop-
ment of historical Christianity, and with the Christian Church, as the abid-
ing institution amidst all changes, as is clearly demonstrated by the internal
evidence contained in the following statements: “That these matters may be
settled and brought back to one perfect truth and Christian concord — that
we may be able to live in unity and concord in the one Christian Church —
that the dissension may be done away and brought back to the one true ac-
cordant religion; for as we all serve and do battle under one Christ, we
ought to confess the one Christ — to the true unity of the Church, it is
enough to agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and the administra-
tion of the sacraments — no one should publicly teach in the Church unless
he be regularly called — in our doctrine there is nothing that varies from
the Scripture, or from the Church Catholic, or from the Church of Rome as
known from its writers — our churches dissent in no article of the Faith
from the Church Catholic — our teachers must not be looked upon as hav-
ing taken up this matter rashly or from hatred of the bishops — very many
traditions are kept on our part which conduce to good order in the Church,
as the Order of Lessons in the Mass, and the chief holy days — liberty in
human rites was not unknown to our Fathers — our teachers, for the com-
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forting of men’s consciences, were constrained to show the difference be-
tween the power of the Church and the power of the sword— since the
power of the Church grants eternal things, it does not interfere with civil
government — nothing has been received on our part against Scripture or
the Church Catholic.” We find in this flowing current of testimony a con-
sciousness of connection with the Church of all ages; and in its broadest and
deepest life; a consciousness that is very rare indeed in any declaration of
principle, and which is truly ecumenical.

"The Confession exhibited the one undivided faith of the entire Lutheran
Church in the Empire. It was not the work of men without authority to rep-
resent the Church, but was the voice of all the Churches. Its groundwork
was laid by Luther; materials were brought together by the great theolo-
gians of the whole Lutheran Church — by Brentius, Jonas, Spalatin and
others — who carefully examined and tested each other’s work. The match-
less hand of Melanchthon was employed in giving the most perfect form,
the most absolutely finished statement of the faith; the Confession was sub-
jected to the careful examination of Luther, by whom it was heartily ap-
proved, Melanchthon’s own account is: ‘I brought together the heads of the
Confession, embracing almost the sum of file doctrine of our Churches. I
took nothing on myself. In the presence of the Princes and the officials ev-
ery topic was discussed by our preachers, sentence by sentence. A copy of
the entire Confession was then sent to Luther, who wrote to the Princes that
he had read and that he approved the Confession.”®

"The very name of Augsburg, which tells us where our Confession was
uttered, reminds us of the nature of the obligations of those who profess to
receive it. Two other Confessions were brought to that city: the Confession
of Zwingli, and the Tetrapolitan Confession — the former openly opposed
to the faith of our Church, especially in regard to the Sacraments; the latter,
ambiguous and evasive on some of the vital points of the same doctrine.
These two Confessions are now remembered . . . only because of the histor-
ical glory shed by ours over everything which came into any relation to it.
But can it be . . . that what was not Lutheranism there 1s Lutheranism here;
that what was Lutheranism then is not Lutheranism now; that Zwingli or
Hedio, of Strasburg, could, without a change of views, honestly subscribe
the Confession against which they had arrayed themselves, that very Con-
fession the main drift of some of whose most important Articles was to
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teach the truth these men denied, and to condemn the errors these men fos-
tered!

“The Confessors say that in the Confession: ‘There is Nothing which de-
parts from the Church Catholic, the Universal Christian Church.’1° They de-
clare, moreover, that it is their grand design in the Confession to avoid the
‘transmission as a heritage to their children and to the descendants of an-
other doctrine, a doctrine not in conformity with the pure Divine word and
Christian truth.” The witness of a true faith is a witness to the end of time.
When, therefore, Briick, the Chancellor of Saxony, presented the Confes-
sion, he said: ‘By the help of God and our Lord Jesus Christ, this Confes-
sion shall remain invincible against the gates of hell, to eternity.””!!

The third characteristic of the Augsburg Confession, that rises like an
earnest strain in all its voices, is the note of personal salvation, through jus-
tification and remission of sins by faith; and in this it joins with Luther’s
second article of the Creed and the fourth and fifth parts of his Catechism. It
is the Gospel idea made prominent in the Church Confession:- “Christ a
sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but for all actual sins of men, when
they believe that they are received into favor and that their sins are forgiven
for Christ’s sake — God, not for our own merits, but for Christ’s sake, justi-
fieth those who believe — remission of sins and justification are appre-
hended by faith — through baptism is offered the grace of God — for those
who have fallen after baptism there is remission of sins whenever they are
converted — faith, born of the Gospel, or of absolution, believes that for
Christ’s sake sins are forgiven — the Sacraments were instituted to awaken
and confirm faith in those who use them — observances are not necessary
to salvation — the natural man receiveth not the things of the spirit — our
works cannot reconcile God or merit forgiveness of sins, grace and Justifi-
cation — Christ the only Mediator, Propitiation, High Priest and Intercessor
— the doctrine of grace and of the righteousness of faith is the chief part of
the Gospel and ought to stand out as the most prominent in the church —
the monks have taught that by their vows and observances they merited for-
giveness of sins — the power of the keys is a power to preach the Gospel,
to remit and retain sins, and to administer sacraments — that the bishops al-
low the Gospel to be purely taught, and that they retain some few obser-
vances which cannot be kept without sin.” Where in all the literature of the
Church is the Gospel of remission of sins unto salvation, by faith alone,
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preached in so personal and yet so sacramental a manner! This is the Gospel
Confession confessing Christ crucified, believed on, and distributed in
Word and Sacrament to every member of the Communion of Saints.

Still another majestic and most remarkable feature of the Augsburg Con-
fession 1s that of respectful freedom, in which reverence and obedience for
authority are combined in the true golden mean with perfect liberty of con-
science:-" In obedience to Your Imperial Majesty’s wishes, we offer our
Confession — abundantly prepared to join issue and to defend the cause in
a general, free Christian Council — to this General Council we have made
appeal in this gravest of matters in due manner and form of law — to this
appeal we still adhere — neither do we intend to relinquish it by this or any
other document, of which this also is our solemn and public testimony— all
men are born with sin; and cannot be justified before God by their own
strength, but are freely justified for Christ’s sake — concerning rites let men
be admonished that consciences are not to be burdened — lawful civil ordi-
nances are good works of God — the Gospel does not destroy the State or
the family — man’s will has some liberty for the attainment of civil right-
eousness — faith is the mother of a good will and right doing — insomuch
as abuses could not he approved with a good conscience, they have been to
some extent corrected — no law of man can annul the commandment of
God — we condemn the traditions which prescribe certain days and certain
meats, with peril of conscience — liberty in human rites was not unknown
to the Fathers — Christian perfection is to fear God from the heart — some
have awkwardly confounded the power of the Church and the power of the
sword — the power of the Church and the civil power must not be con-
founded — let not the Church prescribe la.ws to civil rulers concerning the
form of the Commonwealth — if bishops have the right to burden churches
with infinite traditions, and to ensnare consciences, why does Scripture so
often prohibit to make and to listen to traditions? — it is necessary that the
doctrine of Christian liberty be preserved in the churches — the righteous-
ness of faith and Christian liberty must not be disregarded — bishops might
retain obedience, if they would not insist upon the observance of what can-
not be kept with a good conscience — it is not our design to wrest the gov-
ernment from the bishops, but if they make no concession, it is for them to
see how they shall give account to God for having, by their obstinacy,
caused a schism" (the last word of the Confession).
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Thus the Augsburg Confession calmly introduces the modern doctrine of
the complete separation of Church and State, into the dawn of modern life;
and does so, from a purely spiritual point of view, for the sake of the souls
of men and the freedom of the Church, and without any ulterior design of
usurping, as Rome attempted to do, the reins of civil government; but, nev-
ertheless, the spiritual liberty thus implanted in the souls, did lead to great
and unexpected results within the sphere of the State. On this point, we
quote the eloquent words of Krauth: —,

“The Augsburg Confession had, and has, great value, in view of the
sound political principles it asserted and guaranteed. Signed by the princes
and free cities, it was a sovereign ratification and guarantee of the rights of
the Church and of the individual Christian in the State. It asserted the inde-
pendence on the State of the Church, as a Church; the distinctness of the
spheres of the Church and State, the rights of the State over the Christian, as
a subject; the Christian’s duty to the State, as a subject; and the supremacy
of God’s law and of the demands of conscience, over all unrighteous enact-
ments of man. It defined in brief, yet ample statements, the entire relation of
ecclesiastical and civil power.!2 It overthrew the conception of the Church
as a great world-dominating power — taught the obligation of legitimate
civil ordinances, the lawfulness of Christians bearing civil office, the right
of the State to demand oaths, to exact penalties, and to wage ‘just wars,’
and the obligation of the Christian citizen to bear part in them. It asserts that
‘God’s command is to be more regarded than all usage — that custom intro-
duced contrary to God’s command is not to be approved.” ‘Christians
should render obedience to magistrates and their laws in all things,” ‘save
only those when they command any sin, for then they must rather obey God
than men.” It overthrew monasticism and enforced celibacy, those weak-
nesses of the State: curbed the insolence of Pope, Bishop and Clergy, and
restored the normal and divine relations of man to man. of subject to ruler,
of Church to State, of God’s law to human law, of loyalty to the rights of
conscience. The Lutheran Church gives to every State into which she en-
ters, her great voucher of fidelity to the principles on which alone free gov-
ernments can stand.”

“The Augsburg Confession was exquisitely adapted to all its objects, as
a Confession of faith, and a defense of it. In it the very heart of the Gospel
beats again. It gave organic being to what had hitherto been but a tendency,
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and knit together great nationalities in the holiest bond by which men can
be held in association. It enabled the Evangelical princes, as a body, to
throw their moral weight for truth into the empire. These were the starting-
points of its great work and glory among men. To it, under God, more than
to any other cause, the whole Protestant world owes civil and religious free-
dom. Under it, as a banner, the pride of Rome was broken, and her armies
destroyed. It is the symbol of pure Protestantism, as the three General
Creeds are symbols of that developing Catholicity to which genuine Protes-
tantism is related, as the maturing fruit is related to the blossom. To it the
eyes of all deep thinkers have been turned, as to a star of hope amid the in-
ternal strifes of nominal Protestantism. Gieseler, the great Reformed Church
historian, says:3 ‘If the question be. Which, among all Protestant Confes-
sions, is best adapted for forming the foundation of a union among Protes-
tant Churches? we declare ourselves unreservedly for the Augsburg Confes-
sion.” But no genuine union can ever be formed upon the basis of the Augs-
burg Confession, except by a hearty consent in its whole faith, an honest re-
ception of all its statements of doctrine in the sense which the statements
bear in the Confession itself. If there be those who would forgive Rome her
unrepented sins, they must do it in the face of the Augsburg Confession. If
there be those who would consent to a truce at least with Rationalism or Fa-
naticism, they must begin their work by making men forget the great Con-
fession, which refused its covert to them from the beginning.”

“With the Augsburg Confession begins the clearly recognized life of the
Evangelical Protestant Church, the purified Church of the West, on which
her enemies fixed the name Lutheran. With this Confession her most self-
sacrificing struggles and greatest achievements are connected.”!4

Up to this point we have seen dominant in the Augsburg Confession, as
a General Creed of the true Church, the notes of Catholicism, of conser-
vatism, of Gospel salvation through faith, of freedom from sin and law
binding the conscience, which resulted also in civil freedom; and now we
turn to the remarkable simplicity and the equally remarkable positiveness
and objectiveness found in its teaching.

The great mysteries of the Trinity, the Fall, the Incarnation and Atone-
ment, the doctrine of Justification, the Means of Grace, the Word and the
Sacraments, the One holy Church, Religious Kites, and Civil Affairs, are
gathered together in all their essentials, and without complications, and
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stated with the greatest force and simplicity, so that nowhere else can such
comprehensive and exact delineation of the great mysteries of Christianity
be found in space so small and in phrase so crystal. As an expansion of the
dogmatic content of the Confessional principle, advancing upon the three
older Creeds and the two newer Catechisms, in an utterance at once suffi-
cient, concise, complete and confessional, the Augsburg Confession is with-
out a peer.

As, finally, the Confession showed itself in sympathy with the great
Church Catholic, even as it came through Rome, and condemned the inde-
pendent sects that arose apart from it, so it floes not hesitate to rebuke the
errors which it knew and found in Rome. We shall let Krauth speak also on
this point:-15

“The Augsburg Confession has incalculable value as an abiding witness
against the Errors of the Roman Catholic Church. The old true Catholic
Church was almost lost in pride, avarice, and superstition. The great labor
of the body of the clergy was to defend the errors by which they were en-
riched. Two false doctrines were of especial value to this end: the first, that
the Church tradition is part of the Rule of Faith; the second, that good
works can merit of God. With both the formal and material principles of the
Church corrupted, what could result but the wreck of much that is most pre-
cious in Christianity? The protest needed then is needed still. The Roman
Church has indeed formally abrogated some of the worst abuses which
found their justification in her false doctrines; the pressure of Protestant
thinking forces, or the light of Protestant science, wins her children to a
Christianity better than her theories; but the root of the old evil remains —
the old errors are not given up, and cannot be. Rome once committed, is
committed beyond redemption. It needs but propitious circumstances to
bring up any of her errors in all their ancient force. The fundamental princi-
ple of infallibility, the pride of consistency, the power which these doctrines
give her, make it certain that they will not be abandoned. Against all of
Rome’s many errors, and pre-eminently against those doctrines which are in
some way related to them all, the Augsburg Confession must continue to
hold up the pure light of the sole Rule of Faith, and of its great central doc-
trine of justification by faith.”16

In the eyes of the Lutheran Church, the Augsburg Confession is its chief
historic jewel, because, as Zockler says, “It forms the foundation laid in
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common by Luther and Melanchthon for the whole Confessional literature
of the Lutheran Church.” Or, to put the matter differently, it unfolds the
common Lutheran faith at that point of development, in which the later ma-
turity of an inner dividedness had not yet revealed itself. It is the fair blos-
som upon which all can look back with joy, and not the final fruitage of the
Reformation. The Protestant principle was beginning to unfold in its com-
pleteness, and was just in the act of rising to its larger stage.

That Zockler sets down as the first glory of the Augsburg Confession its
worldly side, namely, its universal, historic importance, as the instrument
that opened the way for the political recognition which it has secured for
German Protestantism as well as that beyond Germany, has no interest for
us hero, where we are treating of the Confessions of the Church; and partic-
ularly not in this land of America, where the Church and the State are for-
ever to remain separate, and where Confessions of faith are neither to seek
nor to receive any political influence. This political influence of the Augs-
burg Confession has often been a detriment to it as a Confession, and to the
sound Confessional principle of the Lutheran Church.

Melanchthon originally hoped to make the Augsburg Confession a com-
mon standing ground between the Lutheran and the Roman Church, by ex-
cluding the Reformed; and then, through long years, by changing the lan-
guage of the instrument, and by his actions in the Interims, to make it a
common standing ground with the Reformed churches. Before
Melanchthon’s death it was accepted by the Reformed leaders as the com-
mon Protestant political symbol;!” but the worst political use to which it was
put came in the following century, with the close of the Thirty Years’ War,
the Peace of Westphalia (already at Peace of Augsburg in 1555), when large
numbers of Reformed theologians and princes, who by no means adhered to
its doctrines, signed the Augsburg Confession in order to gain the rights al-
lowed to Lutherans, Says Jacobs:-!8

The Confession thus lost its place as a doctrinal test among
Lutherans. The signatures to the Confession of many who did not ac-
cept all its doctrine rendered every signature doubtful. It was for such
reason that Arndt in his dying testimony most solemnly confessed
‘the true religion of the Formula of Concord,” and Spener wrote an
especial treatise in defense of the same Formula, and the Halle Fac-
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ulty declared that they held with absolute firmness to all the Symboli-
cal Books, and Muhlenberg challenged his accusers to find anything
that he had said or written in conflict with them.

The dream that a union of all Protestantism may some day be brought about
on the basis of the Augsburg Confession is shattered even by such a union-
ist as Dr. Schaff, who, after referring to the subscription of the German
Evangelical Diet of 1S53 in Berlin, when over fourteen hundred clergymen
— Lutheran, German-Reformed, Evangelical Unionists and Moravians —
acknowledged the Augsburg Confession, with a saving clause as to the in-
terpretation of the Tenth article, which compromise was repudiated by the
sound Lutheran university professors at Erlangen, Leipzig and Rostock “as
a frivolous depreciation of the most precious symbol of German Evangeli-
cal Christendom,” goes on to say: —

"On this fact and the whole history of the Augsburg Confession, some
German writers of the evangelical Unionist school have based the hope that
the Augsburg Confession may one day become the united Confession or ec-
umenical Creed of all the evangelical churches of Germany. This scheme
stands and falls with the dream of a united and national Protestant Church
of the German Empire. Aside from other difficulties, the Reformed and the
majority of Unionists, together with a considerable body of Lutherans, can
never conscientiously subscribe to the Tenth article as it stands in the proper
historical Confession of 1530; while orthodox Lutherans, on the other hand,
will repudiate the Altered edition of 1540. The Invariata is, after all, a
purely Lutheran, that is, a denominational symbol; and the Variata is a
friendly approach of Lutheranism towards the Reformed communion,
which had no share in its original production and subsequent modification,
although it responded to it. neither the one nor the other edition can be the
expression of a union, or confederation of two distinct denominations, of
which each has its own genius, history and symbols of faith. Such an ex-
pression must proceed from the theological and religious life of both, and
meet the wants of the present age. Great as the Augsburg Confession is, the
Church will produce something greater still whenever the Spirit of God
moves 1t to a new act of faith in opposition to the unbelief and misbelief of
modern times. Every age must do its own work in its own way. !9
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This rejection of the Augsburg Confession as a basis for the union of
Protestantism by the greatest Reformed symbolist in America is not due to
the belief that there is any serious doctrinal difference between Lutheranism
and the other evangelical Protestant bodies, but to these three prevalent and
yet erroneous ideas: that in the opinion of modern theology, the Augsburg
Confession, noble as it was for its day, is after all an outworn instrument;
that historical continuity in confession is not vitally important; and that no
Confession of a single historical denomination can meet up-to-date issues in
an up-to-date way.

So far from considering that the teachings of the Augsburg Confession
separate Lutherans from other Protestants, it is usually understood and de-
clared by Reformed theologians, and by Lutheran Melanchthonians, that the
great body of fundamental Protestant doctrines is held in common by all
Protestant denominations, and that the difference between the Lutheran and
the Reformed Confession is very small; that, in fact, they are identical, on
the main points, and differ only as to one or two articles. Thus Schaff20 him-
self says, “The doctrinal difference between Lutheranism and Reform, was
originally confined to two articles, namely, the nature of Christ’s presence
in the Sacrament of the Eucharist, and the extent of God’s sovereignty in
the ante-historic and pre-mundane act of predestination.” And, again, on the
following page, he says, “The two great families of Protestantism are united
in all essential articles of faith.”

But this is a superficial view of the case. The difference between the var-
ious Protestant systems of faith lies not merely in some difference of their
component elements, but also in the way in which those elements are set in
their relation to each other; and the larger and more sweeping difference,
which counts on the whole, is to be found in the latter fact. There is very lit-
tle difference, so far as the elements are concerned, between H,O and H,O,,
but the small additional quantity of “O” in the combination creates the great
difference between harmless water and the painful bleaching agent binoxide
of hydrogen. There 1s absolutely no difference between the characters that
make up the lovely word “star” and those that constitute the low word
“rats,” but the method of combination induces a difference almost as great
as that between heaven and earth. The order of combination in the ‘set’ of
spiritual entities creates divergencies very great, between elements that
seem at first glance to be almost or entirely identical.
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The Roman Confession writes the doctrine of the Church large, and
makes it the visible center on which all else revolves. The original Re-
formed Confession writes the doctrine of God, our Sovereign and Creator,
large, and makes it the center and goal of the faith. Many of the older sects
exalted the doctrine of the individual and his freedom, as the large and con-
trolling element in their faith; and many of the newer Reformed and the
churches of the new Theology write the doctrine of Society, of the Kingdom
of God as it is to develop in this world, as the large central thing in religion.
Our modern religious thought, especially that part which considers the old
Confessions to be antiquated, instead of making the doctrine of God, or the
doctrine of the Church the center of their faith, makes man himself the cen-
tral and most important figure in religion, and, in this connection, permits
the introduction of all kinds of Pelagian and rationalistic error.

The Lutheran Confession is the one Confession that writes the doctrine
of Christ large. “Of the Attributes of God and the Holy Trinity it has noth-
ing to say, except as they are viewed in and through Christ. The doctrine of
sin it learns in its full significance only as seen in the light of the incarna-
tion, and as estimated from the standpoint of redemption. The facts of pre-
destination, Luther taught, were to be considered only after the entire plan
of salvation presented in the Gospel was learned. It discriminates between
those books of the Bible that with greater and less fullness treat of the doc-
trine of Christ. If Christology is thus the center, the center of Christology is
Christ’s office as Priest, and particularly that of completed redemption
through his vicarious satisfaction. In Word and Sacraments it recognizes the
means whereby the fruits of this satisfaction are applied. The distinction be-
tween Law and Gospel, drawn with a clearness and fullness that may be
searched for elsewhere in vain, has the same explanation. The doctrine of
Christ 1s to it the solution of all the other doctrines. The union of the divine
and human, unchanged and unconfused, and yet the one penetrating and en-
ergizing the other, pervades the entire system. This belongs to the doctrines
of Inspiration, Providential Concurrence, Faith, the Mystical Union, the
Word, the Sacraments, Prayer, as well as Christology.”2!

So far as the ordinary American Protestantism is concerned, much of
whose leaven is infused into parts of the Lutheran Church; and many of
whose leaders assume or declare that Lutheranism is only one of the many
varieties of a common evangelical Christianity, with a peculiar doctrine of
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the Lord’s Supper, we must say that Lutheranism differs from this Protes-
tantism totally in the principle of the Church; and in larger or less part in the
principle of salvation.

Let us take the principle of the Church, which, to the ordinary American
Protestant, is either an institution of religious convenience; or is a visible
body composed of the aggregate of the Protestant religious bodies in the
land, able in their opinion to make it the one fold of the one Shepherd by
their coming closer together, and by their recognizing each other in a com-
mon fellowship; and which springs up or dies away, as people have more or
less contact with the Bible. The Bible is an individual thing, and salvation is
an individual thing; and there is no particular fixed relation between the
Bible and the Church, or the individual and the Church. The Bible is here,
and the individual is here, and salvation is here, and, to spread the Bible and
save the race, men join together and organize a Church.

To this conception we reply, that the Lutheran Church, though it, with all
its heart, rejects the Roman doctrine of the Church, cannot agree to rob the
Church of its own objective strength, with which it was clothed by Christ
Himself.

Our faith holds that the "Word of God, in its work in the world, has not
returned unto Him void; but has brought forth rich results, which no indi-
vidual can exhaust, and which no generation can neglect, and which are or-
ganically inherent in the Church of Christ, which is itself the continuous liv-
ing witness, in the preaching of the Word and the administration of the
Sacraments, of Christ and His truth.

Not that the Church is the Source of the Truth, or its norm. It must itself
be constantly tested, pruned and corrected by the Word; but with all its falli-
bility, it is Christ’s true and trusty Witness, more valuable and more to be
heeded than the most brilliant self-commissioned individual or age, which
goes to the Word on its own charges, and offers us that which it in itself and
by itself has discovered to be true.

Extreme Protestantism ignores this continuous living Witness, the histor-
ical Church, as a negligible factor, and throws the congregation, the pastor
and even the individual soul back, as an isolated unit, upon the rock of
Scripture. It isolates Scripture from the help of its own results in contact
with the greatest and most sanctified saints of the Church, and bids every
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raw mind draw not only faith and salvation, but the whole content of truth
from Scripture, by its own unaided faculties.

In pure Protestantism, Scripture apprehended by me alone is the exclu-
sive source of doctrine, worship, and organization; in our evangelical faith.
Scripture, apprehended by the Church, summarized by the Confession, and
approved by my judgment and conscience, is the norm and test of doctrine,
worship and organization, that has grown under the constant application of
the pure Word to the life of the Communion of Saints.

Pure Protestantism, if it be Augustinian, sets every element of revelation
and faith under the centralizing influence of Divine Law. Pure Protes-
tantism, if it be Pelagian, groups every element of revelation and faith
around the center of Human Freedom. But Evangelical and Catholic Protes-
tantism groups every element of revelation and faith around Christ, the sac-
rificial source?? of divine justification and the substance of human faith. Our
faith does not center its gravity either in the distant divine, or in the helpless
human; but in the concrete, yet perfect divine-human Person of Christ. We
hold to the Divine, both Law and Love, yet through Christ. We hold to the
human, created in the Divine image and corrupted by sin, yet restored by
Christ.

Freedom, salvation, gospel, grace, Christ, are elements in some Protes-
tant systems; faith, freedom, works, are elements in other Protestant sys-
tems; but the balance between God and man, as real in Christ, in Predestina-
tion, in Redemption, in the Person of Christ, in Scripture, in the Word of
God, in Justification, Regeneration, Sanctification, in the Sacraments, in the
Church, in Confession and Absolution, in the State, in History, and in the
spiritual life of the Christian, 1s complete in the Lutheran Faith alone.

Pure Pelagian Protestantism comes to God through man, without the
Gospel. Pure Semi-Pelagian Protestantism, in which are practically found
the bulk of American Protestants today, comes to God through the Gospel
and through man. Pure Augustinian Protestantism, rare in American Protes-
tantism today, comes through God to the Gospel; but Pure Evangelical faith
comes to God through the Gospel alone — sola.

The resultant difference between denominational Protestantism —
whether Augustinian or Semi-Pelagian, or merely sentimental, or Protes-
tantism poised completely on a human center — and Lutheranism, is funda-
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mental; and runs into every channel of Confession, Worship, Organization,
Spirit and Life. It is not a difference in degree, but in quality; yet not in all
cases a difference in elements, for some Protestant faiths have the full evan-
gelical elements, but a difference in the great organizing principle that is in
control of the elements.

“Calvinism is the proper Protestant counterpart of Romanism. The whole
system of the dependence of the individual on a power which absolutely de-
termines him in his willing and doing, the system which is set up by
Catholicism in its doctrine of the Church, is bound up by Calvinism in its
absolute decree. In Calvinism, everything saving and salutary lies in the de-
cree; in Romanism, it lies in the Church. The Lutheran system, with its faith
reposing on the historical fact of the redemption, holds the mean between
Calvinism and Romanism — between the transcendent idealism of the one,
the eternal realism of the other.”23

“The essential difference between Calvin and Trent consists not in the
definition of the Church, but in the historic answer to the question. Is the
Roman Church the true Church (For Calvin, the Church was a sacramental
organization with an authoritative ministry of the Word, watching over the
State in spiritual things, while the State did its behests in material things.”24

For Zwingli, and for all humanists, the Church is the Kingdom of God
upon earth, which watches over the State in spiritual things, and sees in the
moral fruits of earthly citizenship the attainment of its goal and the realiza-
tion of its 1deals.?’

But for us, the Church is the congregation of believing saints in which
the Gospel, the saving Word and Sacraments of Christ, are faithfully used,
and which has neither national goal, visible aim, nor earthly ideal, but em-
braces in its invisible fellowship of the body of Christ, true believers of ev-
ery nation from the rising of the sun to the going down thereof.

Exceedingly superficial do the attempts appear that classify Lutheranism
as a simple variation of the common Protestant doctrine. Luther was thor-
oughly in the right; and felt what he was unable briefly to express, with re-
spect to the new shoot of rationalized Protestantism that was arising before
him, when he said, “Ihr habt einen andern Geist als wir.””26
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1.  Weber, Kollner, Riickert, Heppe (Reformed), and Zockler (as to
spirit), emphasize Melanchthon’s authorship. Gieseler is influenced by
his rationalistic training at Halle; and he was a member of the Masonic
Fraternity.<

2. Luth. Dogmatik, II, p. 424.<
3. Creeds of Christendom, I, p. 229.¢

4.  In other words, the Variata would have been begun prior rather than
subsequent to its historical delivery.<

5. Comp. even Kahnis: “The desire for an understanding with the Pa-
pists made Melanchthon a very decided opponent of the Swiss, and
even of the Strasburgers.” — Luth. Dogm., II, p. 436.¢

6. How far it is possible for historians to get away from history, by the
use of a fact interpreted wrongly, is to be seen in Schaff’s condemna-
tion of the present Preface to the Augsburg Confession, he not know-
ing how far Melanchthon leaned toward Rome and against Zwingli in
the original Preface. Schaff says: “The diplomatic Preface to the Em-
peror is not from his (Melanchthon’s) pen, but from that of the Saxon
Chancellor Briick. It is clumsy, tortuous, dragging, extremely obse-
quious, and has no other merit than to introduce the reader into the his-
torical situation.” — Creeds of Christendom, I, p. 233. If Schaff were
to see Melanchthon’s first Augsburg Confession, and knew how
Briick’s hand was in restraint of these very traits, would he apply the
epithets of this estimate to Melanchthon?<

7. The A. C. bases its right to exist upon the Emperor’s Call, on which
It builds, and which its Preface quotes freely, bringing Charles within
its authorship.«

8.  “Ich hab M. Philippen Apoloi.im liberlesen: die gefiillet mir fast
wohl, und weiss nichts daran zu bessern noch iindern, wiirde sich auch
nicht schlcken; denn ich so sanft und leise nicht treten kann.” — Erl.
54.145.«

9.  See Chapter 15 for Kolde’s reasoning and position on this point.<

10.  Ab Ecclesia Catholica— gemeiner Christlichen Kirchen.«
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11.
12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

From Con. Ref.. pp. 261-267.¢
Arts. 7, 16, 28«

Theolog. Sivd. u. Kritlk, 1833, 11, 1142. Schenkel takes the same
View. <

Con. Ref., pp. 257-9.«
Con. Ref., p. 255.«¢
Fikenscher. Gesch. d. R. z. Augsb., 208; Kollner, I, 395.«

"The Augsburg Confession was signed by John Calvin while minis-
tering to the Church at Strasburg, and as delegate to the Conference of
Ratisbon, 1541; by Farel and Beza at the Conference in Worms, 1557,
by the Calvinists at Bremen, 1562; by Frederick III., (the Reformed)
Elector of the Palatinate, at the Convent of princes in Naumburg, 1561,
and again at the Diet of Augsburg, 1566; by John Sigismund, of Bran-
denburg, in 1614.<

Distincitve Doctrines, p. 105.«<

Schaff Creed of Christendom, I, p. 237.«

Ibid I, p. 212.«

Jacobs.«

i.e., ground.<

F. C. Baur.«

Thos. Hall of Union Theological Seminary in Hibbert Journal.«

In his practical operations in the church, Zwingli betrays his depen-
dence upon the medieval ideals. But the theocratic ideal which he pur-
sued allows to neither church nor state its proper position. . . . The
laws of the state are, after all, valid only in so far as they conform to
the law of the church, or the Bible. This is a medieval idea. The carry-
ing out of his reformatory work embraced both a new system of doc-
trine and a new order of social and practical life, which must be en-
forced by the agency of the state. Christianity is an affair of the state,
but the state Is the organ of the church. Like Savonarola, Zwingli
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26.

sought to reform his city according to the divine law of the Bible, with
the help of the secular power It was also in accord with the example of
Savonarola that Zwingli’s political ambition was not satisfied with the
direction of his native city, but associated his direct reformatory labors
with political combinations of the widest and most daring character.
Thus, in every sphere of his doctrinal and practical activity, we are im-
pressed with the medieval and humanistic limitations of Zwingli. and
that, too, in such forms as to emphasize the contrast between his ideas
and those of Luther." — Seeberg, Hist, of Doct., II, p. 317, 318.«<

Editor’s note: roughly translated, “You have a different spirit from
us.”’¢
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12. The History and Tendency
of The Confessional Principle in
The Church

Faith the Source of Confession — By Personal Confession the
Word of the Lord Multiplied and the Church Prevailed — The Confes-
sion of Peter — The Official Testimony of the Church, as its Public
Witness to the Word, is Dynamic — The Confession is More than a
Symbol — Christ the High Priest of our Confession — The Church
Developing her Confessions — The Cooling of Confessional Ardor —
Orthodoxy — Indifferentism in Both the Post-Nicene and the Post-
Reformation Periods — Calixtus above the Confessions — The His-
torical and Comparative Standpoint — Walch — Planck — Marhei-
necke — Winer — Confessional Indifferentism is the Body without the
Breath of Life — The Later Eighteenth-Century Rationalism — The
Standpoint of True Lutheranism.

IT HAS ALREADY been pointed out that the new Testament intimately
connects Confession’ and Faith. The two go together naturally and neces-
sarily. Confession is the counterpart of faith— it is faith come to utterance.
The Word works faith, and faith brings forth Confession. Or, as St. Paul
says, “The Word of faith is in heart and mouth,” Romans 10:8. ’I have be-
lieved," says he, “and, therefore, have I spoken.”

In Confession, then, it is faith that is active. It testifies in loyalty to con-
viction within, and in order to beget, reproduce and quicken faith in others.
Incidentally, it strengthens its own conviction through the act of Confes-
sion.
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Public Confession, which adds personal conviction to proclamation, is
the great builder and strengthener of the Church. nothing so transforms the
“pale belief” of a congregation into “strong, full-blooded conviction,” as
public confession in its midst. The man who confesses has committed him-
self in weighty matters of principle and life before his fellows. Sparks rising
forth from the glowing truth within him kindle a flame in soul after soul.
The Confession fills the assembled congregation with the inner and living
power of the Word, so that it has become ’*“of one mind and one soul.”

Thus in public Confession, faith in Christ reaches its most impressive
power; and the “belief unto righteousness” in the heart, becomes the “Con-
fession unto salvation” with the mouth (Romans 10:10). Thus the “full as-
surance of faith,” in the heart, becomes the outer “holding fast to the Con-
fession of our hope,” in the act (Heb. 10:22, 23).

Thus we see it to be one of the main purposes of confession to give evi-
dence of the faith that is within, “confessing the good Confession before
many witnesses” (1 Timothy 6:12), and “not being ashamed of the testi-
mony of our Lord” (2 Timothy 1:8).

Thus Confession is the living personal fountain located in the time and
space of this outer world, whose source is faith, and whose utterance is the
Faith.

Thus also the Confession is the Faith, uttered as suiting time and place,
unfolded, and, when necessary, defined, distinguished, amplified; but al-
ways by a power within itself, L e., the Word of God. It is by means of such
Public Confession, of which preaching is the one most active, most constant
and most prominent form,' that the Faith is confirmed and spread, and that
the Church itself, with its blessings, is extended.

On the occasion of the great Confession of Peter (Matt. 16:15,10),
Christ, for the first time, spake of His Church; and declared that this Church
was to be built on the rock of the Confession of Christ (Matt. 16:18). “So it
proved to be in after days. It was by St. Peter’s powerful testimony to Jesus,
as the risen Lord and Christ (Acts 2:32-36), that, on the day of Pentecost,
three thousand souls were led gladly to receive the Word, and, in Baptism,
to confess for themselves, Christ (vv. 37-41). Paul knew the mighty power
that inheres in Confession; and both in his preaching and writing confessed

(Acts 22:6ff; 26:121f; Gal. 1:15ff) Jesus afresh as his Savior and Lord. It
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was above all else by the personal Confessions of humble individuals — a
testimony often sealed with blood (Rev. 2:13; 12:11) — that the pagan em-
pire of Rome was cast down and the Church of Christ built upon its ruins.
and it is still by personal Confession, in one form or another, that the Word
of the Lord grows and multiplies, and His Church prevails against ‘the gates
of Hell.””

What is true of the living Confession of the preacher is true just as di-
rectly, even if more abstractly, but in a wider and, in certain respects, more
weighty sense, of the official utterance and testimony of the Church, which
is not, as we ministers are too apt to assume, a map showing the demarca-
tions of the denominational field of Christianity for the convenience and
guidance of its theologians, but which is a public witness and testimony of
the Church’s Faith before all the world.

The Church’s Confessions, then, in their chief strength and purpose, and
in their highest and dynamic sense, are not completely described in the tra-
ditional term, ’Symbols," employed to designate them. A Symbol is the ac-
cepted and marked material resulting from a critical examination of the
Faith in Scripture. The Symbol embraces two ideas: that of comparison,
definition and identification, and that of the actual use of what has been
thus compared, defined and identified in Confession. The first element is
preliminary to the second, and is not complete, without the second, in itself.
Even as the Word is more than the Scripture, so is the Confession in the
Confession more than the distinguishing and identifying element of the
Symbol.

The supreme position of Confession is seen in the life and work of the
Lord Jesus Christ, Who in “witnessing a good Confession before Pontius
Pilate” (1 Tim. 6:13) testified that “to this end was I born, and for this cause
came I into the world” (John 18:37); and whose deepest teachings were, not
indeed a Confession in the sense of an avowal of saving faith, but a Confes-
sion in the sense of requiring of such great faith an avowal of such supreme
knowledge (Cp. His discourses, John, chapters 6-16).

Still further did He show the pre-eminent place that He gave to Confes-
sion, by His own most solemn teachings and warnings as to it, and the apos-
tles reflect His words. “Whosoever shall confess me before men, him will I
confess also before my Father which is in heaven.” The Confession here
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asked is not a verbal subscription.? It is confessing Christ out of a state of
imnner oneness with Him. The confessor confesses out of his life in Christ,
out of the identity between Christ and himself brought about by faith. It is
the Confession of those who have been “perfected into one” with Christ,
“that the world may know that thou hast sent me.” “Every spirit that confes-
seth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God” (1 John 4:2). “If thou
shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart
that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved.” Thus Christ
becomes the High Priest and Apostle of our Confession (Heb. 3:1).

The Confession of Faith in the Christian Church gathers, as we saw at
length in the last two chapters, around the name, person and work of Christ.
The Gospels and the Epistles are filled with the material for the elaboration
of a full Confession of Christ; and the Church, under the developing influ-
ence of the Holy Ghost, and in the refining hand of Providence, gave herself
with great ardor to the creation, the maintenance and the defense of her
great Confession, — first in the embryonic elements of public Confession
in the New Testament, as they were associated with the reception of new
members in Holy Baptism; then in the Formula of the Baptismal Confes-
sion, as it grew earlier into the Apostles’ Creed, and afterwards into the
Nicene Creed; and still later, as it developed against error, into the
Athanasian Creed.

With the fresh outburst of Faith at the beginning and during the Refor-
mation, and amid new and mighty trials first from without, and then from
within, the Church again became great and supreme in her Witness and
Confession. Again, with the rise of Lutheranism, which is the synthesis of
individual freedom in the conscience and of the authority of the divine
Word within the communion of saints? the Church rose to heroic and com-
plete Confession, until at last the adjustment to Protestantism, so far as the
Word was concerned, was completed.

In these two great cycles of Confession in the Christian Church we see a
tendency and learn a lesson that is most instructive to the Church that now
is and that 1s to come. When primeval Confessional ardor begins to cool,
and, like molten metal, to harden into fixed eternal form, as it will do with
the lapse of time, there are two dangers to be feared. The one is that of a
cast-iron rigidity in adherence, which becomes mechanical, superficial and
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oppressive. The other 1s a dead coldness of indifferentism which chills the
vital touch between the confessing Church and its Confession.

In the first instance we have an insistence and severity of outer ortho-
doxy in rule and form that becomes almost absolute in its assertion of
power. In the other case we have a dying away of the vitality of the inner
substance, so that only the outer form is left, but as a mere historical rem-
nant. The spirit has fled, and left an interesting shell behind it, to be picked
up and handled and made the object of research like other facts in the field
of knowledge, but not to serve the purpose originally intended.

It is easy to see that both these dangers have been twice encountered by
the Church of Christ in its historical development. After the mighty Confes-
sional life of the new Testament, and after the original glow and fervor of
the Apostolic age had died away, and the Faith was now coming, and came,
into heroic contact with the world powers, Ave find the Confessional Bap-
tismal Formula and other forms of instruction hardening into the Kavwn tns
alntheias,* the regula ecclesiae, the regula fidei, the gramma, the graphe —
“Symbolum est regula fidei brevis et grandis” (Augustine) — which at-
tained, in the minds of the orthodox, almost to the strength of inspiration.

Again, in a similar period in the Seventeenth Century, we find the Con-
fessions acting as an ecclesiastical regida fidei, mediately illuminated, and
the Confessional spirit hardening into extreme rigidity.

On the other hand, in the post-Nicene period of the Ancient Church
when the world had entered into her counsels, we find the original ortho-
doxy of Apostolic Confession on the wane. Pelagianism arose, A. D., 411-
31, with Semi-Pelagianism, A. D., 427-29; and then there came the contro-
versy and split between the East and the West on ceremonies and govern-
ment, and the broadening out and filtering down of theology in Boethius,
Cassiodorus, Isidore, Gregory of Tours, and the venerable Bede.

In the same way, after the Second Awakening of the Church, and after
the Confessional ardor of the Reformation had first chilled into hard and su-
perficial orthodoxy, it gave way in the Eighteenth Century to the Confes-
sional indifferentism of the periods of illumination and rationalism.

The Confessions now died away except as documentary material for his-
torical examination. It is unfortunate, but natural, that the critical examina-
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tion of the Confessions as pure history, and the comparative study of the
Confessional Principle takes its first rise and receives its point of view and
its terminology in this age of Confessional indifferentism; and that the usual
mode of approach and estimation of a symbol by us is based on the pre-
sui)position that it is a document of historical testimony, an exhibit of a past
age, rather than a ripe fruit of the Christian Church, a living possession, for
active Confessional use in the present day. Much of the prejudice against
Catechisms and a sound Confessional spirit is a heritage to us from the lati-
tudinarian rationalism of the Eighteenth Century.

It was the syncretistic controversy that marked the turning-point in the
relation of theology to the Confessions, and that led to that change in the
form of theological science that caused the Confessions to be regarded more
as historical than as living testimonies. Calixtus claimed a theological view-
point that lay above the Confessions, in his consensus quinquesecularis ec-
clesiae primoevae, from which he sought to judge, on a comparative basis,
the doctrinal differences of the various Churches. It was no longer the Con-
fessional doctrines that were regarded as objective, but it was the Confes-
sional differences that were reviewed from this higher and supposedly ob-
jective standpoint.

The point of view was no longer that of the loyal confessor, but that of
an objective student who regarded all these positions of the past with impar-
tial equanimity. The antagonistic doctrines of conflicting Confessions were
treated historically, and not confessionally. The pioneer works of Walch,
Semler, Planck and others, from whom we draw many conceptions today,
were thus infected, as was also the extreme orthodox school, represented by
Valentine Loescher in his Reformations-Akta and his Historia motuum.
This was also the case with Chr. M. Pfaff, Buddeus, Baumgarten, J. S.
Feuerlin, W. F. Walch, and others.

The old ardor of active testimony was extinguished; and we are thus bur-
dened today yet with the historical and eternal atmosphere of comparative
theology, in attempting to come into touch and to proper estimate of the
Symbolical Books, through the isagogical work done on them at the ebb of
the tide of the Confessional principle.

The new science of historical Confessional study — Symbolics, as it
came to be termed, later on — began with G. F. Planck, Winer, and Planck’s
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disciple, Marheinecke. Planck provided a genetic, pragmatic exposition of
the chief ecclesiastical systems in his known large works, The History of the
Protestant Lehrbegriff and The History of the Catholic Gesellschafts-Ver-
fassung. In his small volume, 4 Sketch of Historical and Comparative De-
lineation of the Dogmatic Systems of our Leading Christian Parties accord-
ing to their Fundamental Conceptions, and the Doctrinal Distinctions
drawn therefrom and their Practical Consequences, Guttingen, 1706, he ar-
ranged the idea and the plan of a comparative Confessional Science.

Planck was the prince of pragmatic historians, springing up in the heart
of the age of rationalism, and influenced, as he himself tells us, by the three
great principles that separated his time, as by a chasm, from the old ortho-
doxy. The first of these was a deeper critical foundation for historical and
dogmatic knowledge. The second was freedom of investigation. The third
was tolerance and justice toward those thinking otherwise.

His own personal convictions did not seem so important to him as the
fascinating wealth of historical investigation, and his tolerance was ex-
tended more liberally toward those of other beliefs than toward those of his
own faith. He sought the explanation of history in subjective passions and
motives, and in the strength and weaknesses of its leading figures; and thus
he was led not only to overestimate the importance of personalities, but also
to underestimate the weight and might of that general and unconscious
progress of principle which is due to the purpose of God. Ambition, love of
authority, eagerness for strife and agitation, lack of mildness, want of toler-
ation and absence of humility, were the qualities he loved to find in the
chief actors in any scene, and by which he interpreted the current of events.
Thus, with all his learning, judgment and insight, he became an exponent of
pragmatism in its lowest and most unworthy sense. He expected and sought
for the meaner motives in analyzing movements with which his own mental
structure was out of sympathy.

He is so important to us in this discussion because, in his mastery of the
original sources of the Confessional history of the Lutheran Church, he con-
stantly applied these principles and motives, and has thus left an impression
not only unsympathetic but unjust to the great Confessional characters and
activities of the Sixteenth Century — results that are inwoven today yet
with our common historical conceptions, and from whose trammels it is dif-
ficult to be freed.
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He wrote the great history of the Rise, the Variations, and the Forming of
our Protestant Conception of Doctrine of the Formula of Concord, in six
volumes. This epoch-making study of Protestant Confessionalism in the de-
velopment of its history and doctrine as seen by a pragmatic, nonpartisan,
tolerant and enthusiastic indifferentism, pictures the foundation and devel-
opment of Reformation doctrine less as an unfolding of principle than as an
attempt of the representative men of the age to influence the direction of
doctrine.

In all the controversies, where conflict waned hot, it is, in Planck’s delin-
eation, rather Lessing’s rationalistic and comparative search after truth than
the desire to find and establish some truth that is felt. Even Schaff says of
Planck’s Gesch. d. Prot. Lehbegriffs that it was “without proper apprecia-
tion of the doctrinal differences.”¢ The fair comparative presentation of both
sides of doctrine is more to him than any conclusion as to either, as we par-
ticularly see in his pioneer work on Symbolics, “Historical and Compara-
tive Delineation of the Dogmatic Systems of our Leading Christian Parties”
(“unserer verschiedenen christlichen Hauptparteien), in which he sought to
do away with all prepossession for any doctrinal system and to increase the
respect for all alike.

This 1s the essence of the impartial historico-comparative idea, which
haunts our religious teachings both elementary or catechetical, and ad-
vanced or technical, to this day; and which degenerates faith to opinion, and
counts the open mind as more important than the certain heart. If faith be
less than knowledge, if Confession be an intellectual subscription, with or
without mental reservation; if the Christian Church is not contending for
treasures, but for logical terms; if witness bearing be of less account than
weighing witness — in short, if principle lives chiefly to be pitted against
principle, and conscience is to be evaporated into definition, then Planck’s
point of view is right; but even then his exaltation of unworthy personal
motive ultimately invites to skepticism and contempt.”

Planck’s great disciple was Marheinecke, who lectured upon the basis of
Planck’s sketch of this new science, and who gave it the name “Symbolics.”

Marheinecke attempted to eliminate the polemic element from the vari-
ous Confessional principles, which now manifested their main strength in
antagonistic clashings, and “fought themselves to death;” and, in calmness,
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to produce a historico-dogmatic development of the peculiar Lehrbegriff
(doctrinal concept) of each of the “Parties” in the Christian Church, on the
basis of their respective symbols. The work was never completed, but he
carried out the idea, less extensively, in his Latin compendium, “Institu-
tiones symbolicae, doctrinariun Calhol., Protest., Socin., Eccl. Graece,” etc.,
summam et discrimina exhibentes, in usum scholarum scr. Ph. M., Berlin,
1812. Thus Marheinecke sought to exhibit the internal unit of each separate
denominational Confession.

It remained for Winer to bring the comparative method, in its application
to the science of Symbolics, to perfection. with his usual analytic and syn-
thetic strength, and his objective method, he presented to view, side by side,
in tabular form, the differences existing in the various Confessions, under
the dissection of a skillful comparative analysis.

And here lies the secret of Confessional indifferentism. The breath of
life had departed from the symbols, and the indefinable inner reserve of
strength had disappeared. no longer devoted to any Confessional cause with
heart and soul, the theologians no longer sought to exhibit and judge every-
thing in the light of a believing witness; but they attempted, from a stand-
point above the various Confessions, to present and estimate them hence-
forth as historically conditioned and, in this respect, equally justified,
though not equally valuable, developments of the Christian idea. They de-
scribed them as step-like approximations to a still higher ideal, to be
reached comparatively, and by the process of elimination of the peculiarities
of Christian Teaching.

Meantime doubts as to whether symbols were necessary at all arose even
as early as Spener. A century later the obligation to adhere to the symbol
was interpreted as referring only to “the essentials;” and most scholars
viewed the essential matter in the Confessions as very small, compared with
that which was “merely theological and not directly religious,” and, there-
fore, unessential. Rationalism caused the subscription to degenerate to a
hypocritical form, in which the obligation was assumed, but not regarded as
binding. Thus the faith once delivered to the saints gave way to subjective
and scientific “approximations to the Christian idea,” and the Protestant
Confessions, in Nineteenth-Century language, were to be “regarded simply
as essays toward formulating the body of Christian doctrine, which may be
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tested by criticism and revised,” and none of them as a doctrinally perfect
attest of a “faith which belongs equally to our fathers and to us.”

As we of a living Faith have learned to penetrate through and beyond the
superficial illumination of the Eighteenth Century, by virtue of our hold on
the Word and the Faith; so we of a living Confession should abandon the
lower and comparative point of view of the Eighteenth Century, which not
only throws the outer shell aside, but leads to a subjective approximation to-
ward the “perfect Christian idea,” instead of an objective salvation and a
real justification by faith in Christ Jesus.

The standpoint of true Lutheranism lies not in the field of historical in-
vestigation, though that is “a good and useful outward discipline,” nor in
the field of comparative distinction and estimate, nor in the discrimination
of denominational or sectarian peculiarities; but in the apprehension, assim-
ilation, affirmation, and application, of our own symbols, as the historical
channels of the Word, to the spiritual life and the upbuilding of our own
people and our own Church.

1.  The Confession of Sins is diverse from the Confession of Faith. In
The Order of Public Service, the Office of the Word closely connects
the Creed, the Confession of Faith by the Congregation, with the Ser-
mon, the Confession of Faith by the one who administers, 1.e. preaches
the Word.<

2. The " ’o Legon, Ky’rie, Ky’rie " of Matt. 7:21, in contradistinction
to the ’o Poion," 1s a verbal subscriber.<

3. Freedom of conscience, the first element of the synthesis, without
the second element, is sectarianism; and the authority of the Church
without the first element, freedom of conscience, is Romanism.«

4.  “Apart from the Scriptures,” says Harnack; “in connection with the
Scriptures,” says Kunze.<

5. “The dispute with Calixtus led the Lutheran theologians to postu-
late a mediate inspiration (illumination), and consequently, also, a di-
vine authority for the Symbolical Books; but the distinction between
the canon of Scripture and such standards is, nevertheless, constantly
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preserved in word, if not always in fact. In reality the Symbolical
Books were regarded as a Kanon tos Pisteos throughout the Seven-
teenth Century side by side with the Scriptures, inasmuch as the faith
was directly grounded on the symbol rather than on the Bible.”«

Creeds of Christendom, I, p. 258.«

The value of the critical, the historical, the purely comparative prin-
ciple, and of the results of the development through which the Church
has passed under their influence is to be written large. Impartial and
fearless search for the exact facts, bold and objective comparison, con-
stant test and criticism, are methods to be prized as invaluable and as
having been bought with a price. But their value is in their formal
strength, and not in their substance. As means, and where they do not
set themselves up as the end, their services are to be heartily wel-
comed.«
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13. The Confessional Use of
The Word “Symbol”

The Meaning of the Term — its Use by the Church Fathers — its
Use in the Reformation and in the Book of Concord.

THE WORD “SYMBOL,” to denote the Church’s formulated Confes-

sion of Faith, comes to us with an ancient history. Though Carpzov will not
admit its use to antedate the Council of Nice, and while it is true that the
term is but rarely found in the Church Fathers, the word nevertheless occurs
in Cyprian' about the middle of the Third Century, and thenceforward it
seems to have been used, at least occasionally, as a title given to the Apos-
tles” Creed.

Ruffinus, in the middle of the Fourth Century, employed it as the title of
his work, Expositio in symbolum apostolorum;2 and Bossius justly argues
from this and from the fact that Ruffinus says in his work, “symbolum
autem hoc multis et justissimis ex causis appellare voluerunt,” that the ear-
lier use of the word must have been general.

Unlike the word “Confession,” whose origin and lineage roots itself so
thoroughly in Scripture, as we have seen in a former chapter, the word
“symbol” is not Biblical, but came to the Church from the classical Greek
and Latin.3

The ecclesiastical origin of the term is disputed, but etymologically the
word 1s derived from the Greek sumballein, which means, to throw one
thing alongside of another, to compare, to talk over matters together and
come to a united conclusion, an agreement. From this meaning there is but a
step to the further signification, denoting a sign or mark agreed upon be-
fore, by which to infer or recognize anything. Thus has the word come to
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signify a badge of recognition. It further bore the meaning “watchword,”
“formula in the mysteries,” and “a contract between two parties.”

Finally, the term came to designate the mark or sign by which the con-
nection of individuals to a whole, e. g., a corporation, or association, might
be indicated. Such were the badges which secured admission to a banquet,
“the tessera militaris,” the flag, and the password. As applied to religion it
would be the ’formula credendorun, tanquam signum, quo inter se credentes
distinguuntur."

Cyprian employed this term to designate the Baptismal Formula. Ruffi-
nus and the writers of the Middle Ages confine it to the Apostles’ Creed;
but in the Thirteenth Century it was applied to the additional ecumenical
creeds by Alexander of Hales (A. D. 1230).

The term was not used in the early days of the Reformation; neither was
it applied to Luther’s Catechisms, nor to the Augsburg Confession; but its
earliest appearance seems to have been in Wittenberg, in 1533, in the pre-
scribed doctor’s oath in the new statutes of the University of Wittenberg.
Luther, five years later, in his older days (1538), applied it to the Apostles’
and the Athanasian Creeds, and also to the Te Deum: “Die drey Symbola
oder Bekentnis des Glaubens Christi inn der Kirchen eintrechtiglich ge-
braucht, Wittem., 1538.”

Melanchthon uses the term in his “Corpus doctrine.” In 1576, the Pref-
ace to the “Corpus Julium” characterized the Augsburg Confession as a
“well-grounded Symbol of the Reformed Churches.”’

A fine and, for us, regulative use of the term ’symbol" occurs in the
opening paragraph (the second) of the Preface of the Book of Concord,
where the Augsburg Confession itself is termed a symbol; not primarily, in-
deed, but after calling it a “Confession” twice, we are told that it is con-
fessed as the “Symbol,” or watchword, “of our time in the contest with Pa-

pacy.”

That the chief meaning and purpose of a symbol, as it is here applied to
the Augsburg Confession, is not that of contract, but that of an approved
witness to the faith, more spiritual in purpose, and wider in scope, than a
binding agreement to certain doctrines, is to be seen in the language and
spirit of those who put forth the Book of Concord, and who say in their
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"Preface to the Readers, One and All, to whom they Announce and Declare
their Devotion and Friendship, combined with Willing Service: —

"A brief and succinct Confession was prepared from the Word of God,
which was offered to the Emperor, and was presented to the deputies, and
finally being circulated among all men professing Christian doctrine, and
tlius in the entire world was diffused everywhere, and began to be current in
the mouth and speech of all.

“Afterwards many churches and schools embraced and defended this
Confession, as a symbol of the present time in regard to the chief articles of
faith, . . . and with perpetual agreement have appealed to it without any con-
troversy and doubt. The doctrine comprised in it which they knew both to
be supported by firm testimonies of Scripture, and to be approved by the
ancient and received symbols, they have also constantly judged to be the
only and perpetual consensus of the truly believing Church, which was for-
merly defended against manifold heresies and errors.”

The Augsburg Confession is here declared to be a confession which has
become the symbol, or Confessional standard, of the hour, to which all par-
ties have agreed to appeal (not an appeal which all parties have agreed to
make), and which contains the very doctrine found in the old tried symbols,
which are the acknowledged consensus of all the Churches in their conflict
with all kinds of sects; and have appealed to it with Christian unanimity,
and without any controversy and doubt. Moreover, they have steadily held
fast to the doctrine apprehended in it, which is well grounded in the divine
Scripture, and is presented in brief compass in the old, tried symbols as the
one old consensus accredited by the churches unanimously teaching the true
doctrine, and acknowledged in repeated conflicts against heresy.

The “consensus” here is their agreement in doctrine, rather than an
agreement to agree in doctrine. the Church, when using the word ’symbol,"
used it in the sense not of a contract agreed upon, but of a Confession duly
accredited as in agreement with Scripture.

The same conclusion is reached in considering the usage of the Formula
of Concord, which defines symbols as “kurtze runde Bekenntnisse { “brief,
plain Confessions”). The definition occurs in the second part of the intro-
duction to the Epitome: “and since immediately after the time of the Apos-
tles, and even during their lives, inroads were made by false teachers and
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heretics; and symbols, 1. e., brief, plain confessions, were set up against
them in the early Church, and were held to be the one common Christian
Faith and the Confession of the true and orthodox Churches, namely, the
Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian Creed: we confess
them as binding upon us, and herewith reject all heresies and dogmas,
which were introduced into the Church of God contrary to their teachings.”

Here, indeed, matters are clearly defined. Symbols are brief, plain Con-
fessions set up (the setting up is a subordinate idea, and its mode and forms
are not expressed) against the heresies of false teachers, and held to by the
true Churches as the one common Christian Faith, and as their Confession
of it.

Finally, the whole, true, spiritual, churchly and confessional sense of a
symbol as conceived by our fathers and held to in the Confessions is char-
acterized most amply in the Preface to the Solid Declaration of the Formula,
where they tell us: —

“From our inmost hearts we herewith once again confess this Christian
Augsburg Confession, which is so thoroughly grounded in God’s Word. We
abide by the simple, clear and plain meaning that its words convey, and re-
gard it in all respects as a Christian symbol, which at the present time Chris-
tians should receive next to God’s Word, just as in former times, when great
controversies arose in the Church of God, symbols and Confessions were
composed, which pure teachers and hearers confessed with heart and
mouth. We intend also, by the grace of the Almighty, to faithfully abide un-
til our end by this Christian Confession.”

And in the part of the Preface on the “comprehensive summary, founda-
tion, rule and standard,” they tell us: “Since it is necessary, for thorough and
permanent unity, above all to have a completely approved compendium in
which the concise and common doctrines confessed by the Churches of the
true Christian religion are brought together out of God’s Word, just as the
ancient Church always had its fixed symbols for this use; and as this author-
ity should not be attached to private writings, but to such books as have
been composed, approved and received in the name of the Churches who
acknowledge one doctrine and religion; we have declared to one another
with heart and mouth that we will neither make nor receive any separate or
new confession of our faith, but acknowledge as confessional the public
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common writings which always and everywhere were received in all the
Churches of the Augsburg Confession, as such symbols or public confes-
sions, before the dissensions arose among those who accept the Augsburg
Confession” etc.

The word “symbol,” then, as used in the Symbolical Books of the
Lutheran Church, is equivalent to 4 Public Confession of the Faith, made
with heart and mouth, and which, in the course of events, and after passing
through the tests of history and time, has received the stamp of churchly ap-
proval and adoption as in harmony with the one old consensus of the true
and faithful doctrine, and has become an eternal sign and bond of their fel-
lowship.

Symbols are old,¢ tested and approved Confessions of the faith, in short-
est form, used as a Confessional formulary, while Symbolical Writings are
public, common writings, “publica et approbata scripta,” not private writ-
ings (“Privatschriften”), but books that have been approved and accepted
“in the name of the Churches which confess one doctrine and religion,” and
which “publicly delineate, ground and defend the doctrine of the Church.””

As far as the Church is necessary, declares Sartorius, so far does there
exist a necessity for the Symbol as the concentrated expression of its com-
mon faith, and for the Confession as a manifestation of its general religious
consciousness.

“The Symbol,” says Sartorius, " is no law — no prescription of the faith
— but a Confession — a testimony of it — as indicated in its form. It does
not come in the imperative crede, but in the indicative credo. ‘Credo’ be-
gins the first, the Apostles’ Creed; and the last, the Formula of Concord, has
only translated the singular into the plural, and shows its interior connection
with the Apostles’ doctrine, and follows in the oft-recurring form, ‘Cred-
1mus, confitemur et docemus.’"8

“Every preacher,” continues Sartorius, “is already a confessor; and as no
preacher is a self-constituted confessor, the very nature of the office implies
that there must be a common Confession — to which he declares himself as
a fellow-confessor, both when he is invested with his office, and in the ful-
fillment of its duties. The ministry of the Church presupposes the fellow-
ship of a Confession or a Symbol.”

252



1. Ep. 75 ad Magnum.<
2. Cp. Augustine, De Fide et Symbolo; Hilary, De Symbolo.«

3.  For the meaning of symbolum, in classical and ecclesiastical Latin
and Greek, see the Lexicons of Stephanas, Passow-Rost. Forcellini,
and Suicer; and Thesaurus eccl. II, 1084.<

4.  Miiller, Symbol. Bucher. Einleitung, p. XX.<

5. “Welcher Confession Artikel sind jetziger Zeit als ein rechtes,
schones, reines, wolgegrundtes Symbolum der reformirten Kirchen.”
or in rough translation, “What confessions are now, as a right, beauti-
ful, pure, fundamental symbol of the Reformed Churches.” (Ed.) Julius
was duke of Brunswick and founder of the University of Helmstedt.
He took offense at Cliemnitz’s criticism of him when he permitted his
sou to become a member of the Roman Church, and excluded the For-
mula of Concord from his Corpus doctrinsp. The Julian Corpus con-
tains the three ecumenical symbols, the Augsburg Confession printed
in 1531, the Apology, the Sehmalkald Articles, and the two Cate-
chisms of Luther — everything but the Formula.<

6. “Bewahrten, alten Symbolis.” or “preserved, old symbolism”
(Ed.)<

7. Miiller, Einleit., p. XXII<
8.  We acknowledge and teach. (Ed.)«
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Part 3: The Lutheran Confes-
sional Principle — Nature, Ori-
gin, and Historical Development
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14. The Lutheran Confession

Was It Born at Augsburg? — Luther the Great Living Confession
of His Church — The Reasons Why He was the Church's Living Con-
fession — His Relation to eternal Confessional Statements — The
Weakness of a Living Witness.

LLUTHER WAS HIMSELF the great Living Confession of his Church and
day. Before the political necessity of a formal touch with the empire and the
enter world had come to a focus at Augsburg, and, also afterwards, Luther
was, in his own personality, the greatest promulgator, definer and defender
of the Church’s Faith. It was he who determined and decided and upheld the
doctrine. He not only broke the path, but he built the road, while others fol-
lowed, smoothing the surface and adjusting the side approaches. It was his
discoveries, his utterances, his constructions, in university lectures to stu-
dents, in numerous sermons, and still more numerous letters, in colloquies
and disputations, with friends within and foes without, in advice and direc-
tions, in books and treatises, in the publication of catechisms and Scrip-
tures, that made him the great re-discoverer and re-coverer of and, next af-
ter Paul, the greatest Living Witness to the Faith.

And the cause for this is not hidden. Luther’s daily, direct and lifelong
contact with the Scriptures, from which he drew all his strength, and which
furnished him with all the doctrine, and which, through his agency, reacted
with instant and prevailing force among the Lutheran Churches, made him
the one Living Witness, the one Living Confession of the Church of the day.
He lived in the Scriptures, and in nothing else. He translated them, he ap-
plied them to every sphere. They were to him, in his days and his nights the
only rule of faith and life. They were sufficient; and he cut off every human
and civilizing source of power. To him the wisdom of the ancients, the clas-
sics, the philosophy of Aristotle, the logic of the scholastics, the councils
and decisions of the Church, the ambitions in ecclesiastical politics, the
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teachings of other great scholars of his age, the adjustments of scholarship
to the times — these were almost absolutely nothing. But the saving doc-
trine of Scripture in Christ, which ever came promptly to the surface in bold
Confession, — it, to him, was everything.

This explains Luther’s low estimate of the mere eternal Confessional
statement, elaborated in complete and cautious phrase. To him, the doctrinal
reality itself was more than the phrase. and he had little appreciation for that
outer’ adjustment in the forms of language and in the terms of mutual
avowal, which did not spring up spontaneously from the inner doctrinal re-
ality. Therefore, also, he had little patience — though he often showed
much patience — with any program of eternal mediation and conciliation.
The inner spirit of the Word, which crystallized into clear and definite doc-
trine, was everything. For him no eternally elaborated Confessions of the
Church were sufficient. The Scripture itself was the rule — not in the sense
in which modern theologians who dislike Confessionalism, appeal from the
Confessions to the Scriptures. With these it is often the desire to get rid of
doctrine, and of its definite and emphatic Confession. To him, Confessions
were insufficient, because no Confession was sufficiently full of doctrine,
nor could be made to express the sharp and clear distinctiveness of the doc-
trine, and the complete sum of doctrine with sufficient fullness. Confessions
to him are inadequate, not because they go too far, but because they cannot
and do not go far enough: —

“There 1s no Council or Father,” he says, “in whom we can find or from
which we can learn the entire Christian doctrine. That of nice treats only of
the fact that Christ is true God; that of Constantinople, that the Holy Ghost
is God; that of Ephesus, that Christ is not two persons, but one; that of
Chalcedon, that Christ has not one, but two natures. These are the four chief
councils, and yet they have only these four doctrines. Nevertheless, this is
not the Christian Faith. ... In short, put all the Councils and all the Fathers
together, and even then you cannot derive from them the entire doctrine of
the Christian Faith. If the Holy Scriptures were not retained, the Church
would not long abide by the Councils or the Fathers.””!

But Luther does not allow sufficiently for God’s gradual unfolding of
His plan in history, through which each age is allotted some portion of the
problem to conquer and some sheaf of the fruit to reap. The “doctrine of the
Church does not,” says Plitt, "in its entire extent, originate all at once. The
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Church is immediately certain of her salvation, which is decided in the per-
son of Jesus Christ, her living Head. But Jesus Christ 1s an historical person,
the goal of a series of facts of salvation tending towards Himself, and the
beginning of another series arising within Himself. It is this rich diversity
included in that living unity which should become the subject of the
Church’s knowledge, and which she should clothe in expressions designat-
ing its true nature.

“The knowledge of these manifold facts is only very gradually attained.
No so-called accident, but inner necessity, determines the succession in
which the treatment of the separate parts has been undertaken by the
Church. Neither has the Church been impelled and led by any inner arbi-
trariness or the natural desire for knowledge. On the contrary, she has
waited, until through her history, which is guided by God, a definite call has
reached her; she has constantly fulfilled the task which God Himself points
out to her, through her development, which is controlled by His Spirit.”>

Though Luther was the Living Confession of the Faith, Luther himself,
who was more powerful in promulgating and determining, if not in actually
defining and fining the nature of the Faith, than even the Augsburg Confes-
sion itself (which was not formative, but a statement ex eventu); and who
declared the insufficiency of all the ecumenical Confessions, because of
their incompleteness — this Living Confession could not forever remain in
the Church. With his personal removal, the Church would lose its Living
Confession; and would be obliged to fall back and lean upon leaders who
were unlike him in spirit and in his simple dependency on Scripture, but
who drew strength also from humanistic sources and from the written state-
ments which, like those in every great age of the Church, are left for the
guidance of the future. Would the Church be able to confess, after its Living
Confession was gone?

The strength of a Living Witness is also always his weakness. Life is
growth. It implies development. Development cannot take place without
change, and change introduces uncertainty. But the necessities of a Confes-
sion require that it state the doctrine in such a way that changes will not af-
fect it. Otherwise its usefulness as a foundation and an anchor for the
Church are gone. If the Confession he always changing, as is the individual
mind, or as is history itself, it is of little service. At best, it is but an inter-
mediary between the Scripture and the Church, fining for the Church, amid
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the shifting waves and sands of time, a clear sight of the Scripture. If it it-
self be no better than the moving waves around 1it, its one regulative and
healthful function largely disappears.

Therefore the utterances of Luther, since his experience of Scripture was
constantly changing and developing, are not of final Confessional value, ex-
cept where they have Inn-n confirmed by the judgment of the Church, as in
the case of the Catechisms and the Smalcald Articles. Luther writes from
the very center of the Scripture, but throws the force of the doctrine into the
temper of a single situation and into the time of a single moment. He speaks
without qualification, and his growth, like that of every other great student,
is a record of change, and at times of inconsistency. Yet, with all this
change, he so powerfully and closely reflected Scripture that he was practi-

cally recognized as the personal confessional center of the Church until his
death.

1.  Erlangen, 25. 261.¢<
2. Trans, in Jacobs, Book of Concord, II, pp. 312, 313.<°
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15. The Origin of the Augsburg
Confession. Kolde’s Introduc-
tion

The Emperor — The Torgau Articles — The Elector at Coburg —
The Beginnings of the Confession — What Luther said on May 11th
— The Saxon Draft — The Other Estates Admitted — Melanchthon's
Negotiation — Delivery of the Confession — Luther and the Confes-
sion.

THE DIET OF SPIRES, in the Spring of 1520, the attempt of the Roman
party to overthrow the Evangelical side by a majority vote, and the Evan-
gelical protest against this procedure, constituted an important landmark in
the history of the Evangelical Church as it sprang into being. A closer union
was more than ever imperative. The consciousness of the magnitude of the
threatening danger led even in Spires to the attempt to bridge over the inter-
nal differences in the Sacramentarian question, and to save the way to a
protective federation of the leading Evangelical estates. of necessity this
care had to increase, when, notwithstanding the Marburg Colloquium in the
first days of October and the divers diplomatic negotiations between the
Evangelical estates, neither the one nor the other was attained, and the ru-
mor gained currency as early as the Fall of 1529, that the Emperor would
come to Germany to hold a diet in person.

And Charles V. was really on the way to Germany! Without the presence
of the German princes he had himself crowned as emperor in Bologna, Feb-
ruary 24th, 1530, by Pope Clement VII. The information received concern-
ing the relations between the two supreme powers gave little reason to ex-
pect any good for the Evangelical cause. Indeed, not a few among the oppo-

259



nents looked forward to the Emperor’s coming with rejoicing, and hailed
him as the longed for deliverer and “avenger.”

But the official document in which the Emperor from Bologna on Janu-
ary 21st gave invitations to another diet that was to convene April 8th in
Augsburg, had an unexpectedly peaceful setting. Besides the repulsing of
the Turkish peril, the principal reason was stated thus: — “How the error
and schism in the holy faith and the Christian religion might be discussed
and settled.” The Emperor promised and admonished “to allay controversy,
to abandon dislikes, to commit to the Savior all error, and to use all dili-
gence in hearing, understanding and weighing the opinion, thought and be-
lief of every one in love and clemency, bring all to one harmonious Chris-
tian truth, and to settle all things which are not right on either side, when
thus presented and discussed, and dispose of them.””

It 1s true, not all dared to believe in the peaceful intentions of the Em-
peror. Landgrave Philip of Hessen, had small inclination to attend the Diet,
and still less did the south German cities trust the matter. Nuremberg, cer-
tainly, which always strove to maintain friendly relations to the Emperor,
hoped for the best, and so did Elector John of Saxony, at whose court in
Torgau the document had been received on March 11th. His counselors ad-
vised him to attend the Diet in person, for the sake of being invested with
the electorate, and because the matter of religion was to be discussed, and,
therefore, this Diet would take the place of a council or national council.
His chancellor, Dr. Gregorius Briick (Pontanus), recommended, since, ac-
cording to the summons, “the opinion and thought of every one was to be
heard,” “that such opinion upon which our side has heretofore stood and in-
sisted, be properly drawn up in a document with thorough proof from the
divine Scriptures, so that it may be presented to the estates in writings in
case the estates would not be permitted to let the preachers present these
matters in the discussions.”3

Thereupon, on March 14th, a call was sent to Luther, Justus Jonas, John
Bugenhagen and Melanchthon, since the Diet might take the place of a
council or national assembly, to take prompt counsel on all articles " con-
cerning which there is a reported dissension, both in doctrine and in eternal
ecclesiastical usages and ceremonies," and to render a personal report on
the same by March 20th. But, although the matter was hurried as much as
possible, and Luther in the night of the same 14th of March, recalled Jonas,
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who was absent on visitations, it required a second call, on March 21st,* and
the result of the Wittenberg discussions was probably not presented to the
Elector in Torgau until March 27th.’

Among the many extant writings and opinions of the Wittenberg theolo-
gians of that time, which directly or indirectly refer to what was to be
treated at the approaching Diet, there is none entitled “Torgau Articles,” or
“Opinion presented at Torgau,” but all indications point to the fact that we
must look for the much-sought “Torgau Articles” in an opinion composed
by Melanchthon, which the Elector took to Augsburg as an important docu-
ment, and which plainly forms the basis of the second part of the Augsburg
Confession.s

-here-

The fact that, contrary to the Elector’s demands to report on doctrine and
ceremonies, it treats only of the latter, is explained by the introductory state-
ments, according to which, as the opponents themselves admitted, the doc-
trine preached in the electoral territory “was Christian and comforting, and
right in itself,” and the “controversy had arisen principally on account of
several abuses that had arisen through human doctrine and teaching.” Hence
it was confined to presenting the reasons for abolishing those abuses, but at
the close it was stated in case “it is desired to know what else my most
clement lord has preached, articles may be presented in which the whole
Christian doctrine is properly arranged, so that it may be seen that my most
clement lord has suffered no heretical doctrine; but has had the holy gospel
of our Lord Christ preached in its utmost purity.” At the same time a further
recasting of this opinion, which was originally intended only for the Elector
for official copy in Augsburg, and quickly jotted down, was planned from
the outset, for after the first paragraph we find the remark: “In hanc senten-
tiam prodest proponere praefacionem longam ac rhetoricam.”

On April 3rd Luther, Melanchthon and Jonas left Wittenberg, for, as it
was stated in the first call on March 14th, they were to accompany the Elec-
tor at least as far as Coburg, where they should learn “what should be done
at the Diet at Augsburg concerning the presentation of every one’s opinion
and thought,” and whether the preachers were to be admitted.” On the way
George Spalatin, from Altenburg, John Agricola, from Eisleben, and Kaspar
Aquila, from Saalfeld, joined the retinue of the Elector. On April 15th,
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Good Friday, they reached the boundary of the electoral territory in Coburg,
and the Elector determined to remain here until after the Easter holidays,
awaiting further tidings concerning the coming of the Emperor. Since the
original plan, so much desired abroad, to take Luther along to Augsburg,?
had to be abandoned on account of the imperial ban resting on him, the
Elector desired to leave the Reformer in Nuremberg during the Diet, so as
to have him at least in a safe place and as near as possible. But the negotia-
tions in regard to this matter failed, since the Nuremberg Council, in its
timidity and its anxious care to retain the favor of the Emperor, would not
even venture to assure Luther of a free passage.® Hence, on April 23rd, he
was brought to the fortress of Coburg, while the Elector journeyed onward
with his retinue, and reached Augsburg on May 2nd.

While still in Coburg, Melanchthon had begun to put in good style the
Torgau Articles, the “Apology” to be presented at the Diet, and to write an
introduction!¢ to the same, all with the idea that nothing more would need to
be done than to defend the abolition of the Roman abuses. But he had
hardly arrived in Augsburg when he became convinced that he could not
thus limit himself. Before they had received the summons to the Diet, and
on the mere information that the Emperor would have the religious contro-
versy discussed at a diet, the Bavarian dukes, in a call dated February 10th,
had bidden the theological faculty at Ingolstadt to arrange in an extract all
articles that had been preached by Luther for the last twelve years, and to
show their discrepancy with the true Christian faith, together with the way
in which they could most successfully be refuted, so that the dukes might
have this document to hand in ease of need.!!

This must have been the external occasion for John Eck of Ingolstadt, to
issue a writing dedicated to the Emperor, in which he collected 404 articles
of “those who disturb the peace of the Church.” In these he first repeats the
theses of Luther condemned in the papal bull, also Eck’s theses for the dis-
putations at Leipzig, Baden and Bern, and then passages from the writings
of Luther, Melanchthon, Zwingli and Carlstadt, wrenched from their con-
tent and placed under certain rubrics and put in line with statements of An-
abaptists, such as John Denk, Hubmeyer and others. At the same time the
author offered to prove in open disputation before the Emperor and the Diet
that the theses quoted were unchristian. 2
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Now, there could be no doubt that the writing of defense must also con-
tain articles of doctrine, and for this reason, and because the Emperor would
have no time to listen to long dissertations, Melanchthon determined to in-
corporate articles of doctrine, and thus to give the whole more of the char-
acter of a confession.!* Thus the apology became a confession of faith, and
at least eternally the defense of the abolition of abuses was moved to the
second place.

The “Marburg Articles” agreed to on October 4th, 1529, at the close of
the colloquium, and the articles afterward called “Schwabach Articles,”14
which were mainly composed by Luther, and which were intended for a
common basis of faith for the political federation of the evangelical estates,
but which on account of their specifically Wittenberg coloring were not
adopted by the Highland theologians at the Schwabach convention on Octo-
ber 16th, 1529, could do service as a pattern for the doctrinal articles. But
one cannot fail to observe that the reference to Eck’s articles has also par-
tially determined the selection of the material, and we may conclude from
the apparently surprising rejection of heresies of the early and medieval
church that Melanchthon knew how much Eck, in an irritating letter to the
Emperor on March 14th, and in the manuscript copy of his pamphlet in-
tended for the latter, had heightened his attack by placing evangelical theses
on a par with former heretical positions.!5

The Exordium written at Coburg was now recast, and, as Melanchthon
reported to Luther, “set more rhetorically.” In a few days the work had pro-
gressed so far that as early as May 11th the Elector was able to send it to
Luther with the wish to have him look it over, and if he desired “to add to it
or omit from it,” to make a marginal note of the fact. and Luther returned it
on May 15th and wrote to the Elector: “I have read M. Philipp’s Apologia: I
like it very well, indeed, and do not know how I could improve or alter it,
and it would not he proper to do so, for I myself cannot tread so gently and
softly. May Christ our Lord help that it may hear much and great frail, as I
hope and pray. Amen.”!¢ In spite of his ironical allusion to Melanchthon’s
well-known endeavor to give no offense anywhere, he must have intended
to express his full assent to the document; but this does not exclude the pos-
sibility of his having made some marginal notes.!” There cannot have been
many, of course, since Melanchthon complains that Luther had not thor-
oughly examined the articles.!8
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But what was it that Luther saw at the time? The oft-repeated view that
the Confession sent him contained only the first 17 articles, the doctrinal
ones,' 1s erroneous, for the Elector sends the articles, put into a statement
by Luther and the other theologians at Wittenberg, “that are in controversy
in religion,” and which Melanchthon has “revised and formally expressed,”
1. e. the whole, and probably in German and in Latin,2° — as far as it was
then formulated. How much that was, can be only partly determined, since
the manuscript sent Luther, or a copy of it, has not been preserved. It surely
contained Melanchthon’s Introduction, for the author of it considered it so
important that he would have liked to present it to Luther in person.?! of the
doctrinal articles, Art. 20 (of Faith and Good “Works) was entirely lacking,
and so was Art. 21 (of Invocation of the Saints); but it is still more impor-
tant to know that Luther saw hardly one article in the form in which the
Confession was afterward presented. For before the articles had come back
from Luther Melanchthon had continued to work on them, as he writes to
Luther on May 22nd; nay more, he found something to alter every day.”We
learn at the same time, that he replaced Art. 27 (of Vows), which seemed
too scant, by a fuller one, and was busy also working over the 28th article.??
This article, which then treated De Potestate Claviuni, and also of the
Power of the Pope, is preserved to us in the original form in which Luther
saw it;2* but through the influence of Chancellor Briick, who, as the Nurem-
berg delegates report, took a vivid interest in the alterations,?* it received an
essentially different form. It turned into an article De Potestate Ecclesias-
tica. There was nothing more said of the power of the Pope,?* and it was no
longer found necessary “to submissively please his imperial majesty, and
for certain reasons to praise the papacy,”? for — and Melanchthon ex-
pressed this principle quite harmlessly to Luther — the articles ought to be
adapted to circumstances (or the prevailing condition), and the Saxon coun-
selors desired to have the document “formulated in such a way that there
was no getting out of hearing the argument.”?’

As soon as they had arrived in Augsburg, they had learned that they had
overestimated the Emperor’s peaceful intentions, which were seemingly
guaranteed by the summons to the Diet, and that the papal legate, Lorenzo
Campeggi, George of Saxony, and other princes of Roman propensities,
who had journeyed to meet the Emperor at Innsbriick, had made their influ-
ence felt against the Protestants. In order to weaken the influence of the
Eckian calumnies, and to testify to his own orthodoxy and his opposition to
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the “Sacramentarians,” the Elector had under the utmost secrecy in the first
days of his stay in Augsburg sent a poor translation of the Schwabach arti-
cles to the Emperor.2® But he had small success with it, for Charles V. de-
manded that Evangelical preaching be prohibited in Augsburg.

Under these conditions the oldest draft of the Confession (so far known
to us) was produced. It was received by the Nuremberg delegates May 31st,
and, after they had also received the preface or introduction, was sent home
by them on June 3rd, with the remark: “It still lacks an article or two at the
end, besides. the resolution still being worked upon by the Saxon theolo-
gians” The text in question was in Latin, but is known to us only through a
German version prepared for the Nuremberg Council by Jerome Baumgirt-
ner. At any rate, we learn from it how far the Confession had progressed in
scope and contents by the end of May.2

Following Melanchthon’s Introduction, which was supposed to have
been lost, and of which special mention will be made, comes the Confes-
sion itself, with its two chief divisions: “the articles of faith” and the “dis-
puted articles.” Hence the main outline and the subjects treated are (aside
from the fact that the articles on “faith and good works” and on the “invoca-
tion of saints” are still wanting) the same as every one knows them from the
completed confession. But in the framing of the separate parts there is at
times quite a considerable difference, and the arrangement of the separate
articles of faith then extant is altogether different.

Following the first article of God, the second of original sin, the third of
the Son of God, who justifies and sanctifies ill rough the Holy Ghost, comes
a fourth, corresponding to the later fifth article (the office of teaching the
Gospel), on obtaining the Holy Ghost through the Word and the Sacra-
ments. The article on Justification does not come until the fifth place, and,
in comparison with the later form in a frame somewhat less dogmatical in
which the doctrine of the imputatio (Hanc fidem imputat Deus pro justitia
coram Deo) 1s not yet clearly expressed. In article 6 at that time more stress
was laid on the “through grace,” later more on the “faith.” The later articles
7 and 8, which stand in essentially the same form, are there still put together
in one article, and clearly show that Melanchthon’s endeavor was to treat
not of the Church, but of the “unity of the Church.”? The article on baptism
was then an article on the necessity of infant baptism, while the one on the
Lord’s Supper had its present form. The later article 11, de Confessione,
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was intended to treat of private absolution. This was followed with slight
variations and changes of order by the articles on repentance and the use of
the sacraments, and then (in an order which was changed soon after) the
13th article of human ordinances, of the ordo ecclesiasticus (evidently omit-
ted from the manuscript) and (15) of civil affairs. The following, 16th,
which was later changed to the 17th, “of the second coming of Christ,”
originally treated in by no means biblical fashion of the resurrection of the
dead (“that all deceased persons shall be awakened with that same body of
theirs in which they had died”), turned against the doctrine of the “followers
of Origen and the Anabaptists” of the ultimate redemption of the damned
and the devils, and rejects, besides Chiliasm, specially those who, (“in Jew-
ish manner teach that the promise of the possession of the Promised Land is
to be considered in a corporeal sense”).3! This is followed by the articles on
the Freedom of the Will and the Summary, with their wording only slightly
different from the final form.

The second part is opened in somewhat different form and with a re-
newed emphasis on the assertion that no article of faith has leen departed
from, by the same thoughts that Melanchthon in the last revision placed
partly in the Summary. The material diferences in the “disputed articles” are
not so great in comparison with the later form (even the Nuremberg tent
shows the previously mentioned recasting of the (28th) article on “The
Power of the Keys” to the “Power of the Church”), but they are more nu-
merous, a thing into which we need not enter here32. It is characteristic, that
Melanchthon has the greatest trust in the Emperor even yet, and yields to
the temptation in the article on the Marriage of Priests3? to address an apos-
trophe to him. Another characteristic thing is the great severity against the
Sacramentarians. Thus we read at the close of the then very short article on
the Mass, which, however, contained a very caustic objection to Masses for
the Dead, which was afterward suppressed, the following remark: “In this
connection we also condemn the unchristian teaching which denies that the
body and blood of Christ are truly present.”34

But this earliest redaction only assumes full significance in connection
with Melanchthon’s Introduction. If Eck’s attacks had moved him to con-
vert the “Apology” into a confession, he all the more readily seized upon
the opportunity to give the detailed Introduction, which must be considered
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an integral part of the whole Saxon Counsel, the character of a defense of
his Elector.

Next to God, the latter places his full trust in the ever manifest goodness
and grace of the Emperor, who had ever sought only the peace of Europe,
and had shown nothing but clemency in the religious controversies, so that
he is unjustly accused of cruelty, and had even now declared his readiness
to inquire into the matter. And, as can be learned from Ps. 2:10, there is
nothing more well pleasing to God than if the Emperor would use all his
power toward a unification of Christendom, just as formerly Theodoric,
Charlemagne and Henry II., to whom Charles V. is in no wise inferior in
virtues and piety, and whom he far surpasses in power and glory.

Before, then, discussing the doctrine preached in the electorate, it must
be shown that the Elector did not foster this new doctrine from malign pur-
pose. He and his brother Frederick have through all their lives been inclined
to the Christian religion and faith, and have built and adorned churches and
institutions partly at their own expense. They have always preserved alle-
giance to the Roman emperors, and in all affairs of the empire have ren-
dered considerable help in money and armature. They have never entered
into treaties with foreign nations or the enemies of the Empire, nor given
any occasion for discord, but rather have shown patience in the interest of
peace, and more than once “by their diligence and pains have brought oth-
ers who were always armed, to peace and quiet.” no one could believe that
the Elector, without great reason, would have gotten himself and his family
into such great danger; but the matter had proceeded from the many pious
souls, who were hindered by the many human ordinances and the daily in-
creasing abuses, and the fact that nothing more was said about repentance
and the free grace offered, not for the sake of our own merit, but the faith in
Christ.

Then it is told how the preaching of indulgences had induced Luther to
contradict “scholastically” and not before the people, and without abusing
the papacy, in ‘several pamphlets;" but that his opponents, whom he was
obliged to answer, had created a great controversy. Since then many had
found great delight in his salutary and comforting doctrine of repentance, it
would have been contrary to conscience to do anything against the adher-
ents of this doctrine, Inasmuch as if the learned preachers had been re-
moved, the perversion of doctrine would have become much worse. For
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even before Luther had written anything, obnoxious and erroneous doctrine
had originated, and would have caused dangerous innovation and revolt,
had not Luther interposed. Thus many heresies against the holy sacrament
had been suppressed; also the doctrine of the Anabaptists (“which had
started before Luther”) against possession of temporal property, judgment
and power of the authorities, and against all civil order, would have spread
much further had not the hearts’ of men been strengthened by evangelical
teaching. But the matter had been made obnoxious by the common rumor
that the evangelical people had done away with all ceremonies and had
overthrown all spiritual order. But it could be truthfully said that in all Ger-
many the mass (during which, beside the Latin singing, there were also
German hymns) was observed according to the usual custom, with no
greater fear of God than in the Electorate of Saxony. and in order to prove
the unfoundedness of assertions to the contrary, Melanchthon seeks to draw
a picture of the ecclesiastical order in Saxony. He points to the frequent par-
ticipation in the Lord’s Supper by the people, the retention of Confession,
the praise of the power of the Keys in preaching, the maintenance of
schools, etc., and above all to the very useful observance once diligently
maintained and then dropped through laziness of pastors and people, and by
which an effort was now made in Saxony to lead the children to a Christian
understanding of faith and doctrine, namely, the Catechism and Christian
instruction.

Hence the order of the Church was “for the most part in accordance with
ancient custom and usage of the Roman Church according to the instruction
of the holy teachers.” and if the Bishops who persecuted the Evangelical
people on account of the marriage of priests, etc., were a little inclined to
suffer such matters no one would have any occasion to lament that the order
of the Church 1s broken. They maintained without reason that the Evangeli-
cal people aimed at suppressing spiritual power. If the bishops gave up a
few improper and oppressive innovations, they would suffer no loss of
power and glory, and would not need to worry about their possessions, “al-
though some others before our time repeatedly undertook under the sem-
blance of a reformation to deprive the clerics of their possessions.” The
poverty of the bishops in itself was of no advantage to the Church. The ad-
vantage lay in their preaching the gospel purely and without error. “Thus we
teach,” says the close, “to consider all civil commands and orders under
secular and spiritual power as an order of God, for the sake of peace and
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unity. There has never been a reformation undertaken so utterly without vi-
olence as this one, as it is manifest that others have been brought to peace
through ours, though they were already in arms.”

Hence the Saxon Counsel, which nowhere paid attention to the general
condition of Evangelical believers, and never said a Word about the ques-
tion of a council, was a private Confession in the full sense of the word.
What the Elector and his theologians strive for, is to put into the most favor-
able light the ecclesiastical conditions in their own country (though it be at
the expense of others) and their own loyalty, and also, above all things, to
maintain peace in their own land. We must, of course, remember that
Melanchthon and all the Wittenbergians were from the beginning opposed
to the efforts for confederation.

But the Emperor, according to the official invitation, desired to hear the
opinion of everybody and other estates had also made preparations to this
effect, notably Strasburg, Reutlingen, Ulm, Constance, Heilbronn.3s On the
mere tidings of the impending Diet, Margrave George, of Brandenburg, had
as early as 1530 demanded of his principal pastors to deliver an opinion in
“untwisted” Words on the true doctrine and the justification for abolishing
abuses. But we do not learn that any attempt was made upon the basis of the
individual opinions received to elaborate a Confession in the name of the
princes; on the contrary, the Margrave intended from the start to confer with
Nuremberg, Saxony, and those who were in harmony with him concerning
the sacrament. This probably from the beginning was the standpoint of
Nuremberg, for, although an opinion had been there elaborated, the Nurem-
berg delegates to the Diet, Christopher v. Kress and Clement Volkamer, had
received orders to remain in close touch with the Saxons.?¢ The Landgrave
of Hessen, who was utterly opposed to having the question of religion de-
cided at the Diet, does not seem to have prepared any confession. neverthe-
less, he was probably the first, who perhaps unofficially in conversation
with the Saxon theologians had uttered the desire to unite with the Saxon
Confession. The same was done perhaps soon after the arrival of the Mar-
grave, on May 20th, by the Ansbach councillors and the delegates of Reut-
lingen and Nuremberg.37

But the old Elector was hard to deal with. He did not care for a confeder-
ation. He wished to maintain his isolation, and above all things would brook
no interference. To the Nuremberg delegates he sent word through the
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Chancellor Briick: “His electoral Grace did not like many councillors in
such an affair, for the devil,” these were his words, “was fond of too much
counsel.”?® But finally they at least on their request obtained the copy previ-
ously mentioned. But the negotiations did not advance. As late as June 8th
the Brandenburg Chancellor Vogler and Kress complain that the Confession
was made only in the name of the Elector, for, as Melanchthon had done in
the name of the Elector, “the introduction might separately specify where it
could not be done in common, what every one had done for H. I. M. It is
in this sense that the Nurembergians and the Margrave desired to have
Melanchthon’s Introduction altered. The Landgrave’s views were different.
As appears from his correspondence* carried on with Melanchthon, May
11th-13th, he believed that a prerequisite for a confederation was fraternal-
ism (with the Highland theologians) and the invitation to a council, i. e., he
persisted in the early demands of the Evangelical party, and declined to
leave the decision with the Emperor and the Diet as Melanchthon and the
Elector desired to do.

In the meantime Melanchthon had continued to work on the Confession.
This is borne out by the German text,*! preserved in Spalatin’s hand, and
which has been produced gradually. This for the greater part must be as-
signed to the first half of June, and approaches the one finally adopted, and
in its alterations here and there plainly shows the influence of the negotia-
tions with the Landgrave.42

By June 15th the Saxon court had determined upon the principle of ad-
mitting other estates to the Confession; for the German tent, which on this
day was sent to Nuremberg, and in which appears for the first time the
twentieth article “On Faith and Good Works,” which was not yet completed
in the Latin, contained at the place where the Latin said that in the Elec-
torate of Saxony this or that was preached, “a common word which can be
applied to all estates;” but neither the Nurembergians nor the Margrave had
received a definite answer up to this time.#3 The decision followed soon af-
ter.

On June 15th the Emperor had entered Augsburg. He at once demanded
that the princes should take part in the Corpus Christi procession and re-
newed his demand to desist from preaching the Gospel. The magnitude of
the danger in which they found themselves, especially after the death at
Innsbriick, on June 4th, of the High Chancellor Mercuninus Gattinara, who
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was considered a lover of peace, had been the first thing to bring the evan-
gelical princes together. The Elector, the Margrave, Duke Ernest of Liineb-
urg, and the Landgrave, who had been commanded by the Emperor upon
his arrival in Augsburg to meet him in a separate apartment, had in common
maintained their evangelical standpoint in the matter of preaching and the
procession,* and in the opinion delivered on June 16th by the Brandenburg
Chancellor Vogler, who favors the plan of delivering the Articles of Faith at
once to the Emperor in order to convince him of the orthodoxy of the
Protestants, the princes, including Duke Francis of Liineburg, already ap-
pear as a closed party. 4

The first one who was accepted as a fellow-confessor was undoubtedly
the Margrave, for from him and the Elector together the Nurembergians, on
June 18th, received the promise to “receive them together with their graces
in this matter.”#6 At the same time, although nothing direct is recorded on
this point, Duke Ernest of Liineburg, Duke Wolf of Anhalt and the city of
Reutlingen must also have been admitted, while the negotiations with the
Landgrave were not yet concluded. A Latin tent of the Articles of Faith,
which was probably sent him during this time, and which must have been of
prime importance to him on account of his position in reference to the
Zwinglians, shows the final form with but few variations, and contains the
newly added article (probably first written in Latin) on the “Invocation of
the Saints.”+7

But now a memorable episode occurred. The unexpectedly harsh con-
duct of the Emperor in the matter of the Corpus Christi procession and of
preaching had made an overwhelming impression on the faint-hearted
Melanchthon. Even before, he had been busy to impress upon influential
personalities of the opposite party, his own love of peace, the insignificance
of the departure from the Roman church in doctrine and usages, and not the
least the fact that he had nothing in common with the hated Zwinglians.
Now, after the arrival of the Emperor, in his consuming anxiety and urgent
desire to settle the matter as soon as possible, he at once sought to get in
touch with two imperial secretaries.*8

One of them, Cornelius Schepper, a Netherlander, who was very reticent,
only confirmed his fear that the Emperor was determined to proceed against
the Lutherans. As for the other, Lorenzo Valdes, a Spaniard, he succeeded
in convincing him of the thing which at the time appeared most important to
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Melanchthon, that the matter was not by far so difficult, and that the main
issues were the twofold form of the sacrament, the marriage of priests and
the abolishment of private masses. This man made a report to the Emperor,
who was long desirous of effecting harmony without an extended examina-
tion and discussion, and now transmitted Melanchthon’s presentations to
Cardinal Campeggi. Since the latter did not pronounce himself unfavorably,
Melanchthon, on June 18th, received from Valdés the Emperor’s command
to present the controversial points in briefest and least diffuse form, “in or-
der to be able to consider the matter, if possible, in all privacy and quiet.”
Melanchthon thereupon, as he informed the Nuremberg delegates on June
19th, believed momentarily that they would be able to desist from present-
ing the Confession and delayed finishing it. But before he continued his ne-
gotiations, he considered it advisable to confer with Chancellor Briick and
with other theologians concerning the matters to present to the Emperor.
This was on June 21st, on the day following the official opening of the Diet.
The result was the rejection of Melanchthon’s independent negotiations,
which would have given up the legal foundation of the invitation, and a res-
olution was adopted the same day now to draw into the deliberation the
councillors and theologians of the separate estates and complete a common
Confession.

Now, in connection with the transactions concerning the final accession
of the Landgrave, the matter of the Introduction and the final “presentation”
must have been decided. The Landgrave himself had in the meantime
reached the conclusion that it would not be possible to effect a union with
the Swiss theologians.4 On the other hand, it had become evident, how dan-
gerous it would be to leave the decision to the Emperor and the Diet as
Melanchthon and the Saxons desired, and that only the simultaneous falling
back upon the demand for a council, as Hessen emphasized, could guaran-
tee safe protection. Besides the original desire of the Margrave and the
Nurembergians to see their services to the Emperor and the country brought
forward in the Introduction as Melanchthon had done for Saxony, proved to
be impracticable even for formal reasons. Thus a compromise was effected.
Melanchthon’s Introduction was completely laid aside. In its place was put
a preface edited in German by the Chancellor Briick, and translated into
Latin by Justus Jonas.5* At the same time this preface omitted (as the Land-
grave, in the midst of his political relations to the Swiss and Highlanders,
could hardly do otherwise than demand) all the more or less open attacks of
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Melanchthon’s Introduction, upon the Sacramentarians and the declarations
upon the jurisdiction of the bishops, which could hardly be harmonized
with the positions assumed at the last Diet of Spires. Referring in a busi-
nesslike way to the invitation to a diet, the explanation is given that the
Evangelical estates hereby “deliver their opinion and judgment on account
of errors, schisms and abuses,” and are ready, if the other estates did the
same (of which Melanchthon’s Introduction made no mention), to discuss
with them “in proper and legitimate manner.” and quite in accordance with
the view of the Landgrave, mention was made of the Diet transactions of
later years, and the Emperor’s declaration not to permit the Diet to legislate
in matters of religion, but to demand a council of the Pope. For this reason
the Evangelical estates “superfluously” offer to come to a free Christian
council, by renewing their former appeal to one. Thereby this offer, the
summing up of their demands and standpoints, for which the Nurember-
gians had always waited, and which originally was to have been put at the
close, was put in the introduction where it belonged.>!

But we do not know exactly when the introduction was finished, though
it probably was in the final consultation on Thursday, June 23rd. This was
participated in by the Elector of Saxony, the Landgrave of Hessen, the Mar-
grave of Brandenburg, the Dukes of Liineburg, the representatives of
Nuremberg and Reullingen, as well as their counselors and no less than
twelve theologians.52 As for the Confession, Melanchthon altered and filed
it up to the last, and put things more mildly, because he had learned to his
anxiety that the before-mentioned imperial secretary, Valdes, whom he had
permitted to look at it, had found it much too caustic. It was once more dis-
cussed and reviewed, during which process several individual points re-
ceived special consideration. Melanchthon desired very much to grant full
jurisdiction to the bishops, as he had done in his introduction; but he could
not accomplish his purpose.s3 That was probably the time when,’ if not ear-
lier, in the article on the sacrament in either kind (22nd) the paragraph
against processions with the host must have been added. The statements
against the Sacramentarians, as already stated, were partly omitted and
partly softened down. The attempt (which was probably made) in the inter-
est of the Highland theologians, who were willing to join only if Article 10
were omitted, to make a change in the statements about the Lord’s Supper,
was futile. The 10th article kept its form to the sorrow of the Landgrave.
But he yielded.5* The following finally signed: Elector John, of Saxony;
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Margrave Georg, of Brandenburg; Duke Ernest, of Brunswick-Lunenburg;
Landgrave Philipp, of Hessen; Prince Wolfgang, of Anhalt; the representa-
tives of the cities Nuremberg and Reutlingen, and probably also Elector
John Frederick and Duke Francis, of Liineburg.s

Thus the Confession was at last completed June 23rd. As early as the
24th, after a postponement 5¢ had in vain been asked through the Cardinal of
Mayence, for the purpose of gaining time to produce a clean copy, it was to
have been presented in the Diet. But negotiations with the papal legate and
a long presentation of the representatives of Karinthia and Krain on the
Turkish danger had taken up so much time that the Emperor and his coun-
selors declared it would not be necessary to read the Confession, and de-
sired to have it merely presented. But the Evangelical Estates,s” who were
anxious to confess their faith publicly in view of the public accusations of
their opponents, insisted on the privilege of reading it, which had been pre-
viously granted them, and the eloquence of their spokesman. Chancellor
Briick, finally prevailed, and the privilege was granted, the time for the
reading being fixed for the next day.

Not in the council room (the “House”), where the proceedings of the
Diet usually took place, but in the “Palace in the lower large apartment”
(these are the words of the imperial herald, Ivaspar Sturm), i. e., in the
chapter-room of the episcopal palace, where the Emperor sojourned, was
the meeting held, on Saturday, June 25th, at 3 P. M. The two Saxon chancel-
lors. Dr. Greg. Briick and Dr. Chr. Beyer, one with the Latin, the other with
the German copy of the Confession, entered the middle space, while the
Evangelical Estates, as many as had the courage to make an open Confes-
sion of the evangelical cause, arose from their seats. The Emperor desired
to hear the Latin copy read. But after Elector John had reminded him that
the Diet was held on German soil, and expressed his hope to have the Em-
peror permit the reading in German, the permission was granted.s8

Thereupon Dr. Beyer read the Confession. It took about two hours, but
he read so clearly and distinctly that the many who had not gained admit-
tance, and stood in the outside court, understood every word.> Then the two
copies were presented. The Latin one was taken by the Emperor himself;
the German he gave to the imperial Chancellor, the Elector of Mayence,®
and at the same time prohibited the publication of the Confession.
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Immediately after the presentation a complete copy was sent to Luther.¢!
Although he would surely have expressed many things otherwise, and prob-
ably more sharply, and found too great concessions in it (Pro mea persona,
plus satis, cessum est in ista Apologia, see Enders, VIII, 42), and missed
clear statements on purgatory, worship of saints, and especially on ‘“the
Pope as the Antichrist,” he nevertheless gave the same full approval to the
work as a whole, as he had done to the section he had seen before, and saw
in it a fulfillment of Ps. 119:46, the word of Scripture, which the first copies
printed in Augsburg and then regularly all printed copies bore as a motto.
and once, later on, he actually said: Catechismus, tabulae, Confessio Au-
gustana mea,% which, of course, must be looked upon only as a most em-
phatic assent to the contents of the Confession. He had taken part in the
elaboration of the Torgau articles, and it is not to be doubted that
Melanchthon had discussed with him before the Diet, all other matters that
might yet enter into consideration.®® Neither is there any doubt that in the
last redaction of the Articles of Faith he reached back to the Marburg and
Schwabach articles of Luther; but Luther’s direct participation in the fram-
ing of the Confession was very slight. Nevertheless, we cannot say, as has
been said repeatedly and without proof, that un-Lutheran or Melanchtho-
nian ideas in the stricter sense have come into it.

1. Cf. The Dithyrambus of the Dom. Joh. Dietenberger in We de we
r, Job. Dietenberger, Freiburg, 1888, p. 120 sq., and Luther in Enders,
Luthers Briefwechsel, VII, 216.<

Forstemann, Urkundenbuch, 1, 7 sq.«
Korstemann, Urkundenbuch, 11, 39 sq.<

Enders VII, 253. C. R.1I, 33.«

At least we know from Melanchthon’s letters to Myconius, C. R.
11 33, that the former was in Torgau on Mch. 2Tth, while Luther’s
presence, since be knows only by hearsay of the errors of John Com-
panus, concerning which the discussion was then waged (Enders VII,
288 sq.), 1s very unlikely.«

VIE I =
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6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

While Ed. Engelhardt, Die innere Genesis u. d. Zusammenhang der
Marburger, Schwabacher u. Torsauer Artikel. sowie der Augsburg.
Contf. in Ztschr. I’1ir histor. Theol. 1865. pp. 515-029, was on the right
road. Th. Brieger in “Kirchengesoh. Studien” (Leipzig. 1888), p. 269
sqq.. where the former discoveries are appreciated, has made it highly
probable that the essay published by Forstemann, I, 68-84, is the docu-
ment which (according to Forstemann, I, 138) was taken to Augsburg
under the title: “Der gelerten zu Wittemberg bedenken,” etc., and must
be regarded as the sought-for “Torgau Articles.” Under this caption,
with the articles numbered, see Th. Ko 1d e, D. Augsburgische Kon-
fess. p. 128 sqq.«

Forstemann, I, 44.<

Brick in Forstemann, Archiv.,, p. 17: “Several parties who
were interested in the matter solicited the Elector of Saxony to have
his electoral highness bring Dr. Luther along to Augsb. on account of
the great importance of the matter, as the one whom God had given un-
derstanding before all others,” etc.«<

Concerning the transactions with reference to Luther’s stay in
Nuremberg, ¢cf. T h . K o 1 d e , Beitrage zur Ref. Gesch. in
“Kirchengesch. Studien,” dedicated to Reuter, Leipzig, 1SS8, p. 251

sqq.€
Melanchthon to Luther, May 4th, C. R. II, 39: "I made the introduc-

tion of our apology somewhat more rhetorical, quam Coburgi
scripseram. <

V. A.Winter, Gesch. d. Schicksalo d. ev. Lehre in und durch
Bayern bewirkt, Munich, 1809, I, 269.<

Sub dom. Jhesu et Mariae patrocinio. Articulos 404. partim ad dis-
putationes, Lips., Bad., et Bern, attinente.s, etc. Ingolstadii impressum,
1530. quarto.«

Melanchthon to Luther, May 11th: “I send you our apology, which
1s more properly a Confession. The Emperor does not care to listen to
prolonged discussions, but still I said what I thought would either
profit most or be most becoming. With this purpose in mind I com-
posed nearly all the articles of faith. As Eck composed the most dia-
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14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

bolical slanders against us I wished to oppose a remedy to them.”-C.
R.1I, 45.«

The Marburg and Schwabach Articlesin Th.Kolde, D. Augs.
Konf., p. 119 sq. and 123 sq. Of. in the same. Der Tag von Schleiz u.
d. Entstehung d. Schwab. Art. in Beitrage zur Ref. Gesch. Gotha,
1896, p. 94, sqq.<

Cf.G.L. P 11tt, Einlrit. in d. Augustana, I, 527. sqq.<

Melanchthon to Luther, C. R. 11, 391. The Elector to Luther End e
rs Vn, 328. Luther’s answer. DeWette, Iv, 17.¢

This would be certain if the “Concepta ermelter Confession durch
Dr. Martin Luther und Philippum Melanchthon seligen gedechtnus mit
eigen handen corrigirt u. dareingeschrieben,” which were claimed to
exist in Dresden in 1577 were the same as the concept sent to Luther
(Cf. Kolde Zeitschr. fiir K. G. Iv, 624 sq.). According to Joh. Marbach,
Christtl. u. wahrhaftiger Unterrlcht, etc., Strassburg (1565), p. 149,
Luther is said to have added to the 10th article the words “ct improbant
secus docentes.” This cannot be proven: but is slightly supported by a
remark of Melanchthon on the signature of the Landgrave: " He sub-
scribed the Confession for us in which is also the article concerning
the Lord’s Supper, near Luther’s sentence." — C. R. II, 142. As
Melanchthon at that time was as strenuously opposed to the
Zwinglians as Luther, the remark is at least striking.«

I wish you had read through the articles of faith, and if you thought
there 1s no mistake in them, we shall treat of the rest at some time." To
Luther on May 22nd, C. R. II, 60, K n a a k e ’ s assertion that then
these articles had not come back, is erroneous, since Melanchthon’s
letter is the reply to Luther’s of May 15th (Enders VII, 3.34), and
reached Augsburg on the same day as that of the Elector. Only so
much is conceivable, that Melanchthon had not yet examined the arti-
cles as they came back from Luther since the messenger arrived be-
tween writings.<

Knaake75. Enders VII, 331.¢<
Th.Kolde, Die alteste Redaktion, p. 73 sq.«<
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21.

22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

“I shall bring the Introduction in a short time, or, if the Prince does
not permit it. will send it.” To Luther, May 4th, C. R. 11, 39 sq.<

We change much of the Apology’ daily, etc., C. R. II, 60. Cf.
p. 71.¢

Forstemann I, 87 .sqq.«

On May 24th the Nuremberg delegates write (C. R. II, 62): “The
Saxon Counsel has been returned by Dr. Luther; but Dr. Briick, the old
chancellor, has to recast it from beginning to end.”<

Th.Kolde, Alteste Redaktion, p. 63 sq.«<

Thus the Strasburg delegates reported 1537 from the Diet of Smal-
cald. Th.Kolde, Analecta Lutherana. Gotha. 1S83, p. 297.«

C.R. I 71.«

Th. Brleger, in Kirchengeseh. Sttidien, p. 392. C. Stange. Kurf. .lo-
hanns Glaubensbekenntniss vom Mai 1530. Theol. Stud. u. Kritiken.
1903, p. 459 sqq. Ehses, Rom. Quartalschrift. nvii (1903), p. 385.<

K olde, Alteste Redaktion, p. 4, sqq.<
Th.Kolde,D. Augsb. Konfession, p. 32.¢<
Th.Kolde, D. alteste Redaktion, p. 54 sq.<
Th.Kolde, D. alteste Redaktion, p. 57 sq.<
Ib., p. 18.«

Ib., pp. 19 and 59.¢

Strassburg: Th. Keim, Schwab. Ref. Gesch. Tiibingen 1855, p. 149.
— R eutllngen: Gayler, Hist. Denkwiirdigkeiten der ehem. freien Re-
ichsstadt Reutlingen. Reutlingen, 1840. p. 350sq. — U 1 m: G.Eng
¢ 1h a a f, Deutsche Geschichte im 16. Jahrh. Vol. 11. Leipzig, 1892,
p. 142sq.,und Th.K o1de, Alteste Redak., p. 183. — C onstance:
.Tohnficker, Das Konst. Bekennt. fiir d. Reichstag zu Augsb., 1530
(Theo. Abhandl. fijr H. T. Holtzmann) Tiibingen, 1902. — Hcilbronn:
Duncker, Analekten zur Ilof. Gesch. Heilbronns Zkg. nnv, p. 311

sqq.<
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36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

44.
45.
46.
47.

48.

Th.Kolde, Andreas Altharaer. Erlangen, 1895. pp. 45. 65. C.
Schornbaum, Zur Politik des Markgrafen Georg von Brandenburg. Mi-
inchen, 1906, pp. 118 sq. and 426 sqq.«<

Th.Kolde, Alteste Redaktion. p. 40 sq.<

C.R, 1L 53.«

C.R.. 11, 88 sq.«

Ib., 92 sqq.«

Forstemann, Urkundenbuch I, 310, and Kolde, Alteste Red. p. 71.¢

Thus the very caustic passage against the Sacramentarians (Alteste
Red. p. 20 etc.) is omitted and replaced by a milder but not final form.
On the other band, Melanchthon still puts his greatest trust in the Em-
peror, and in the article on the marriage of priests praises him as a spe-
cial lover of chastity (Forstemann p. 329 sq. ).«

C. R. II, p. 105. (In Spalatin’s copy the article on “Faith and Good
Works™ 1s Inserted later.) The article on the “Invocation of Saints” was
still wanting. This non-extant Nuremberg German tent must have had
the same form of the *“Articles of Faith” as the so-called I Ansbach
Manuscript in Férstemann, Urkundenbuch I, 341 sq. (and the I Han-
noverian. Cf. Tschackert in Archiv f. Ref. Gesch. II, 69 sqq.) only that
the Ansbacher manuscript, which is several days older, does not yet
contain the 20th article.«

Ib., 106. Th.K o1d e, Martin Luther II, 342.«
Forstemaun, Urkundenbuch I, 215.«
C.R.II, 112.«

See the French tent based on the Latin Cassel. (now Marburg) man-
uscript in Forstemann 1, 357. Alteste Red., p. 69.<

Th. Kolde. Anal. Lutherana 136, 140, C. R. II. 1Is sq. 122. For the
initiative of Melanchthon and the details of the transactions and their
appreciation (against Brieger’s contrary conception, Zur Gesch.
d. Augsb, Reichstags von 1530, Leipzig, 1903, Progr.) see Kolde, al-
teste Red., 76 sqq.«<
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

This “fraternalism” he had given up by signing the explanation of
the Ev. princes in the preaching question, .lune 17th (For ste maun I.
2S8. Cf. Th. Kolde, Alteste Red., p. 45).«

That the German preface derives from Briick and was translated
into Latin by Justus Jonas, is proven by a marginal note of the latter (?)
In a copy of the first edition of the Augustana, 1531, in the Wittenberg
Theol. Seminary: “Translated from Brilck’s German tent by Justus
Jonas.” Cf. Forstemann I, p. 460.<

See Ko lde, Alteste Red., pp. 45 sq.«

Cf. the Report of the Nuremberg delegates, C. R. II, 127 sq. where
Prince Wolfg. of Anhalt is not mentioned, nor during the presenta-
tion.<

Mel. to Camerarius on June 19th (?). C. R. II, 119: “I yield the
whole Jurisdiction, etc., to the bishops, etc.” To the same (June 26, C.
R. 11, 140): “I changed and recast daily” etc. Jonas to Luther, June 30th
(Ender.s VI, 67): “Our Master Philipp is marching with the best
disposition cautiously and carefully. . . . and we have also had some
strife about the power and jurisdiction of the bi.shops, which I shall
whisper about to you.”<

K olde, Alteste Red., p. 66: The Argentinenses solicited rather
often to be received without the article of the sacrament; but the
princes were unwilling. Virck, Polit. Korresp. d. Stadt Strassburg
(Strassburg, 1882), I, 458 Also Kolde, Anal. Luth., 125 and C. R. II,
97 sqq.«

Kollner,SymbolikI,20l.Bruck,p.28. J.T.Miiller,
p. 585.¢

Kolde, Neue Augustanastudien. Neue Kirchl. Zeitschr. XVII
(1906), p. 737 sqq.«

Jonas to Luther, nEnders, VIIt,26. Bruck, p. 52. C. R. IL.
128.¢

Coelestin, Hist. Comitiorum, in Seckendorf II, 170.¢

280



59.

60.

61.
62.

63.

"The impression on the opponents, C. R. II, 143, 145. 150, 154. En
ders, VI, 66 sqq. Dobe 1, Memmingen Iv, 40. Binter 1 m,
Der Reichstag zu Augsb., etc., Du.s.seldorf, 1S44.«

Spatatin, Annalen ed. Cyprian p. 139. Seekendorf II, 170. J. T.
Miiller,587.Kolde.Neue Aug. Studien, N. K. Z. S., nvii,
p. 738.¢

C. R. 11, 140. Enders, VIII, 33.«

This is the original form of the Tabletalk in Kroker, Leipzig,
190.3.«

Melanchthon to Luther, June 27th, 1530, C. R. II, 146. Enders VIII,
39: “The things were deliberated before, a.s you know, but they always
turn out otherwise in battle-line.” To Camerarius Aug. 27th (C. R. II,
334): “We have so far granted nothing to the adversaries, besides those
things which Luther thought ought to be rendered, the matter being
well and carefully deliberated before the meeting.” C’p. Th . Ko Ide.
Alteste Red., p. 74 sq.«
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16. Melanchthon’s Unsuccess-
ful Attempts as a Diplomatist.
Kolde’s Essay

Melanchthon at Augsburg — Characterized by Kolde — Brieger's
Defense of Melanchthon — Why Brieger is Wrong — The Documen-
tary Evidence — Melanchthon's Lack of Sympathy with the Hated
Zwinglians — Was the final Completion of the Confession begun be-
fore June 21st? — Brieger says it was — Kolde’s Reply —
Melanchthon’ s Negotiations with Rome Rejected — The Conse-
quences of their Rejection — Melanchthon’ s Four Points as Formu-
lated by Valdes.

AMONG the unpleasant episodes in the life of Melanchthon that have been
rocks of offense for many, must be mentioned his peculiar conduct in the
transactions with the imperial secretary, Alphonso Valdes, and the papal
legate, Lorenzo Campeggi, during the Diet of Augsburg. Even in more re-
cent times caustic judgment has been passed upon the episode, and I, too,
on the basis of renewed investigations and with all endeavor to be just to
him, or rather (to speak correctly) to understand him, could not refrain from
concluding that Melanchthon (to confine ourselves first to his relations with
Valdes) lost heart completely in the face of the menacing condition into
which the Evangelical party was thrown unexpectedly right after the arrival
of the Emperor; that he, for his own person, entered into private negotia-
tions with the imperial secretaries, and during the course of these negotia-
tions persuaded himself that perhaps it would not become necessary to
present a Confession, and that, therefore, he dallied with its completion.!

While a number of distinguished investigators assented to these conclu-
sions, or independently reached the same results2, Th. Brieger more recently
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opposed them. In a monograph entitled "Zur Geschichte des Augsburger
Reichstages von, 1530, he critically reviewed in his well-known, extremely
careful manner the negotiations with Valdés (and Campeggi), and reached
results, which, if they were conclusive, would be of no mean importance to
the history of the formation of the Confession, and which at any rate com-
pel a new investigation of the matter.

His opinion, to preface the most important points, is this:

1. The negotiations of Melanchthon with the imperial secretaries were
opened by them and not by Melanchthon. (On this point Brieger re-
turns to the view formerly defended by Maurenbrecher.4)

2. The negotiations were carried on by Melanchthon, not upon his
own authority, but with the consent of the Elector’s counselors.

3. If Melanchthon replies to the Nuremberg delegates who were urg-
ing the presentation of the complete Confession, “the matter will prob-
ably not come to such a far-reaching action, but will be withdrawn and
settled more briefly,” it must not be understood that he intended in ac-
cordance with the Emperor’s wishes to accomplish a compromise on
the quiet, and if possible, without “verbose public hearing and discus-
sion,” but that it has reference to the proposal made by the Margrave’s
chancellor, Vogler (who, in order to change the Emperor’s intention in
regard to the matter of preaching, advised, on June 16th, “to present to
him as an intermediate action the Articles of Faith”), and that the
briefest possible Confession which he had in mind was in reality this
Confession which was composed of only 19 articles, and is still extant
in the Ansbach manuscript and other copies from the same period.
Hence the completion of the manuscript was not delayed even for a
day, and Melanchthon is to be exonerated from every charge of indeci-
sion.

Brieger’s acute presentation, from which, as always in his works, much
can be learned, at first sight looks very convincing on account of its logical
form of statement; but a careful investigation of his argument must lead to
the opposite view, as is to be shown in the following:?

Immediately upon the Emperor’s entrance into Augsburg we find
Melanchthon, according to authentic reports, in negotiation® with the impe-
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rial secretary, Alphonso Valdes.’
How did he come to do so?

Brieger, as is elsewhere stated,® considers it indubitable that these nego-
tiations were begun not by Melanchthon, but by the followers of the Em-
peror: whether Valdes, the ardent admirer of Erasmus, independently en-
tered into correspondence with the Wittenberg Humanist, and the Emperor
then made use of the naturally resulting opportunity to question
Melanchthon, and through him to influence the treatment of the religious
matter; or whether, as is more probable, the imperial secretary from the be-
ginning acted under orders from his lord, who by all means wished to settle
the religious question “in private and in quiet,” rather than to have it treated
at the Diet in the manner offered in his call to a diet, viz., to hear the “opin-
ion and judgment” of both sides, and then to effect a compromise (p. 5).

Let us look at the situation. We know that under Campeggi’s influence
and that of Duke George of Saxony, and other Catholic princes, and perhaps
also under the impression caused by John Eck’s challenge, the disposition
of the Emperor toward the Evangelical party had become quite different
from what it appeared to be in the call to the Diet. We know further that the
secret presentation of his personal Confession of Faith (which was only a
poor Latin paraphrase of the Schwabach Articles) had met with no success
at the imperial court, and that the Emperor, while still at Innsbriick, de-
manded that evangelical preaching be stopped.

When Luther’s sharp pamphlet, >Vermahnung an die Geistlichen versam-
melt auf dem Reichstag zu Augsburg,*® appeared, it only added oil to the
fuel. It had hardly reached Augsburg, June 7th, when Jacob Sturm sent it to
Strassburg; it was at once made known at the Emperor’s court, and the Em-
peror commanded that it be prohibited in Augsburg.'® Now came the Em-
peror himself. With him came the demand that the Protestants should take
part in the Corpus Christi processions, and the renewal of the prohibition to
preach, and all that, in the evident interest not only to do justice to the
wishes of Campeggi, but also to intimidate the Protestants and to give them
to understand for the present that the Emperor did not purpose to brook any
alteration of the traditional forms of worship. and at this moment, he claims,
Valdes, only because he was an Erasmian, approached Melanchthon, though
in a tricky manner, to sound him and use him as a tool to carry out the plans
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of the Emperor. But who can prove that the things which the imperial secre-
tary announced during the negotiations as the Emperor’s purpose, to settle
the religious questions in”’quiet and secrecy," were originally his plan and
not developed as such during the discussions with Melanchthon?

Brieger appeals for his view, that the initiative was made by Valdes, to
the report of the Nuremberg delegates, i. €., to what they learned of the mat-
ter. This may be so interpreted; but when they write: “We are informed that
Alphonsus Waldesius, one of the principal secretaries of H. Imp. Maj., sev-
eral times invited Philip Melanchthon to his house,”!! it does not mean that
the instigation cannot have been made by Melanchthon.

Then, too, the reference to Briick’s history of the Diet,!2 in which he
points to the fact that several of “the most prominent (wegernsten) of the
papal party” repeatedly approached the theologians of the Christian estates,
invited them to their quarters, and pretended that they would by no means
hinder the gospel, and spoke to them of the controversial articles, etc., does
not affect the question, for Brieger overlooks the fact that Briick states: “Es-
pecially before his imperial majesty came to Augsburg,” and nothing speaks
for the fact that Briick also had in mind the imperial secretary, since we
have knowledge of others who proceeded in the manner described by
Briick, e. g., Cochlaeus, Usingen, Marius.!3

Melanchthon’s own statement must decide. On June 19th he writes to
Myconius: Ego pertenfavi unius atque alterius ex Hispanicis scribis ani-
mum; quantum proficiam videro." The same day he writes to Camerarius:
“Nactus sum Hispanum secretarium, qui benigne pollicetur, et jam de mea
sententia cum Cesare et Campegio collocutus est.”'* Could Melanchthon
say at all more clearly that he was the one who sought relations with the in-
fluential personalities, to insinuate to them his sententia concerning the pre-
vailing conditions? I ask further: “What interest could Melanchthon have, if
he did not take the initiative, to create this impression with Myconius and
Camerarius, contrary to the truth?”

And what we see Melanchthon do here is entirely in line with what we
can ascertain concerning his conduct otherwise in Augsburg. It was a pecu-
liarity of his, which has proven fatal more than once, that the great theolo-
gian tried to act the diplomat now and then, and with the best of intentions
entered into negotiations that were none of his business. We know now (a
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thing which Brieger, of course, could not know so fully) in what great mea-
sure he put his trust in the Emperor’s clemency and love of peace. The im-
perial call to a diet had so completely captivated him that he at first enter-
tained no fears of the influence of the papal legate, Campeggi, whom in
contrast to Cajetanus, whose call was for a while rumored, he styled a
virum peritum rerum civilium.!S What concerned him most was to prove
that his elector had the pure doctrine preached in this country, had abolished
but few abuses which were recognized as such by the prudent ones among
the opponents, pursued no warlike policies, but always opposed such, aimed
only at peace and concord, and had absolutely no sympathy with the hated
Zwinglians, who were always plotting war and revolution.

Cochlaeus afterwards, in his hateful, exaggerating manner, accused
Melanchthon of pretending to the utmost love of peace and thus forcing an
entrance in Augsburg into the residences of private individuals, and also of
cardinals, and even to the court of the Emperor;!6 but his assertions are not
pure inventions, for Melanchthon did certainly carry on private transactions
with a great number of people. As early as the first days of June, i. e., dur-
ing the time when danger appeared more clearly, he carried on a most se-
cretly-kept (and now evidently lost) correspondence with the cardinal of
Mayence, as we learn from a hitherto unprinted letter!” of John Rurer to
And. Althamer, dated June 4th. In this he prayed the cardinal to use his in-
fluence that the matter might not lead to war.

His friendly intercourse with Catholic theologians, such as Cochlaeus,
Usingen and Marius, of course, was started by them. The cardinal of
Salzburg, with whom Melanchthon had a long conversation but a few days
before the presentation of the Confession, also seems to have invited him.!8

It is not quite so sure to me that it was also without his initiative that he
had the very remarkable conversation on June 13th with Henry of Bruns-
wick. At any rate, he took advantage of it — it was in the very days in
which he was negotiating with the Landgrave — to give very tactless ex-
pression in the presence of the Duke of Brunswick to his revulsion against
the intentions and plans of Philip and his and Jacob Sturm’s efforts at con-
federation. He rejoiced to receive the promise from the Duke that the two-
fold form of the sacrament, the marriage of priests, monastic liberty, the
abolishment of paid masses (missae quaestuariae) and freedom of foods
were those points that could not rightly be condemned, and that harmony
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could be reached, if they were adopted, at least with the pre-supposition that
the Zwinglians who wished to abolish the sacrament completely, were not
to be included."”

This clearly shows the unvarying point in the private negotiations of
Melanchthon. It is essentially the same that he presented a few days later to
the imperial secretary. and it may be presumed also (we state it merely as a
presumption) what moved him especially to convince the entourage of the
Emperor of the innocuousness of the Protestants. As he himself was averse
to confederation (and the cunning insinuation of the Duke of Brunswick
concerning the plots of the Landgrave had only confirmed him in this), he
had gained the conviction from the elector’s epistolary negotiations with the
Emperor, that Charles V. did, indeed, wish to make peace with his lord sed
hac conditione, iva undemiav exol oummaxiav. Thus he wrote to Luther on
June 13th.20 and just now the elector was on the point of giving up his long-
maintained isolated position in the religious question and to unite with the
other evangelical estates. and as matters stood, Melanchthon himself must
desire to win the Landgrave, for otherwise he would be irretrievably driven
into the arms of the Zwinglians. But he must have learned so much from the
negotiations with Philip that took place in these days, that in this event the
antithesis to the Zwinglian conception in the confession must be softened to
the utmost. This increased the danger of being confused with the
Zwinglians. But even the more tolerant Romans, and he had provided am-
ply for that, were not inclined to tolerate these. Henry, of Brunswick, had
confirmed this to him with clear words.2! In this consuming anxiety (paene
consumor miserimis curis, he wrote to Luther)?? it might appear to him to be
his duty to act as intermediary on his own responsibility and enter into ne-
gotiations with the followers of the Emperor.

We can even recognize the method which he pursued to attain his end.
First he renewed the relations with the Flemish secretary, Kornelius Schep-
per, known to the Wittenbergers previously, and whom Brieger wrongly sets
aside as having nothing to do with the matter.23 According to the report of
Jonas to Luther on June 18th, we may assume that the first conversation in
which Jonas also took part, probably took place on Corpus Christi day, June
16th.24 On a second occasion Jonas reports a meeting with Schepper on
June 25th; but it is not quite certain whether this really has reference to a
second conversation. But that it was not Schepper who sought the conversa-
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tion may be concluded from Melanchthon’s remark: “Videtur singulari dili-
gentia cavere, ne veniat in suspicionem nostrae amicitiae.”?> The things
which Melanchthon on this occasion learned concerning the threatening dis-
position at the imperial court had a crushing effect upon him. Jonas adds di-
rectly to his report to Luther: “D. Philippns, nt nosti virum niisere discrn-
ciatur illis tantae caussae curis et solicitudinibus.”2¢

The hope of negotiating with Campeggi i1s now completely destroyed.
He is the very one, as M. now learned, who is stirring to war against the
Protestants. But although nothing can be found in the reports to indicate that
he has been given hope in this direction, he clings to his old confidence in
the Emperor and his clemency: Nihil in aula Caesaris ipso mitius Caesare.?’
Yes, he even claims to have heard from kindly disposed courtiers nihil spei
se habere de cognitione, i.e.,only upon investigation of the matter after ex-
amining the evangelical “opinion and view,” the evangelical Confession.

There 1s only one recourse left, and that is to endeavor to maintain the
Emperor in his benevolent disposition. Hence he determines, and he must
have done so at once, since on the 19th he reports concerning the negotia-
tions with the Emperor and the legates, to apply to the much more influen-
tial personality, the imperial secretary, Alfonso Valdes, in order to learn
more from him, and above all, to acquaint him of his sententia, and, if pos-
sible, to influence the Emperor through him. and he succeeded in getting
hold of the secretary: Nactus sum Hispanum. In view of this statement the
remark in the letter of the osturembergians, which was written only after the
negotiations had progressed further (that “Waldesius . . . invited
Melanchthon several times”), can occupy only a secondary importance.

I must also maintain that at least his first visit to Valdés was kept rela-
tively secret, though Melanchthon mentions the matter, in very general
terms, it is true, almost unintelligibly, in letters to Luther and Camerarius, 1.
e., to those outside, for Jonas, who was accustomed to gossip in his letters
about everything he found out, does not seem to have learned about it, and
only mentions the conversation with Schepper.2® I also consider it altogether
out of the question that Melanchthon should have acted in harmony with the
counselors of the elector. Briick, the chancellor, whom we know to have his
hand in the game everywhere, knew him well enough at that time, to be
sure that this timid theologian, who could be startled by a mere threat, was
not the proper person to undertake such a momentous political negotiation.
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But what was Melanchthon’s sententia on the state of affairs, and what
came of the negotiations? This we learn in the first place from the report of
the Nuremberg delegates, dated Sunday, June 21st. We must have it before
us to judge it properly. It reads thus:?°

We are informed that Alfonsus Waldesius, one of the most promi-
nent secretaries of H. I. Maj., several times invited Philips Melancjd-
hon to his house, treated with him concerning the Lutheran matter,
and finally asked him to report what was the desire of the Lutherans
and how the matter might be helped. and then Melanchthon reported
to him about the matter as much as had been considered orally and in
set speeches about in this manner: The Lutheran matter is by no
means so extensive and out of the way as H. I. Maj. was perhaps in-
formed, and the controversy principally concerned the two-fold form
of the sacrament, the marriage of priests and monks, and the mass,
namely, that the Lutherans could not approve of the special private
masses. If an agreement were reached in regard to these articles, it
was his opinion that ways and means could be found concerning all
the others. Above mentioned Alfonsus Waldesius had undertaken to
present this report to H. Imp. Maj., and on Saturday had again sent
for Philippus and announced to him that H. Imp. Maj. had been glad
to hear it and was well pleased with it, and had asked him, Alfonso,
to inform the papal legate, and he had done so. The legate also was
well pleased with the report, and did not specially object to the arti-
cles on the two-fold form of the sacrament or the marriage of priests
and monks, but was opposed to the abolition of private masses, and
A’fonsus after such information, said finally to Philippus: It was the
desire of H. Imp. Maj. that Philippus should make a brief statement of
the articles which the Lutherans desired and hand them to Alfonsus,
and he would present them to H. Maj. for further consideration. But it
was H. Maj. desire that he should not state such matter profusely, but
very briefly, so that H. Maj. might have more reason to take action to-
ward settling and ending this error. H. Maj. also thought it was best to
consider this matter privately and not in open argument and discus-
sion, for such arguments and discussions merely caused further dis-
sension and no unity.
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Upon said request Philippus offered to consider the matter and
write the statement; but he desired today to converse regarding it with
Dr. Briick and other theologians, —then to write a draft for the elector,
and if he approved, and considered it, to give it to Alfonso."

Here follows in the original’® following passage which was omitted by
Bretschneider, but is not unimportant, and describes the secrecy with which
the transaction was carried on: “This we desired to report to your worthies
and did not wish it to be undiscovered, though they, for the present, wish to
keep it a secret.”

To this we must add a remark of @Melanchthon’s reported by the
Nuremberg)erg delegates on June 18th, and which could not have been
made until after his meeting with Valdés on June 18th: “For as Philippus
Melanchthon reports, the matter will perhaps not be carried so far, but will
be drawn much closer, and written and treated more briefly. But whatever
action shall be taken, whether the former [scil. confession] be completed or
a new one drawn up, shall be reported by us to your worthies.”3!

When I connected this remark, as I could not possibly help doing, with
the negotiations with Valdes, I came to the conclusion that Melanchthon, af-
ter having been instructed by the Emperor on June 18th to hasten to present
a list of the points in controversy, for this very reason delayed the comple-
tion of the Confession, and actually believed for a while that its delivery
would not be insisted upon; that he afterwards deemed it quite proper to
consult with Briick and other theologians on June 21st, and that they did not
approve of liis secret agreements, as they imperiled the legal status of the
call to the Diet.32 This Brieger contradicted in all principal details.

First let us dispose of a chronological question. According to Brieger
(p- 8 sq.) the “work on the Confession was not delayed a single day by the
negotiations with Valdes.” “Since the last three days of the week were en-
tirely consumed with the negotiations caused by the prohibition to preach,”
they did not wait till after the opening (on Monday, June 20th) till June
21st, but immediately, “Sunday morning, June 19th, began the completion
of the document of defense and the Nurembergians were immediately con-
sulted.” That the resumption of the work in the Confession contrary to the
accepted view took place, not on the 21st, but on the 19th, is splendidly ar-
gued by Brieger by endeavoring to prove that the postscript of the letter of
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the Nurembergians, which informs us on this point, and is printed in the
Corp. Ref. 11, 124, as an addition to the letter of June 21st, in reality belongs
to the letter of June 19th. He correctly observes that the council, in an an-
swer on June 23rd, does not refer to the sending of Osiander desired in said
postscript, but does so on June 25th, where, as Brieger thinks, the remark
“from your former writing”, in contrast with" your most recent writing",
(thus the answer on 23rd describes that of 21st) means the one of 19th. In
fact, we must be grateful to this acute critic for touching upon this point, but
his surmise is erroneous, though he cannot be made responsible for that.
The postscript® in question actually belongs to the letter of the delegates of
June 21st (though as a separate piece in the documentary find it might just
as well belong to any other letter). On examining the correspondence books
of the council in the Nuremberg Archive we discover that the publisher,
Vogt, who displayed very little care, actually did not print the passage in
which the council in its answer speaks of the call of Osiander (just as in
other letters he omitted much that is of value to the investigator).

We read at the close of the letter of June 23rd (after the part published by
Vogt, p. 18 seq.): “If time should permit we will not withhold our intention,
and will reply to your writing regarding the sending of Osiander in our next
message. The sixth hour of the day.” This explains why the question is not
discussed by the council until June 25th, after being in the meantime delib-
erated upon by the council.34 and since this establishes the fact that the post-
script in question belongs to the letter of June 21st, we also know definitely
that the “final completion of the Confession was not begun until after the
opening of the Diet, Tuesday, June 21st.”

This would allow ample time for the delay maintained by me and others,
but the important question is whether this delay was caused by
Melanchthon’s negotiations with Valdés and Campeggi, or from the stand-
point of the criticism of sources, the answer to the question, “Of what did
Melanchthon think when he informed the Nuremberg delegates that the
matter would perhaps not reach such a final discussion, but would be drawn
closer and framed more briefly.”

Brieger admits that the Nuremberg delegates drew the conclusion that
possibly a new concept (i. €., article of defense) would be elaborated, but he
overlooks the fact that the Nuremberg council (and I, too) from what it
learned of the transactions, drew the conclusion that eventually, contrary to
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the call to the Diet, the delivery of a written apology in Latin and German
would be given up.’> At any rate, Brieger considers this view to be erro-
neous, and thinks rather that Melanchthon, and not he alone, thought of a
much abbreviated form of the Confession. In a very skillful investigation he
connects the matter with a peculiarly formed recension of the Augustana,
embracing only 19 articles of faith, the so-called first Ansbach manuscript
(mentioned in another connection), and further with the fact ascertained by
Forstemann, and also known to us before, that Chancellor Vogler, in an
opinion dated June 16th, in the transactions on the preaching question, rec-
ommends to inform the Emperor as to the Christian character of evangelical
preaching:** “And in order that your Imp. Maj. may in brief be thoroughly
informed about the teaching and preaching of our preachers, which we con-
sider a pure gospel and the Word of God, we hereby deliver to your Imp.
Maj. a clear statement of the same, in haste briefly stated.”

This recension may gain weight for the question before us, since in
Spalatin’s manuscript of the Augustana, and in a Latin one (the Hessian and
French translation)’” we have a Confession of equal limitation (and as
Brieger seeks to prove) with a conclusion (the summa) which gave no occa-
sion to the view that it was only a transition to a second part which formu-
lated the reasons for abolishing certain ceremonies. It was rather to be an
epilogue closing the confession. Brieger, also, while pointing out that
Spalatin’s text (which is evidently older than the Ansbach tent) does not
have the later summa, but a quite different transition to the second part, is
of the opinion that these above-mentioned documents, which were in exis-
tence (before the arrival of the Emperor) in the middle of June, must actu-
ally be considered independent forms of the Confession (p. 24). He also
thinks it may be proven that in view of the impending danger the evangeli-
cal princes more and more became of the opinion that it would be proper to
confess their faith in brief and concise form, and by confirming their doc-
trine and preaching with the clear truth of the word of God to silence the ac-
cusation of heresy; and, on the other hand, to reserve the defense of their al-
terations of church ceremonies for the discussion, which, according to the
call to the Diet, had to follow the mutual declaration of opinions.

Brieger sums up his opinion, which I will repeat verbatim, in the follow-
ing theses (p. 29):
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I.  In the time of which we speak (shortly before the arrival of the Em-
peror) we find the German Confession, and possibly about the same
time, also the Latin (and this also in a French version) in much briefer
form, 1. e., limited to the articles of faith, and provided with an addi-
tion not in existence a week before, which in its Latin version gives the
impression of a concluding passage, and in the German can be so un-
derstood so that we can hardly conceive that this briefer form owes its
existence to chance.

II. At that very time, before the arrival of the Emperor, a pause was
made in the final revision of the preface and conclusion belonging to
the great Confession.

III. A proposition made June 16th by the MargraveBrandenburg side to
employ the (German) abbreviated confession as the basis of an apol-
ogy to be delivered to the Emperor the next day was declined by Sax-
ony. This short form of the Confession, giving information only on the
faith and preaching of the Protestants, was not prepared for such a pur-
pose as the private instruction of the Emperor.

IV.  When two days later the Nuremberg delegates, immediately after
being officially admitted to the Confession of the princes, requested to
be told the preface and conclusion of the comprehensive document
previously delivered to them, they learn that the “conclusion is not yet
composed,” and Melanchthon does not explain this by that reason of
which he had spoken a few days before to the Nurembergians, who
then were not yet formal allies, nor the circumstance that during the
last few days which were entirely taken up with the care about the
preservation of evangelical preaching, there was no time left for com-
posing the conclusion; but he refers to the uncertainty of the elector as
to the compass of his apology.

V.  Immediately the next morning (June 19th) a session of the councils
of Saxony, Brandenburg, Hessen and Liineburg takes place for the pur-
pose of examining and editing the “instructions in faith,” as ordered by
the elector, and the same of which the Nurembergians had “received
copei.” A Nuremberg delegate is called to the session and informed
that this work has been resumed. We can hardly be mistaken if we as-
sume that at this session the hesitation in regard to the extent of the
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document is ended and the resolution adopted to complete the large
apology.

According to this, Melanchthon when he made said remark to the
Nurembergians, thought of the intention of proceeding eventually to the ar-
ticles of faith, and, therefore, the uncertainty about this question had lasted
until June 21st.

To this of Brieger I have the following reply to make:

L

II.

I11.

IV.

The existence of Augustana manuscripts that contain only the articles
of faith is no proof that they were written only to form documents
complete in themselves and to serve special purposes3® and if Brieger
repeatedly emphasizes the fact that so often the contemporaneous doc-
uments speak of what is preached and taught, and infers that the doctri-
nal articles were pushed to the front and tries to prove that the inten-
tion was to deliver only the doctrinal articles, I would like to state that
the entire Augustana after its delivery was considered to be a summary
of all that the preachers taught. This, e. g., was the opinion of the
Strassburg delegates upon the basis of what they heard and a copy re-
ceived from the landgrave: “which contains nothing more than their
preachers teach.”3?

It is correct that the Summa received its later form no earlier than in
June, but it owes its origin not to “chance,” as a comparison of Na with
the later revision proves, but to the proper consideration that the state-
ments already made in Na, but divided between the close of the first
and the beginning of the second part, would be more effective, if they
were all placed at the close of the first part.

It is correct that the Latin Summa does sound as if one did not need
to expect a second part# but that does not justify the view that it was to
be an epilogue, actually closing the Confession, for, as Brieger must
also have seen, it is found unchanged in the Confession as afterward
delivered.

It is not correct that Melanchthon, as Brieger states in his fourth
point, gives it as a reason why the apology is not yet completed that
the elector is in doubt as to the extent of the apology. There is no men-
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tion made of it in the report of June 19th, and that is very important;
Melanchthon is in doubt whether the matter could not be drawn more
closely and treated in terser form.

It is correct that Chancellor Vogler, in discussing the preaching
question, made the proposition to deliver to the Emperor only the arti-
cles of faith, to prove the Christianity of evangelical preaching; but
this thought of the chancellor or his Margrave was only ephemeral,
and that in the full sense of the word. On June 16th the opinion was
stated on the same evening the matter was discussed,*' and upon voting
down Chancelor Vogler’s motion, the document composed by Chan-
cellor Briick was adopted and then sent on the 17th.42 This document
was signed not only by the elector, but also by Margrave George, Duke
Ernst, of Liineburg, Landgrave Philip, of Hessen, and Prince Wolf, of
Anhalt. And if the thought had ever come to one prince or another, to
subscribe only to the articles of faith, it was thereby repudiated. For if
in that document they demand that they be not condemned prematurely
by the abolition of evangelical preaching, but according to the call ev-
eryone’s opinion and view was here heard, and then everything that
was wrongly undertaken on either side was to be abolished and
brought, to Christian unity (p. 285), and if further they point to the
“terrible innovations” on the other side, both in doctrines, customs and
walk (p. 286), I deem the view excluded that the princes could think of
delivering only articles of faith.43 It is equally impossible that
Melanchthon, in his reply to the Nurembergians (say on June 18th),
thought only of a confession limited to the articles of faith.

The same result is reached by an analysis of the reports concerning
Melanchthon’s negotiations with Valdes, (See above. )

Even according to Brieger the negotiations with the imperial secretary

began soon after the arrival of the Emperor, and Melanchthon in the course
of the conversation, after Valdés (according to the “message”) had informed
him of the Spanish views of the Lutheran heresy, had tried to prove to him
that the Lutheran cause was not so terribly out of the way as H. Imp. Maj.
was perhaps informed, and that the controversy concerned principally these
articles, viz.: the twofold form of the sacrament, the marriage of priests and
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monks and of masses, that, namely, the Lutherans could not approve of spe-
cial private masses. “If these points were agreed upon,” he thought, “order
and ways and means might be devised for the rest.”*

These remarks must have been made before Saturday, June 18th, for the
Nurembergians further write: “Above-mentioned Alfonsus undertook to de-
liver said report, and on Saturday invited Philippus again.” From this it is
clear that when Melanchthon (according to the report of June 19th) no later
than June 18th, remarked to the delegates “that the matter perhaps would
not reach such a lengthy discussion, but would be drawn closer and treated
more briefly,” he had the same thing in mind. If both statements, which are
so very nearly contemporaneous, are placed side by side without prejudice,
there really can be no doubt that Melanchthon thought here as there and as
at the delivery of the Torgau Articles of this point, that the discussion of
those practical points was the principal tiling, and that therefore the apol-
ogy, at least in its present extent, would perhaps be unnecessary.

At any rate | cannot conceive that the same Melanchthon, who according
to Brieger even negotiates with Valdés with the knowledge of the elector’s
counselors, explained this to him and at the same time (as we must assume
with Brieger’s hypothesis) thought of giving the apology a form which from
principle refrains from the ceremonies and practical questions and of deliv-
ering the articles of faith to the Emperor as the principal matter, even
though only for the present.

And Valdés and the Emperor look upon the matter similarly with the
Nurembergians. Melanchthon’s remarks are transmitted by Valdés to the
Emperor, who receives them with approval, as does also the papal legate
whom the Emperor has informed. All this takes place from June 16th to
18th. And as late as the 18th Valdés invites Melanchthon and reports to him
what has been done in the meantime. We learn that the Emperor, from what
he has heard, has gained the impression that it might be possible to avoid
the public hearing, the announcement of which he regretted for some time.
He has Melanchthon informed of his conviction that “it would be the most
profitable thing to undertake the matter in quiet and privacy and not in an
extended public argument and discussion,” 1. e., as it had been specified in
the Call. The Emperor and Valdés evidently infer from Melanchthon’s re-
mark that “the Lutheran cause was not so terribly out of the way” that this is
his intention also. How could they do otherwise? How is it, therefore, possi-
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ble, I ask again, to think that Melanchthon, when he at the same time said to
the Nurembergians that the Confession might be drawn more closely and
stated more briefly, thought of delivering to the Emperor a Confession em-
bracing merely the articles of faith?

I must, therefore, maintain what Brieger opposes quite determinedly, that
Melanchthon hesitated to complete the Confession and momentarily be-
lieved the delivery of it might even be dispensed with. For he agrees to the
desire to state most briefly the articles which the Lutherans especially de-
manded (those questions on ceremonies) and to present them to Alfonso.
The Nuremberg delegates report expressly:

“Upon such request Philippus offered to consider the case and furnish a
list.”

And yet, before he went further, he determined to get the consent of
Chancellor Briick and the elector, — toward which he first proceeded three
days later (surely no argument for the view that he has been acting up to
this point in harmony with the elector’s counselors). And the result was the
rejection of his private negotiations and the resolution to finish the Confes-
sion at last and proceed to it at once.** and this was not the case, as Brieger
assumes, on Sunday, the 19th, but, as was ascertained before, on Tuesday,
June 21st.

This ended Melanchthon’s negotiations officially at least; but how much
had they attained?

At this point we observe a difference between the two reports that have
come down to us from evangelical circles, namely, the letter of the Nurem-
bergians and the message from Augsburg, that the latter adds to the state-
ment that the Emperor had commanded Valdés “to tell Philippus to send H.
Maj. a short statement without profuseness:” “That Philippus did so, and
therefore also commanded Alphonso to go to the legate and negotiate with
him. This was done and the shook was greatest everywhere in the mass.
This entitles to good hope, thanks be to God, that the Emperor is willing to
help the matter and God has helped it along.” This statement would be
worth even more if it could be proven that Spalatin is the reporter; but that
seems to be merely a later supposition. Since the Augsburg report is not
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clear as to its chronology, we cannot conclude from it that Melanchthon de-
livered anything in writing either before or after the consultation with
Briick, and it is extremely improbable. In the Augsburg message there
might possibly be a confusion of the points verbally fined.

After all, the negotiations with Valdés and mediately with Campeggi had
further consequences. What importance was attached to them is seen from
the fact that foreign ambassadors, who heard about them, hastened to report
the impending change at home. The Mantuan ambassador, Antonio Boga-
rotto, wrote to the Duke of Mantua, that the Lutheran princes had made
“supplication” to have four points granted them: 1. The confirming of the
confiscated church properties to the possession of the laity. 2. The sacra-
ment sub utraque. 3. The changes made in the mass. 4. The marriage of
priests. The Emperor was said to have replied that he would act according
to duty and reason, and to have sent Granvella at once to the legate to con-
fer with him on the basis of these demands, quid agendum.46

This report, which does not even mention Melanchthon, and relates the
demands of the “princes” immediately after the negotiations of the evangel-
ical estates with the Emperor concerning the question of preaching, was
written no later than June 20th.4” Hence it can apply only to what was re-
lated in connection with Melanchthon’s verbal statements and not to points
fixed in writing. If the question concerning church properties here appears
as a new point, it can not be due to mere invention. At least it i1s quite prob-
able that Valdés also touched upon this point and that Melanchthon then had
no other choice than to remark that it was a self-evident demand of the
Protestants to grant the bestowal of church properties.8

To the same time evidently belongs also the related report of the Vene-
tian ambassador, Tiepolo, which unfortunately is not dated.** While the
Mantuan (at least this is the most probable) had his news from Valdés or
Campeggi, much speaks for the assumption that the Venetian received the
wishes of the “preachers” as it is here stated, through direct intercourse with
Melanchthon, which relation can be definitely proven. of course the notori-
ous letter of Melanchthon to Campeggi, which in several manuscripts is as-
cribed to Oratori Thepulo (Tiepolo) is not addressed to him, but really to
Campeggi. An epistle to Tiepolo, not extant, which in the middle of the
fifties was circulated by the enemies of Melanchthon, must have been a
forgery. We can believe Melanchthon when, September 5th, 1556, he writes
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that he never wrote to Tiepolo; but in the same letter to Flacius in which he
states this he tells us of a conversation which he had with Tiepolo during
the Augsburg Diet.>! According to it the Venetian ambassador had been in-
structed to offer his services to the Saxon elector. Melanchthon had been
sent to Tiepolo with Chancellor Briick, avowedly to thank the Venetian sen-
ate, evidently because the speech had to be made in Latin. After his address,
in which, according to his statement, he had not mentioned the religious
controversies, the ambassador had protested against receiving his remarks
as an assent to the doctrine accepted in the Saxon country. “I replied,” says
Melanchthon, “that we had not thus regarded the matter. Thereupon, as was
befitting, I spoke of the virtue of the prince, his true piety and that he con-
fessed (amplecti) the doctrine of the Catholic Church, but rejected the
abuses, and desired to have the controversial questions which had arisen,
decided and provision made for the welfare of the entire church.” In this
sense he had spoken to this man who was hostile to the evangelical people,
and perhaps had said a few general things to defend them, but could not
definitely remember his words. Afterwards his words had been committed
to writing, and>? that may have been the origin of said letter.

According to the information given by the imperial secretary, Cardinal
Campeggi had also received the impression that this would be the chief
point in the “opinion and intention” prepared by the protesting estates.s> He
writes, as Brieger proves probably (p. 39), on the 23rd, that he had learned
in various ways that the Protestants in the “opinion” which they were to
present the next day would confine themselves to four points: the sacrament
sub utraque, the celibacy of priests, the canon of the mass, and what appears
here for the first time and is very important for the whole investigation, a
General Councils4 “They also desire, as is said, to confiscate the possessions
of the clergy.”ss The way in which this point is here added, confirms the
supposition I expressed above, that this question was touched upon only in-
cidentally in the negotiations. In this general form Campeggi made his re-
port to the cardinal secretary of state, Salviati, in his message, written in in-
tervals and sent June 26th.

At the same time, as Brieger has proven in a masterly investigation, he
must have sent officially to Rome, directly to the Pope (perhaps by private
messenger),’¢ four definite points as the demands of the Lutherans. The
question then arises, " Whence come these four points? " Did Melanchthon
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perhaps, after all, as the message from Augsburg suggests, fin the demand
of the Protestants for Valdes, 1. e. (we must assume this), since he wanted to
confer with Briick, officially with the sanction of Briick and the elector? 1
consider that impossible in view of the preparation made for the immediate
delivery of the Confession.

But how did they arise then? Probably in the same way as those sent to
Venice by Tiepolo. “Their formulation,” says Brieger correctly (p. 43),
“may be traced to Valdes, since he fixed the demands of the Protestants
upon the basis of Melanchthon’s verbal statements.” But if Brieger thinks
he can safely gather their contents from the report of the Nurembergians, al-
though the fourth article probably refers to the demands for a General
Council, and sees the occasion of fining them in the negotiations carried on
until June 19th, I can not consider this to be correct, since the addition of
the demand for a Council speaks against it.

I would rather venture another combination — and in the scantiness of
sources we all are dependent upon combinations and surmises.

For Melanchthon, after the conversation with Briick on June 21st, the
negotiations with Valdés were not yet closed. If he did not dare to conduct
them in the name of the Evangelical estates, he did consider himself justi-
fied in continuing them personally. We learn that from him directly, for as
he writes to Camerarius (June 26th) he has permitted Valdés to examine the
Confession before its delivery. To his terror he learned that Valdes, notwith-
standing the author’s endeavor to state everything as mildly as possible, had
found it sharper (nikpotepov) than the opponents could stand.5’ After the
earlier negotiations it is probable that Melanchthon showed him the second
part specially, for the nikpotepov in the opinion of Valdeés can refer only to
it. We can readily assume that the three points were again mentioned, for
that they remained the principal thing to Melanchthon even after all that had
been treated in the last deliberations of the Evangelical estates can be seen
from the fact that on the same day, without special occasion on the part of
the opponents, he wrote to Luther: nunc mihi constituendum, priusquam re-
spondeant adversarii, quid velimus concedere ipsis; de utraque specie, de
conjugio, de privata Missa; omnis erat deliberatio.*

But during this conversation with Valdes, which, according to the letter
to Camerarius, could not have taken place earlier than June 22nd or 23rd,
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Melanchthon, after Briick’s preface was completed, must also have ac-
quainted him with the renewed demand of a Council. This explains the cir-
cumstances to me that after the previous negotiations, as far as I see, this
question was not again broached by the Protestants. Campeggi in his report
to Salviati now mentions the demand for a Council as the fourth point. For
we must almost surely conclude that Campeggi, when he wrote this, had
again been acquainted by Valdés of the progress of affairs, since he, as an
argument of the opponents for the abolition of the celibacy introduces a
very special statement from, the Confession. This he could scarcely have
learned from anyone but Valdes, who has seen the Confession. “Allegano
nostri Canonisti, quali dicono che cosi come la Chiesa en magna causa or-
dino il Celibato, cosi adesso majori ex causa si doveria levari.”

We need no further declaration that Valdés also informed Granvella or
the Pope of those things which he had heard of Melanchthon in renewed
conversation. Though Melanchthon had spoken only as a private man, he
was still the best known among the evangelical theologians, and his re-
marks could pass as an authoritative statement of the sentiment. Thereupon,
Valdés must have received the commission to fin them in writing, and, so as
to know for all cases, how Rome would act in regard to them, to send them
to Rome directly through Campeggi. Before he sent his message to Salviati
they must have gone to Rome, as articles of Melanchthon,$® since the con-
sistory debated them July 6th.

Thus on the foundation of fragmentary sources we must imagine things
to have taken place, until new discoveries teach us something else.

1. Cf. Th. Kolde, M. Luther II, 343. Also Kolde. Die Aiigsb. Conf..
p. 7. Prot. Realencykl. II, 245. Sharper and not always just, Virck,
Melanchthon’s polit. Steuung auf. d. Relchstage zu Augsb. Z. K. G. in
(1888), pp. 92 scq.«

2. Of. Fr. V. Bezold, Gesch. d. deutsch. Ref. Berlin, 1890, p. 621. K a
w erau, Lehrbuch d. Kirchengesch. Ill (Reform, u. Gengenref. 2 A.)
1899, p. 97 Karl M i1 1 1 e r, Kircheuge.sch. II. 2. Freiburg 1902,
p. 372 seq. Georg E 11 1 n g e r, Phil. Melanchthon. Berlin, 1902,
pp. 268 seq.<
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Leipzig, 1903. Programm.<

Wilh. Maureubrecher, Gesch. d. Kath. Ref. I, Nordlingen, 1880,
pp. 287 seq.«€

I would note the following was ready in first draft, before I received
new material in the “First Draft of the Augustana.”<

Will be treated below.«

Compare on him and related literature the article of Ed. Bohmer,
Prot. Realencykl. 2 A. Vol. 16, 276 seq. The article lacks clearness and
overestimates Valdes’ love of peace.<

Sec Chap. nvii of this work.<

E. A." 24,356 seqq. Cf. Th. Kold e, M. Luther 11, 330.«
Cf. Strassburg’s Pollt. Korrespondenz I, 451 and 455.«<

C.R. 1L, 122.«

Korstemann, Archiv. fiir Gesch. d. kirchl. Ref., Vol. 1. Halle,
IS31.p.19.Brieger,p. 5.

O. R. I, 86. Ad. W e i .s z in Uffenheiraer Nebenstunden, p. 686.
Cf. also.. Spahn, .loh. Coohhvus. Berlin 1898, p. 1D4 seq.<

C.R.1II, 118 seqq.«
5C.R.1II, 40 and 42.«<

Joannis Cochlei, Philippicse quatuor in Apologiam Philippi
Melanchthonis. Lips. 1534, (Translated)—" In the first place indeed
Philippus ignores his own rudeness and tactlessness, for at Augsburg
he did not only publicly pretend that he was a lover of peace and con-
cord and zealous for the same; but he also on his own initiative kept
running here and there, bursting into and entering not only the homes
and entertainment places of private individuals, but also the palaces of
cardinals and other princes and even the M. T. court seeking by an al-
together too insidious circuit whom he might devour by his hypocrisy.
and indeed, by his wiles and simulated blandishments he deceived not
a few, while he affirmed here and there in conferences and meetings
that he could easily restore the peace of the church if only these three
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17.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22.

23.

things were granted to his friends, the sacrament to the laity sub
utraque, marriage for the priests, and the use and communication of the
mass. That it as other things his friends would be subject to the bishops
and prelates throughout and obedient to their word," etc. Cochlaeu
s tells the same as early as 15.31 in his Petitio Philippl Melanchthonis.
Ad R. D. Card. Campegium Augustae scripta, etc., Mdnnni. In the let-
ter of dedication we find the following story: " Besides I beard the R.
D. Dr. John Fabri say there to a certain nobleman from Meissen, in my
presence, that he would say to Philipp, unless he ceased frequenting
the hotels of the Spaniards and excusing and proving his and Luther’s
writings to them, he himself would publicly hang up his most absurd
and hateful errors on the church doors."«

Kolde, Alt. Red., Beilage I, p. 108.¢<°

Melanchthon reports to Luther June 25th (C. R. II, 126). According
to the report of Jonas (Kolde, Anal. Lutherana 140): The Salzburg Car-
dinal called Mr. Phil. Melanchthon through Wolffgang Stromer, the
Nurembergian.<

Report of Jonas to Luther, Anal. Luth., p. 133; End e rs VII 380.
Melanchtbon presents an essentially different report to Luther, con-
cerning the same conversation. E n d e r s VII, 383. Luther claimed to
know that he had been invited to table by the Duke; but there is noth-
ing about it in the letters written to him. End e r s VIII, 82.«

Mel. to Luther, Enders VIII, 383.«<
Cf. First Draft, etc.«

Jonas to Luther, Th. K olde, Anal. Luth., 133. Enders VII,
381. But that they would never subscribe with those who take away the
sacrament of the Eucharist, as the Zwinglians do.<

Brieger,p. 3. note 1: " Melanchthon’s conversation with the
Flemish secretary Cornel von Schepper is of no importance to our sub-
ject." But though Schepper was only the Dutch secretary and had no
direct connection with the imperial government, yet he was well in-
formed on the state of the matter. We know that he stood in close rela-
tions with Valdes, who entrusted to him the revision of the writing (Pro
religione Christiana res gestae in Comitiis Augusta Vindel. habitis, A.
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24.

25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

D. 1530), which above all was the cause of Bnick’s report on the Diet
(Forstemann, Archiv. I, 1831), since he wrote to Dantiscus: "I am
sending a report of the things done in this city with the Lutherans
which 1 pray you to read in company with Dr. Cornelius If he is
pre.sent and to add or omit whatever is to be added or omitted (Ed.
Bohmer in Art. Valdés in Prot. Real Encykl. 2 ed. Vol. nvi, p. 279,
note).«<

Enders VII, 387. To this Mel. on June 19th. Enders VIII, 2: “Cor-
nelius says that he had some hope for peace while Mercurinus was liv-
ing. He says that since M. is dead, there is nobody at court who has
any authority to be the author of peace. Cornelius plays in his own way
and seems to take extraordinary care not to be suspected of friendship
with us. He is of no use to us at all. There is another Spanish secretary
here, who blandly promises and has already conferred in regard to my
sententia with the emperor and Campegius.” The same day he wrote to
Camerarius, C. R. II, 119. “Cornelius Schepper affirms that he had go’i
hope of peace so long as Mercurinus lived. That since his death there
is no author of peace at court who is worthy in authority. I got hold of
the Spanish secretary who promised faithfully and has already spoken
concerning my view to the emperor and Campegius.” To Myconius.
ibid. June 19th: “I have tested the opinion of one and the other of the
Spanish delegates.”<

Enders VIII, 24.«<
Enders VII, S87.«
C.R. 117.AlsoMenius.SeeBindseil, Supplem,, p. 61.<

It must be bbserved that the vigilant Strassburgian, who had also
ferreted out the secret undertaking of the Schwabach Articles to Inns-
brick (Zwing1i.opp. VIII, 458; Vir C k, Politische Korrespon-

denz, 1, 446), did not learn anything of the matter.<

C. R. II, 122. The items here given are confirmed by an oft-printed
paper, “Schrift Aus Augsburg.” It is first found in the Wittenberg
ed. In, 409, then in the remaining Luther editions to Walch (nvi, 873
seq. 912, 936), then in perhaps more early form in Bretschneider, C.
R., n, 12.%) seq. The passage on the relations with Valdés has been
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30.

worked up by Aurifaber in his report with few changes. If we look at
the contents of this report (which since the Leipzig Luther edition nn,
202, 1s ascribed to Spalatin, whether correctly or not. cannot be deter-
mined), we find that it was written on different days. The beginning
to”God may send His Holy Spirit" Wttbg. In, 410. C. R. n. 128, was
written Sat., .Tune Is, Cf. “Now Maj. is on Sat.” and “On Mon. the
Diet will be opened.” The following, to which Bretschneider wrongly
adds the note: Haec omnia quae jam sequuntur in opp. Lutheri non le-
guntur," was not written until Mon. or Tues. Cf. “On said Saturday.”
“On Saturday, Alfonsus.” " On Sunday H. Imp. Maj." “On Mon. they
will hear the mass.” " So much has been done till now." The Nurem-
berg report and this paper therefore were written, so far as they refer to
Valdes, at exactly the same time. The paper reports the following (C.
R. n, 129): “Alfonsus the Chancellor of H. Imp. Maj. in Spain and
Cornelius have had several pleasant conversations with Philipp and
told him that the Spaniards had been informed that they did not believe
in God nor the Holy Trinity nor Christ nor Mary, so that they thought
that if they killed a Lutheran they did God a greater service than by
killing a Turk. He says that though he conversed much with them, he
persuaded few. The rest remained in their own belief. On Saturday Al-
fonsus sent for Philippus and informed him that in the morning he had
visited H. Imp. Maj. and for a long time had no more suitable time or
place to speak with 11. Ma;j. and that he had informed H. Maj. con-
cerning all the Lutheran articles and that they do not believe contrary
to the church. Then the emperor said”’Quid volunt de Monachis," etc.,
and commanded Alfonso to tell Philipp to send in brief and without
long discourses the articles upon which they insisted. Then that Philip
did so and also asked Alfonso to go to the legate. This was also done,
and now the greatest objection is in regard to the mass. God be
praised! It appears now as if the emperor were willing to help. God has
used His means on him also." An essential difference lies in this, that
the paper says that Melanchthon really wrote the articles and that
Valdés after the Saturday meeting delivered these written articles to the
legate.«

The letters of the Nuremberg delegates to the council are now pre-
served in the Nuremberg City Archives.«

305



31.
32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

C.R.1II, 112, seq.«

Th. Kolde, M. Luth. II, 343; Augsb. Conf. p. 7; Pr. Realencykl., II,
245.¢

This contains a section in the original through which the reply of
25th, (Vogt, p. 19) becomes intelligible. “This I offered to report fully
to your worthies and if your worthies will order me up, as I regard
needful and useful, y. w. will please write to me whom you appointed
and how many there will be, so that we may provide lodging near by,
since we can place nobody else in our lodging place.”«

On June 25th the council resolution was passed: “That Mr. Osian-
der should ride to Augsburg, to send him at once and to receive him in
the lodging of our gentlemen, and to write this up more fully. That in 8
days Mr. Krystoft Koller and Jo. Baumgértner should ride to Augsb.
and that this be hereby indicated and that they be received in the lodg-
ing of our gentlemen.” On Sunday, June 26th. Osiander was accord-
ingly sent: “and. onssiander (!) preacher is to ride on.”«

Vogt, p. 18.«

Brieger, p. 13, twice writes wrongly July 16th. The opinion in
Forstemann I, 274 seq.«

Forstemann, I, 355. Here already the article on invocation of
saints.«

See report of Nuremberg delegates.«
Pol. Korrepondenz I, 4G3.<°

Brieger admitted p. 22 that this was not the case in the German
Summa.<

Report of the Nurembergians June 16th: “Jorg Vogler reports that
said princes have determined not to omit the preaching and that on the
morrow they are willing to deliver a written explanation to H. Imp.
Maj.” C. R. 11 108.«

Forstemann, 1, 283. Brieger. p. .0, says that Vogler’s proposition
was declined by Saxony and adds: “Possibly also by Hessen and
Lunenburg, in case they as is probable had already allied themselves to
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43.

44.

the elector in matters of faith. This can be proven no earlier than June
19th”. The only document reporting this declining is the writing to the
emperor of June 17th, since the evangelical princes there first appear
in writing as allies in the matter of Confession. It is to be noticed that
Briick there used Vogler’s Opinion. Cf. the statements that the Word
must not be bound, the Word of God is the food of tl a soul and the ref-
erence to Matth. 4, “Man does not live by bread alone.” Forstemann, I,
275 and 284.¢

B rie ger certainly, who, so far as I can see, has not used this doc-
ument, remarks on the declining of Vogler’s proposition: “This form of
the Confession, brief as it was and giving information only on the faith
and preaching of the Protestants, was not prepared for such a purpose
as the instruction of the emperor.” But it can not be proven that the
first part was “made over” for the purpose of presenting it alone. If
Brieger attaches importance (p. 13) to the fact that Vogler proposes to
write: “Thus we deliver to your Imp. Maj. a pure statement in haste
briefly framed” (Forstemann p. 280) the expression is easily explained
from the fact that he well knew that the articles of faith would not re-
ceive their final form for a long time. and further, if we can easily un-
derstand Vogler’s intention to deliver the articles of faith to the em-
peror temporarily on account of the preaching question, I can not un-
derstand what occasion there could be without this special reason to be
silent at first about the abolition of abuses, the dogmatic relation of
which certainly would have to be treated at the Diet, and to postpone
them for an oral discussion which could not be avoided.<

Notice the agreement with what Melanchthon according to Jonas’
report had treated June 1.’Uh with Henry of Brunswick. Enders VII.
3S1: “The Duke of Brunswick talked for a while with Philipp some
very good things concerning the public cause. He said that he formerly
and now every now and then, ever since his return from Italy, read the
New Testament and had derived much profit from this reading, and
that he saw that the sacrament sub utraque, the marriage of priests,
monastic liberty and the abolition of private masses, and liberty in
meats, were articles that could not rightly be condemned, and that
there with the help of God means of concord could be discovered.”«
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45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

That is not directly reported anywhere, but since the Nuremberg
delegate Christoph. Kress In the postscript to the letter in which he re-
ports that Melanchthon would “today converse” with Briick, makes the
statement that he was lust called into the hotel of the elector, where in
the presence of the counselors of Saxony, Brandenburg, Hessen and
Liineburg, he was informed that they were on the point of “revising,
writing and completing the articles,” the conclusion is justified that
Melanchthon’s statements to Briick and the consultation, and the reso-
lution of the assembled evangelical counselors are connected with each
other.«

First in (Thomas) M. Luther u. d. Ref. Bewegung in Deutschl. vom
J. 1520-1532 in Ausziigen aus Marino Sanutos Diarien. Ansbach 1883,
p. 169. Complete in the Diarii di Marino Sanuto. Vol. 53, Venice
1899°, p. 326.«

To my knowledge first ascertained by Brieger, p. 36.¢<°

Note that the Protestants in those days feared to be attacked upon
this very point. According to a council resolution June 25, the Nurem-
berg Council resolved “to deliberate concerning monasteries, in case of
controversy.” (Kreisarchiv in Nuremberg.)«

Sanuto, p. 312 [Kolde’s original prints the quotation, which states
the above-mentioned four points].«

July 6th. C. R. 11, 169 seq. Of. the Letters of Rosel 1 us,
Venice, C. R. 11, 226 and 243. Ben rath, Jahrb. fiir Prot. Theol. 1882,
p. 179. There can be no doubt of the authenticity of Melanchthon’s
Letter to Campeggi, Brie g e r (p. 37 note) to the contrary notwith-
standing, as he does not enter upon M.’s relations to Tiepolo. It agrees
perfectly with M.’s original view of Campeggi and with all that has
been discovered about his position in the introduction to the Augus-
tana, etc.«<

C.R. VIIL, 939. Cf. Sa 11 g, Vollstand. Historic der Augsb. Kon-
fession. I1I, (Halle 1735) y. 329. It does not concern us what was the
nature of this letter; but what Melanchthon reports about the conversa-
tion gives rise to the supposition that at this occasion he also referred
to those points which according to his view were essential, and that the
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52.
53.

54.

55.

56.

ambassador fixed upon them as the demand of the preachers and re-
ported home accordingly. That Tiepolo gives them first place in his re-
port, even before mentioning the opening of the Diet (June 20th), only
proves the importance which the zealous representative of the Catholic
Church attached to these remarks, and is no proof that this conversa-
tion with which I hypothetically connect his report took place before
the 20th, although that is quite possible. Neither can it be concluded
from the fact that Briick was present during these discussions that
Melanchthon negotiated with Valdés in agreement with Briick. Ac-
cording to Melanchthon’s own description of the situation, his remarks
about the religious question, the abolition of abuses, etc., were only
made incidentally with the view to enonerate his prince and Protestants
in general, but not, as in the negotiations with Valdes, to attach definite
propositions to them. The whole episode only serves to show how
much Melanchthon was inclined to awaken the thought among oppo-
nents that the issue was essentially about doing away with certain
abuses, or about certain concessions on the part of those of the old
faith.«<

“Afterwards my words were annotated in some manner.” <

For diverse reasons I Intend that they should restrict themselves to
the four points. L a m m e r , Monum. Vaticana. Freiburg 1861, p. 43.
This incompletely transmitted message is well examined in Brieger,
p. 39.«¢

The fourth that there should by all means be a General Council in
which I know the mind of N. S. (Lammer, p. 44).<

They also speak of confiscating the ecclesiastical possessions,
which would be a robbery upon the whole eccl. state. Ibid.«

It 1s sufficient to refer to Brieger, p. 41, and the sources there men-
tioned. I would like to add that to this message to the Pope must have
been joined the Diet proposition which Campeggi originally wished to
join with his message to Salviati. (Lammer, p. 42), but which must
have been sent sooner than the writing of the 26th to Salviati. as ac-
cording to the report of Andreas del Burgo of July 12th (Brieger, p. 4P)
was read in the consistory on the 6th.«
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57.
58.
59.
60.

C.R.1II. 140.«
Ib., 141.¢
Lammer,p.44.¢

J . Ficker, D. Konfutation d. Augsb. Bekennt. Leipzig 1891, p. xvii.
The demand of a council was not a demand of Melanchthon’s, who in
this point was willing to defer to the emperor. C. R. II, 94.¢«
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17. Kolde on the First Known
Draft, or Oldest Redaction of
the Augsburg Confession, and
its Discovery

The Discovery of the Document — its Significance — A Brief
Analysis of its Contents, Including Especially Melanchthon'’s Intro-
duction — Fate of this Redaction

The Oldest Redaction of the Augsburg Confession, with Melanchthon’s In-
troduction, for the first time published and historically rated, by
Dr. Theodor Kolde, regular Professor of Church History in Erlangen.'

Preface.

Habent sua fata libolli.?

The publisher’s desire that I should write an entirely new introduction to the
Symbolical Books (which would be proportionate to the present status of
science, and which, the Lord willing, is to appear during the next year) for "
J. T. Miller’s Die Symbolischen Bucher der evangelisch-lutherischen
Kirche,*? led me first of all to resume my Augustana researches, and espe-
cially to reach clear conclusions as to Th. Brieger’s newest work,”Zur
Geschichte des Augsburger Reichstags von 1530." Out of this work grew
the dissertation [Constitutes Chap. 16 of this book] published in the second
part of the present book “On Melanchthon’s Negotiations with Alphonso
Valdés and Lor. Campeggi.” It was almost completed in the first draft when
the discovery of the earliest redaction, which is here printed [Constitutes
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Chap. 18 of this book] for the first time, claimed my entire attention. It was
a matter of course that the historical appreciation of this document should
now come to the fore, for, as I believe to have proven, it has brought us a
great deal further in our knowledge of the origin of the principal evangelical
Confession. At the same time we have caught important new glimpses of
the political and ecclesiastical history of the Augsburg Diet. As this also
throws new light on Melanchthon’s private negotiations, which are so
closely connected with the history of the Augustana text, I deemed it my
duty to append my investigations as a second part, although the rather long
title of my book does not make special references to it.

D. Th. Kolde.
Erlangen, Dec. 5th, 1905.

. The Oldest Redaction of The Augsburg
Confession.

Next to the question about the genuine text of the Augsburg Confession as
it was read and presented June 25th, 1530, to the Emperor and the land, the
problem concerning its gradual formation has from the start abundantly oc-
cupied scientific investigators. Since the fundamental works of G . G. We-
ber,* Forstemann® and Bindseil,® a large and ever increasing literature on the
subject, has come into being, and we owe it many an important result even
in later years. We know now, among other things, and it is one of the merits
of Th. Brieger’ to have determined it, what is meant by the “Torgau Arti-
cles,” that opinion of the Wittenberg theologians that was delivered to the
Prince Elector at Torgau toward the end of April. “With this first draft of
that which gradually grew into the Augsburg Confession, we have gained a
secure foundation for further research. The more thorough examination of
the material in letters and official documents has given us information about
many details, and the origin and value of various manuscript recensions of
the Augustana as it grew into shape, have been discussed in many instances.
But notwithstanding the acumen devoted to these problems, we are still far
from having a clear understanding of the history of the gradual formation of
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the Confession, much less can we determine with any degree of certainty
the single phases through which its text passed under the ever-amending
hand of Melanchthon and the influence of circumstances. The fact is, that
all the copies” extant from the time before the presentation of the Confes-
sion, including even Spalatin’s which is deserving of special consideration,
take us back not much further than about the time of the arrival of the Em-
peror, that is, the middle of June.

For this very reason the question which justly was treated again and
again, concerning the extent and contents of the “Apology” sent May 11th
to Luther and approved by him, could be answered only in the most imper-
fect manner. It was surmised that it contained a rather rhetorically written
introduction, which Melanchthon, as soon as he arrived in Augsburg, sub-
stituteds for a simpler one written in Koburg, and which afterward, before
the presentation of the Confession, had to give way to a preface written by
the diplomat Briick. Then it was determined, with considerable certainty,
that the “Apology” did not contain the (20th) article “Of Faith and Good
Works,” that the (27th) article “Of Monastic Vows” was given in shorter
form than as we know it now, and that the (28th), “De Potestate Ecclesias-
tica,” which perhaps was not even written, most certainly was not known to
Luther in the form presented June 25th.°

A document of importance to the question as to what Luther had really
seen, could be expected to be found in the Latin version which the Nurem-
berg delegates received May 31st and sent to Nuremberg on June 3rd.!0 For
even if the text probably was no longer the same that Luther had seen,
since, as we know, many changes were made in it directly after it returned
from Koburg,!! it was still to be assumed that the version sent to Nuremberg
was after all nearer the original one than it was to the final revision. And, in
any event, it must be an im@important stage in the history of the Augustana
tent. But all searching for that “incomplete” Latin version was in vain up to
the present.

Then Dr. Karl Schornbaum, to whom the investigation of the history of
the Frankish-Brandenburgian Reformation is so much indebted, in a letter
dated July 11th, called my attention to a document without date or title,
found by him in the Nuremberg district archives. He stated, “It agrees to a
remarkable degree with the Editio Princeps of the Augustana, although it
makes mention of none but Saxons.” When on July 20th, I investigated the
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matter at the place of discovery, I discovered that it was an error to assume
any agreement with the Editio Princeps, but that here was discovered a link
hitherto completely unknown in the history of the growing Confession, and
which, since we can determine its origin, can give us some entirely unex-
pected information.

The following is the version of the document:!2

[Here follows, in Kolde’s German volume, the text of the newly discov-
ered manuscript. In this work, it constitutes chapter 18.]

What, then, is the nature of this manuscript? It needs no argument to
prove that we have an early redaction of the Augustana before us. If the
reader is observant he will at once receive the impression that he is perusing
a translation , and that one which was made while in course of writing. The
many passages that are crossed out and corrected (and which are carefully
reproduced in the reprint), with few exception s, constitute no corrections of
mistakes in writing, but, as is clearly discernible, of errors in translation.
and the “German,” too, which in some cases evidently clings slavishly to
the literal rendering of terms not entirely familiar to the layman, and in oth-
ers employs specifically German idioms to facilitate the understanding
while preserving the peculiarities of the foreign pattern, clearly shows that
we are dealing with a translation of a Latin original, and not with an earlier
emendation of the German tent. The time and origin are easily determined
by documentary proof.

We know from a letter sent by the Nuremberg delegates (to Augsburg),
Christoph Kress and Clemens Volkamer, to the council on May 81st, that on
said day they had obtained the “Articles like those previously composed in
Latin,” but without preface or conclusion, and that they intended to have
them copied by “Mr. Jerome Ebner’s sons” and sent to the Council of
Nuremberg.'3

This was done on June 3rd, on which day they wrote home: “Herewith
we send your worships a copy of the Saxon resolution in Latin, accompa-
nied by the preface or preamble. But it lacks an article or two at the end and
the conclusion, since the Saxon Theologi are still at work on these parts.”'*
According to this, the delegates upon their instance had also obtained the
preface, and it is easy to understand from its contents that Melanchthon did
not like to publish it too soon. As early as June 4th (which shows how
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quickly messages were carried in those days from Augsburg to Nuremberg)
the resolution was in the hands of the council,'> and on the same day it was
resolved to present a copy to the theologians, but to provide that no further
copy be made, nor that it be put into other hands.!®

The subsequent history of the document is related in a letter of the coun-
cil dated June 15th (resp. 17) to the delegates, in which we read: “We . . .
have meanwhile, since your writing, had the Latin defense of the Prince
Elector of Saxony translated into intelligible German.”!” A resolution of the
council, dated June 10th, also informs us that a no less personage than the
illustrious Jerome Baumgdrtner was entrusted with this task and excused
from attendance at the sessions of the council during the course of his work.
and this industrious man had finished his translation in three days, for as
early as June 11th the council had examined the contents and determined to
have its delegates inquire of the Elector whether it would be agreeable to
him to have the signatures of the councillors.!8

Since a comparison of this manuscript with other writings definitely
known to have been produced by Baumgértner, prove him to have been the
real writer, there can be no doubt that the Augustana text before us — 1|
shall henceforth designate it with Na — is the translation of the Latin reso-
lution produced in Nuremberg for the information of the council and made
from the copy sent home June 3rd by the delegates.

The regrettable circumstance that the Latin original was not preserved is
easily understood from the fact that the council did not preserve it in its ar-
chives, but sent back the Latin articles June 15th (resp. 17) to the delegates
“to have at hand if needed.”’® At any rate, the discovery of this document
presents us (though it be only in a German translation) the Augustana ac-
cording to the stage at the end of May, 1530, and along with it the oldest ex-
tant redaction of the Confession, together with Melanchthon’s preface,
which was hitherto considered lost — a circumstance which gives peculiar
value to the document.

The document 1s divided into the preface, the articles of doctrine, 18 resp.
17 (see below), and the “controversial articles in which are recounted the al-
tered and abolished abuses.”
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Let us first look at the long preface, which ought more correctly to be
styled an introduction. Up to the present we knew only the first short draft
which Melanchthon prefixed to the Torgau Articles with the remark: “In
hanc sententiatum prodest proponere prefacionem longam et rhetoricam.”
We also knew (if we may repeat the statement) that on his journey to Augs-
burg, while in Koburg, he prepared that introduction of which, as I am in-
clined to assume, there is preserved to us a fragment in a writing from his
own hand and preserved in the archive at Weimar,2° and which he immedi-
ately after his arrival in Augsburg elaborated more rhetorically.?! There can
be no doubt that in Na we possess Melanchthon’s introduction as then pre-
pared, although we cannot be sure whether it underwent further changes un-
til May 31st or not.

And it 1s characteristic enough. The original plan of the Torgau Articles
is still recognizable; but it has received other contents. In order to obtain a
historical appreciation of this circumstance we must remember that it was
written under the impression caused by John Eck’s well-known writing and
the preface of the Ingolstadt disputator,22 which stirred the Emperor to the
greatest extremes. If Melanchthon, as he himself recounts, found himself in-
duced to transform the original apology into a Confessio, he considered it
all the more stringent to give his introduction a strongly apologetical char-
acter.

He begins with a very evident captatio benevolentiae.23 In the face of his
calumniators the Elector next to God puts all his hope upon the constantly
proven goodness and clemency of the Emperor. As he had always sought
the peace of Europe without pride, insolence or lust of blood, thus in the re-
ligious controversies he had constantly shown clemency alone, and was
falsely accused of lust of blood, which was evident from his declared readi-
ness to hear the case. and as the Elector desired nothing more than thus to
further the glory of God and establish universal peace, so nothing would be
better pleasing to God, than if the Emperor would use his power to unite
Christendom, just as formerly Theodoric, Charlemagne and Henry II. had
done, for the Holy Ghost actually admonished princes to protect the faith.
and since the present Emperor was endowed with no fewer virtues and fear
of God than said princes, and even far surpassed them in power and splen-
dor, it would not be beneath him to hear the cause of Christendom and to
unite it.
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But before the doctrine preached in the Electorate is discussed, the at-
tempt is made to prove that the Elector did not further the new doctrine with
an evil purpose.?* Never before did the two brothers, Dukes Frederick and
Hans, fall under any suspicion or evil report, for they were kind to every
one, no matter what his condition, and they have built or adorned churches
and institutions to a large degree with their own means. They have always
kept their allegiance to the Roman emperors, and in all affairs of the gov-
ernment they supplied noteworthy aid in money and armature. They never
entered into alliances with foreign nations or the opponents of the govern-
ment, and for the sake of the peace and unity of Germany they never gave
occasion for discord to anyone, but in the face of great provocation they
were patient in the interest of peace, and more than once “by their pains and
exertions they brought to peace and quiet others who were only too ready in
arms.” How could it be thought that the Elector, without any great cause,
would involve his honor, property, children and grandchildren in such dan-
ger? What advantage could accrue to him from such dissension? It was hid-
den from him what troubles he would assume along with this matter. It did
not originate with him, but with the many pious souls, who were aggrieved
because Christian doctrine was oppressed and obscured with human opin-
ions, useless talk and daily increasing abuses, while no one was able to
speak concerning repentance and the grace offered us not for the sake of our
satisfaction, but through faith in Christ.

Furthermore, it was the preaching of indulgences in Saxony, which were
unduly exalted, that induced Luther to offer objections in several pam-
phlets, academically as it were, and not before the people, and without any
slander of the Pope. But his opponents at once stirred up strife and secured
his banishment before the case was even tried. Luther was compelled to
give answer and many were pleased therewith, not because he rejected in-
dulgences, but because of the salutary and comforting doctrine of repen-
tance and justification by faith.

Hence it seemed a grievous and sinful thing to the Elector to undertake
anything against the originators of this doctrine, especially since those who
were concerned in it would not venture to do anything in the matter, and the
changes in religion would have been much worse if the learned preachers
had been removed. For before Luther wrote anything, offensive and erro-
neous doctrine had arisen, and would have caused dangerous innovations
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and rebellion, if Luther had not prevented it. The opponents themselves,
who now speak much more guardedly of their own inventions, must admit
that there is much that is wholesome and useful in this doctrine.

It is evident that through it many heresies against the holy sacrament
have been suppressed. Then, too, the doctrine of the Anabaptists against the
holding of earthly possessions, against the courts, the power of the civil au-
thorities and all civil order would have been spread much more widely had
not the hearts of men been strengthened by this (evangelical) doctrine. It is
even unfounded to say that the Anabaptists and their ilk were sprung from
Luther’s doctrine. “For such things have started before Luther and
abounded most in those places where there was a dearth of true pastors that
might have strengthened and guarded the conscience of men against false
doctrine.”

The matter had