
31. The An swer of The For- 
mula’s Outer Form to The Ques- 
tion, Is The For mula A Con fes- 

sion?

The Ti tle of the For mula and its Word ing — No Con fes sional
Claim for the Solid Dec la ra tion — Is the For mula a “Com men tary”?
— In what Sense it is a Mere Rep e ti tion, and not a New Con fes sion —
Com par i son with the Form of the Augs burg Con fes sion — Why the
For mula presents doc trine by An tag o nism — In what sense the For- 
mula is a Com men tary — Is the For mula a Trea tise on Dog mat ics?
— Does the For mula rep re sent All Types of Lutheranism? — Does
Sharp ness of Log i cal Form Con demn, with the Epit ome as a Con fes- 
sion?

AF TER HAV ING EX AM INED the For mula in the light of the Con fes- 
sional con fu sion that pre ceded it, and of the Con fes sional mul ti pli ca tion it
in tended to ob vi ate; of the reaf fir ma tion it es tab lishes be tween it self and the
ec u meni cal Con fes sions, and be tween it self and the Augs burg and later
Lutheran Con fes sions; in the light of its men and mo tives, of its solemn and
oft-re peated, “we be lieve, teach and con fess,” — we can not do oth er wise
than con clude that it came into be ing with a gen uine Con fes sional pur pose.
its pur pose was to set tle, set fast, and bear wit ness to the real doc trine of the
Evan gel i cal Church. This pur pose is fur ther evinced in the Ti tle and eter nal
form of the work.

The de lib er ate Con fes sional ob ject of those who is sued the For mula ap- 
pears in the Ti tle which they pref aced to the orig i nal sym bol i cal vol ume.
They called the Book of Con cord, the “Chris tian, Re peated, Unan i mous



Con fes sion of Faith of the Elec tors, Princes and E stales of the Augs burg
Con fes sion, and their The olo gians, Sub scribed at the end of the book; to
which has been added a Com pre hen sive Dec la ra tion, from the Holy Scrip- 
ture, the only norm and rule of the truth, of Cer tain Ar ti cles that have Come
into Con tro versy since the happy de par ture from this life of Dr. Mar tin
Luther.”

Noth ing could mark the in ten tion of its framers and the his tor i cal fact it- 
self more for mally than the lan guage used in this Ti tle. The Pub lic and Of fi- 
cial Con fes sion of those who make it, and who are stand ing on the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion, is the Book of Con cord, from the Apos tles’ Creed at the
be gin ning to the Epit ome of the For mula at the end; to which there has then
been added, in the form of proof from Scrip ture, the more com pre hen sive
Dec la ra tion of the Ar ti cles in con tro versy. The Epit ome is the Con fes sion
which they put forth; and the Com pre hen sive Dec la ra tion is its ex pla na tion
and de fense — as the Apol ogy is the ex pla na tion and de fense of the Augs- 
burg Con fes sion, and the Large Cat e chism is the ex pla na tion of the Small
Cat e chism.

At this point we are brought face to face with the oft re peated state ment
that, “while we are un will ing to as cribe pub lic Con fes sional value to the
For mula as a sym bol of the Church, we are will ing to ac cept it pri vately and
for our selves, and to ad mit its great value as a pri vate work.” The usual
form in which this me di ate po si tion, as crib ing value, but re fus ing Con fes- 
sional va lid ity to the For mula, de clares it self, is in the phrase, “The For mula
of Con cord is a ‘com men tary,’ a valu able com men tary, on Lutheran doc- 
trine. But it is only a com men tary, and not a Con fes sion.”

If those who hold to this po si tion were to in clude the Epit ome among the
Con fes sions, as the sixth and last sym bol of the Book of Con cord, we be- 
lieve that the Con fes sional ques tion in the Lutheran Church would quickly
re solve it self into a com plete and gen uine har mony on the ba sis of the Ti tle
just quoted. For the only un set tled ques tion, then, would be as to the for mal
na ture and the po si tion of the Com pre hen sive Dec la ra tion. The sub stance of
doc trine would be ex actly the same, no mat ter what view was taken as to
the qual ity of the Com pre hen sive Dec la ra tion.

Says Thoma sius:



“The Epit ome can not, with any jus tice, with its clear and pre cise
form, be ex posed to this ob jec tion that it wears much more the form
of a the o log i cal dis ser ta tion than that of a Con fes sion. It lays down its
pos i tive and neg a tive po si tions with so much acute ness and clear ness,
and main tains so hap pily the di dac tic Con fes sional man ner, that it
leaves noth ing, in this re spect, to be de sired; in deed it sur passes in
this the Au gus tana. In the Sol ida Dec la ra tio the o log i cal ex pla na tion
and ar gu ment are pre dom i nant. . . . Why should the Form of Con cord
be con demned for that which is ad mired in the Apol ogy” (Ev. Rev. II,
216).

But quite against the in ten tion and Ti tle of the book, against its call, ori gin
and sub stance and re sults, the ob jec tor de clares that the For mula — mean- 
ing the whole work — is “only a Com men tary.”

Is the Augs burg Con fes sion only a Com men tary? It was writ ten to bring
“back to the one sim ple truth and Chris tian Con cord”1 the whole Chris tian
Church. Just so the For mula of Con cord was writ ten to “set forth and rec on- 
cile in a Chris tian way” the doc trines in the whole Evan gel i cal Faith. The
Augs burg Con fes sion of fers it self to “Your Im pe rial Majesty”; the For mula
of Con cord tes ti fies “in the sight of God, and of all Chris ten dom, to those
now liv ing and those who shall come af ter us.” The Augs burg Con fes sion
wit nesses to “the Con fes sion of our preach ers and of our selves”; the For- 
mula wit nesses “that the above Dec la ra tion is our Faith, Doc trine and Con- 
fes sion, in which we also will ap pear, by God’s grace, with un ter ri fied heart
be fore the judg ment seat of Je sus Christ, and for it will give an ac count.”

If the ob jec tor, who can hardly main tain stand ing ground for the propo si- 
tion that the For mula is only a pri vate writ ing of some kind, in the face of
this lan guage of the For mula, nev er the less de sires to per sist in his po si tion,
he will take one step fur ther and say: “But the For mula of Con cord men- 
tions all the Lutheran Con fes sions, and does not in clude it self among them.
It ex pressly says that its in ten tion is not to pro mul gate ’ any new Con fes- 
sion.’ Why, then, should it be re garded as a Con fes sion?”

To this ob jec tion the re ply is ev i dent. The au thors of the For mula made
clear the Con fes sional in tent of their work, but it was not in their prov ince
to set the fi nal and outer seal of value on what they had done. They loy ally
put the seal on ev ery thing that the Church had done up to their day, and



they left it to us, their suc ces sors, with equal loy alty to the tes ti mony of the
Church, to af firm the seal of value on what they had done.

It was not in their prov ince to de fine the value of their own Con fes sion,
nor was it in line with their ob ject. Their ob ject was to show that they were
not cre at ing any thing new, but merely re cov er ing the one old Con fes sion in
the Church, as it man i fested it self in all the Con fes sions. Their or der is his- 
tor i cal, be gin ning with the Scrip ture and com ing down to the Augs burg
Con fes sion, from which de par ture had been made (es pe cially in the Vari- 
ata), and to which they were now try ing to lead back the Church.

Thus they em pha size the un chang ing Con fes sional prin ci ple, the same
un chang ing germ that un folds it self in ever widen ing cir cles of growth. As
Frank2 points out, the Con fes sions of the An cient and those of the Ref or ma- 
tion Church, do not run in par al lels, nor stand by them selves as a row of un- 
con nected units; but they con verge about Scrip ture as nar rower and broader
cir cles: the lat ter of which pre sup pose and in clude the for mer, wher ever the
de vel op ment is nor mal. The in ner liv ing and self-cen tered faith sends forth
out of its trunk, in re sponse to so lic i ta tion from with out, a cir cle of boughs
and branches, which, though turned to var i ous sides, and vary ing in ex tent,
are yet all ex pres sions of the same in ner cre ative life-power; and as a har- 
mo nious whole show forth the one prin ci ple within them which causes them
to shoot up.

"It is from this view that the ut ter ances of the For mula of Con cord
are to be mea sured when it solemnly as sures us that it does not de sire
to con sti tute any new Con fes sion; but, in bring ing the ex ist ing con- 
flicts to a de ci sion in ac cor dance with God’s Word and the ap proved
writ ings, it does so only in the power of the di vine Word, and of the
ear lier Con fes sions. The ref er ence of the For mula of Con cord to the
Con fes sion, partly of the old and partly of the re newed Scrip tural
Church, at once trans plants us into the or ganic con nec tion, out of
which the truly gen uine stan dards al ways grow.3

Let us look more closely into the sup po si tion that the For mula of Con cord
claims for it self no Con fes sional value, be cause of its re peated state ments
that it does not in tend to make or in tro duce a new Con fes sion. In the open- 
ing para graph of the Solid Dec la ra tion4 it says:



“We have de clared to one an other, with heart and mouth, that we
will nei ther make nor re ceive any sep a rate or new Con fes sion of our
Faith, but ac knowl edge as Con fes sional the pub lic com mon writ ings
which al ways and ev ery where were re ceived in all the Churches of
the Augs burg Con fes sion as such Sym bols or Pub lic Con fes sions, be- 
fore the dis sen sions arose among those who ac cept the Augs burg
Con fes sion, and as long as there was a unan i mous ad her ence, main te- 
nance and use of the pure doc trine of God’s Word as the late
Dr. Luther ex plained it.”

This is not an ut ter ance as to the na ture of the For mula which they are now
bring ing forth, but an ex pla na tion of the rea son why they in tro duce the ear- 
lier and al ready rec og nized “Pub lic Con fes sions” of the Church, viz., the
three ec u meni cal creeds, the Augs burg Con fes sion, the Apol ogy, the Smal- 
cald Ar ti cles, Luther’s Large and Small Cat e chisms, which are to them “the
sum of the Chris tian doc trine.” The Con fes sors are not here in ti mat ing that
their own work is but a pri vate com men tary; and is not to be re garded as a
Sym bol; but that, in this new Dec la ra tion or Sym bol, they are not set ting up
a new Con fes sion.

The ear lier Con fes sions are in tro duced as a wit ness of the truth in God’s
Word, and as “a unan i mously re ceived cor rect un der stand ing of our pre de- 
ces sors.” In other words, they are here, with out openly say ing it, yet ac tu- 
ally, plac ing the For mula in line and on a level with the other his toric
creeds, in so far as the Con fes sors touch the sub ject at all.

But the real point which they are elu ci dat ing is the state ment that “for
thor ough, per ma nent unity in the Church, it is be fore all things nec es sary
that we have a Com pre hen sive, unan i mously ap proved Sum mary and
Form,” wherein are brought to gether from God’s Word the com mon doc- 
trines re duced to a brief com pass, the work of pre vi ous con fes sors in this
field, as they state: “By what has thus far been said con cern ing the Sum- 
mary of our Chris tian doc trine, we have only meant that we have a unan i- 
mously re ceived, def i nite and com mon form of doc trine, which our Evan- 
gel i cal Churches to gether and in com mon con fess.” When, then, they speak
of mak ing no new Con fes sion, they mean to say that the For mula, as a Con- 
fes sion in line with the Augs burg Con fes sion and the other Con fes sions be- 
fore it, is a Con fes sion of the same old ’unan i mously re ceived, def i nite



com mon form of doc trine." It is not a new Con fes sion, but merely a rep e ti- 
tion of the old Con fes sion, and there fore of the same au thor ity as the old
Con fes sion. “In or der that the truth may be pre served the more dis tinctly,
and be not hid den un der rather gen eral words, we have ex pressly made a
Dec la ra tion to one an other; so that there might be a Pub lic, Def i nite Tes ti- 
mony, not only for those now liv ing, but also for our pos ter ity, as to what is
and should re main the unan i mously re ceived un der stand ing and judg ment
of our Churches.”

This “Dec la ra tion,” this “Pub lic Def i nite Tes ti mony,” in tended for “Pos- 
ter ity” and show ing the “unan i mous” teach ing “of the Churches,” guard ing
against false doc trine and prac tice in the min istry and in the schools, is not a
pri vate writ ing, but con sciously pro fesses the el e ments of sym bol i cal au- 
thor ity. and can there be doubt as to this au thor ity? We have the judg ment
of See berg: " The For mula of Con cord thus at once as sumed a po si tion
among the reg u la tive sym bols of Lutheranism."5 We have the re mark able
tes ti mony even of Schaff: —

“The For mula is the fullest em bod i ment of gen uine Lutheran or- 
tho doxy, as dis tinct from other de nom i na tions. It rep re sents one of
the lead ing doc tri nal types of Chris ten dom. It is for the Lutheran sys- 
tem what the De crees of Trent are for the Ro man Catholic, the
Canons of Dort for the Calvin is tic. It sums up the re sults of the the o- 
log i cal con tro ver sies of a whole gen er a tion with great learn ing, abil- 
ity, dis crim i na tion, acu men, and, we may add, with com par a tive mod- 
er a tion. It is quite prob a ble that Luther him self would have heartily
en dorsed it, with the ex cep tion, per haps, of a part of the eleventh ar ti- 
cle. The For mula it self claims to be merely a rep e ti tion and ex pli ca- 
tion of the gen uine sense of the Augs burg Con fes sion, and dis claims
orig i nal ity as to the sub stance of the doc trine.”6

Schaff here ad mits that the For mula “is for the Lutheran sys tem what the
De crees of Trent are for the Ro man Catholic”; and that the dis claimer of
orig i nal ity (“not a new Con fes sion”) refers to the sub stance of the doc trine
— to the old doc trine — and not to the sym bol i cal form of the Dec la ra tion.
This is suf fi cient to con vince the dis crim i nat ing mind that it is un ten able to
main tain that the For mula is but a pri vate com men tary. But, if more ev i- 



dence be needed, it is to be found in many places in the For mula. Thus the
au thors bind them selves, say ing: —

“We will speak . . . noth ing con trary to this Dec la ra tion, but . . . in- 
tend to abide thereby. . . . We have at tached our sig na tures with our
own hands.” This is not the lan guage of a Com men tary nor of a Dog- 
matic. It is the lan guage, most solemn, de lib er ate and fi nal, of a bind- 
ing Con fes sion.

Let us com pare the pub lic forms of the Augs burg Con fes sion with those of
the For mula, and see whether these be not of equal sym bol i cal va lid ity. The
Augs burg Con fes sion ap peals to the Em peror; the For mula, to God Him self
and the Judg ment Seat of Christ. The Augs burg Con fes sion was in tended as
part of “a mu tual pre sen ta tion of writ ings and calm con fer ence be tween us.”
It was one of two re li gious par ties ap pear ing be fore the Em peror, and was
not sanc tioned by a Coun cil of the Church: “In the event that . . . the dif fer- 
ence be tween us and the other par ties be not set tled, we present our selves . .
. ready, though it he be yond what is suf fi cient, to . . . de fend our cause in a
gen eral, free and Chris tian Coun cil. . . . Nor do we in tend to for sake it by
this or any other doc u ment, un less the mat ter be tween us should . . . be
com pared, set tled, and brought to Chris tian con cord.” The Augs burg Con- 
fes sion, there fore, was not the Con fes sion of a Gen eral Coun cil — was not
even laid be fore the Gen eral Coun cil; but it was “a solemn and pub lic
protest” by one of two par ties be fore a civil tri bunal. The For mula of Con- 
cord takes this Augs burg Con fes sion and binds it in with the other sym bols
of the Chris tian Church, “as the sym bol of our time”; and con fes sion ally ac- 
knowl edges it and the other Lutheran sym bols as bind ing, in the same way
in which it con fesses its own Dec la ra tion as bind ing.

On the dis tinc tion be tween a pri vate dog matic writ ing and a pub lic stan- 
dard, Charles F. Scha ef fer said many years ago: —

"The Form of Con cord, af ter as sert ing that the peace of the
Church can be per ma nently es tab lished only by the adop tion of a
com pen dious state ment, or type of doc trine de rived from the word of
God, pro ceeds to de clare that this com pen dious form of doc trine
ought to con sist not of ’pri vate but of pub lic writ ings, pre pared in the
name of the as so ci ated churches, and sanc tioned by them, or, in other



words, of sym bols or creeds adopted for mally by the law ful rep re sen- 
ta tives of the Church as ex pres sive of her real sen ti ments.7

“Even the writ ings of men like Luther and Melanchthon do not
con tain our creed un less these writ ings have been of fi cially rec og- 
nized and adopted by the Church. It is the ex treme of in jus tice to bur- 
den us with pri vate opin ions which have never passed the or deal of a
pub lic ec cle si as ti cal re vi sion. We ac cord ingly main tain as a fun da- 
men tal prin ci ple that no doc trine can be con sid ered as a Lutheran
doc trine un less it be taught in the ac knowl edged stan dards or sym bol- 
i cal books.”8

The forms used in the For mula are not of a pri vate or dog matic, but of a
Con fes sional char ac ter: “We be lieve, teach and con fess.” So, also, the re jec- 
tion or con dem na tion of false doc trine is sym bolic; and in this, too, the ex- 
act Con fes sional form of the Augs burg Con fes sion is fol lowed, only more
fully: “They teach.”

The Re jec tion, or An tithe sis, is im por tant. Mod ern feel ing hes i tates at
the bold and out spo ken con dem na tion of er ror. It would tread more softly;
and there are those who stum ble at the neg a tive, or con dem na tive, clauses,
even of the Augs burg Con fes sion, drawn up by Melanchthon him self. We
must not for get that the Scrip ture9 is as clear and fre quent in its con dem na- 
tions as in its af fir ma tions — though much mod ern preach ing is not true to
Scrip ture in this re spect, but tones down and omits its mi na tory el e ment;
and that the Con fes sions are but faith fully fol low ing their rule of faith in
bear ing hon est tes ti mony against, as well as in fa vor of, that which is Scrip- 
tural.

In the sec ond place, we must also re mem ber that we learn most by the
pre sen ta tion of a doc trine in its an tag o nisms. The mere af fir ma tion is too
smooth to stir the ac tiv ity of the mind and the ex pe ri ence of the soul; but
when the false is set in its own glar ing con trast to the true, our mind and
spirit awaken to the real na ture of both. This is doubt less the rea son why
God per mits his tory to de velop by ex tremes; and why ex pe ri ence, in all its
bit ter and ap par ently un nec es sar ily tragic con trasts, is the most ef fec tive
teacher.



So long as the pos i tive facts were new and not firmly grounded in the
Church’s con scious ness, i. e., so long as Chris tian ity had not yet con quered
the world, the pos i tive form of state ment, as found in the Apos tles’ and
Nicene Creeds, was most whole some. But al ready in the Athanasian Creed,
the ne ces sity of im press ing the older and more worn truth by con trast be gan
to be felt, and the con dem na tory be gins to ap pear.

Much more so would this be the case af ter a thou sand years more of the
reign of eter nal Chris tian ity. It was the very hard ness and set tled char ac ter
of the tra di tional wrong in the case of the Phar isees of the new Tes ta ment,
and of Ju daism in the Old Tes ta ment, that brought forth the sternest de nun- 
ci a tions of the Sav ior. He was more earnest and ter ri ble in His de nun ci a- 
tion10 than are any of the Creeds.

More over, a Con fes sion, in tes ti fy ing to a doc trine, is ex pected to draw
the line. This is the one dif fi cult thing in judg ment of the truth. For this pur- 
pose, namely, to draw the line, in earthly af fairs, the most solemn tri bunals,
the supreme courts of our laud, have been erected; and, if the Church is to
be guided aright, this dif fi cult duty should also be un der taken in the sym- 
bols that speak for her fun da men tal and de ter mi na tive prin ci ples. Hence, for
these good and var i ous rea sons, the “re ac tion” of the doc trine, the neg a tive
dec la ra tion, no less than the pos i tive, should be heartily re ceived and openly
con fessed.

And there is a wider view-point to be taken into con sid er a tion in this
con nec tion. The Church in her Con fes sions is al ways on the de fen sive.
Start ing with the sub stance of Christ in its low est and most com pact terms,
her Con fes sions have never been ex tended a sin gle point be yond what was
needed for pro tec tion and de fense. They have never been un folded and ex- 
panded a pri ori, that is with a de sire sim ply to cover the field of pos si ble
pos i tive faith, but al ways to check the spread and heal the Church of er ror.

The spores of er ror like those of weeds are more pro lific than the seeds
of truth, and with ev ery suc ceed ing cen tury’s de vel op ment of civ i liza tion
and phi los o phy, the sheer bur den of ed u ca tion in sec u lar no less than in re li- 
gious de vel op ment be comes ever more heavy. This is one of the penal ties of
life in a world old with thought and ac tion. What was once only a germ be- 
comes mul ti tudi nous in its un fold ings and branch ings. But in each case, in
the Con fes sion, it is those who in tro duce the vari a tion, the er ror that re- 



quires ad di tional dis crim i na tion, that are re spon si ble for the ad di tional bulk
of Con fes sional state ment, and not the Church. In re ply then to the call for
smaller and fewer creeds in our day, a cry of ten born of mod ern im pa tience
and ig no rance, we say there never were so many er rors afloat as now. While
mod ern forms must be met by vi tal state ment, the lat ter can not omit or
evade the com pli cated facts as they ac tu ally ex ist, in or der to be more pop u- 
lar and more el e men tary, with out suf fer ing from the shal low ness that ac- 
com pa nies merely pop u lar forms of state ment.

That the For mula is “a Com men tary,” in the sense that it is an ex po si tion
not in de pen dent in form and mat ter, but lean ing upon pre vi ous Con fes sions
for both — upon what has been made pub lic and ac knowl edged as stan dard
in the pub lic mind — i. e., that it is in ter pre ta tive and not con struc tive, may
be ad mit ted; if, there with, we ac cept the in ter pre ta tion as part and par cel,
and as of equal Con fes sional au thor ity, with the orig i nal.11

But even here it must be borne in mind that the For mula is not a com- 
men tary in the usual sense of the word. It does not “com ment” ei ther upon
the text or upon the for mal ma te rial of the Augs burg Con fes sion. It leans
only upon the top ics of the Con fes sion, and its pre sen ta tion of these top ics,
both in form and in sub ject-mat ter, is in de pen dent and whole. It is a “com- 
men tary” of the same or der as Vir gil is a “com men tary” on Homer, or as
Deuteron omy is a “om men tary” on Leviti cus and Num bers.

Grant ing, then, that the For mula is a com men tary, it is ev i dent that the
work of com ment is not its sole, nor its most im por tant and fi nal func tion.
In its own words, it “sets forth,” but it also “rec on ciles” “for all fu ture
time.” its in ten tion in do ing so is to be come a Con fes sional stan dard. If it
has failed as a stan dard, it is not a com men tary, but a stan dard only par tially
ac cepted, and only par tially at tain ing its ob ject.

In with hold ing Con fes sional au thor ity from the For mula, it is pos si ble to
vary the de scrip tive fig ure ap plied to the work. In stead of draw ing an il lus- 
tra tive term from the ex eget i cal field, and call ing the For mula a ’Com men- 
tary," the term may be taken from sys tem atic the ol ogy, and the For mula
called a “Dog matic.” “The For mula,” says the ob jec tor, “is not a Con fes- 
sion, but a good, yet unau thor i ta tive work on the dogma of the Church.”

That the For mula of Con cord is not a “Dog matic Trea tise” is ap par ent at
the first glance. Dog mat ics are not writ ten by half a dozen au thors in con- 



junc tion; and then sent through out the Church to be tested and crit i cized at
Con fer ences and Syn ods called for that pur pose. Dog mat ics are not signed
and sub scribed to by nine thou sand con fes sors.!Nei ther are they writ ten in
sym bol i cal form, nor avowedly for pos ter ity. Nei ther do they de pend for
their prin ci ple of unity upon sym bols of the Church, nor do they usu ally
con fine their dis cus sion to loci that have been the sub ject of con tro versy.

There can be no ques tion on this point. The For mula is ei ther a Sym bol i- 
cal Book of the Lutheran Church, or it is a pri vate and party Con fes sion. It
is not a Dog matic. The sign ers to the Pref ace de clare that “they have been
most griev ously ac cused as be ing un able to de cide on any thing con cern ing
their faith, as cer tain”; and as there fore “fab ri cat ing new Con fes sions al- 
most ev ery year, yea, in deed, ev ery month.”12

Hence they “once more de clare and tes tify be fore God and all mor tals13

that, in their Dec la ra tion, they are”not in tro duc ing a new Con fes sion, or one
dif fer ent from that pre sented in 1530," but that they wish “to con duct our
Churches and schools first of all, in deed, to the foun tains of Holy Scrip ture,
and to the Creeds, and then to the Augs burg Con fes sion.” " "We mean that
doc trine, which, hav ing been de rived from the Prophetic and Apos tolic
Scrip tures, is con tained in the three an cient Creeds, in the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion, pre sented in 15-30, then in the Apol ogy, in the Smal cald Ar ti cles,
and lastly in both the Cat e chisms.

“… There fore, we also have de ter mined not to de part even a fin- 
ger’s breadth ei ther from the things them selves or from the phrases
which are em ployed con cern ing them; but, the Spirit of the Lord aid- 
ing us, to per se vere con stantly, with the great est har mony, in this
godly agree ment, and we in tend to ex am ine all con tro ver sies ac cord- 
ing to this true norm and dec la ra tion of the purer doc trine.”

When it was per ceived that the Dec la ra tion of the For mula agreed with
God’s Word and the Augs burg Con fes sion, the sign ers of the Pref ace “pub- 
licly bore wit ness con cern ing it with heart, mouth and hand. Where fore that
godly agree ment is called, and per pet u ally will be, not only the har mo nious
and con cor dant Con fes sion of some few of our the olo gians, but, in gen eral,
of the Min is ters and rec tors of schools, one and all, in our prov inces and
realms.”14 This lan guage speaks for it self. The real rea son for re duc ing the



For mula to the level of a Dog matic lies in the sub stance of the doc trine, and
does not arise purely from the char ac ter of its outer form. The great and
sub stan tial ob jec tion against the For mula to day is the ob jec tion of the
Philip pists in the Six teenth Cen tury, viz., that it does not rep re sent ev ery
type of Lutheranism. In shut ting out the ex treme Philip pists, and the ex- 
treme Gne sio-Luther ans, and in ex pos ing the wa ver ings of Melanchthon, it
has, in the eyes of some Luther ans, nar rowed it self from a generic to a party
doc u ment. Sev eral im por tant facts are not to be lost sight of at this point:
The first of these is, that the per sis tence of Melanchthon and his ex treme
party fol low ers was re spon si ble for the dis in te gra tion that the For mula re- 
paired; the sec ond is, that An dreae ac tu ally made his first at tempt at union
on the broader ba sis, and failed, be cause nei ther the ex treme Philip pist nor
the ex treme Gne sio-Lutheran would unite on a cen tral Con fes sion; and, thus
Prov i dence so or dered, in the third place, that the Con fes sion in the For- 
mula was to be the true Word of God unadul ter ated with hu man change ful- 
ness; and party ex pe di en cies were not to mod er ate it ei ther in this or in that
di rec tion.

Melanchthon was not slighted in the For mula. He is men tioned with re- 
spect; but he is not men tioned as an au thor ity, like Luther, be cause his tes ti- 
mony did not give forth “no un cer tain sound.” His spirit and method, on
their good side, are rec og nized and em ployed in the For mula, as might be
ex pected at the hand of Melanchthon’s own pupils.

There was one to whom the rep u ta tion of Melanchthon was much dearer
than to those who, in the Twen ti eth Cen tury, seem to glory in his doc tri nal
vari a tions. No one was in so em i nent a sense the pupil of Melanchthon, as
was Chem nitz. Con nected with him by fam ily ties, and liv ing un der his
roof, the stud ies of Chem nitz were guided by Melanchthon, not as a pub lic
teacher, but with the close con tact of per sonal in ter est and in ti macy. As a
teacher of the ol ogy, Chem nitz lec tured on Melanchthon’s ‘Loci,’ and
Melanchthon him self was oc ca sion ally in the au di ence. The fi delity of the
younger the olo gian to the stricter type of Lutheran the ol ogy, and his re spon- 
si bil ity as its ablest de fender, never led him into harsh de nun ci a tions of the
man to whom he con fesses that he owed so much." and he was the lead ing
the olo gian of the For mula. He saw its ne ces sity, he guarded its form, he
con fessed it with heart and mouth, and he ex pli cated and de fended its doc- 
trine.



Schaff, defin ing the na ture of a Con fes sion in his Creeds of Chris ten- 
dom, avers that nei ther the dog matic, the doc tri nal nor the polemic form of
a creed ren ders it any the less a Con fes sion. He says: " A creed may cover
the whole ground of Chris tian doc trine and prac tice, or con tain only such
points as are deemed fun da men tal and suf fi cient, or as have been dis puted.
It may be declar a tive, or in dica tive in form. It may be brief and pop u lar (as
the Apos tles’ and the Nicene Creeds), for gen eral use in cat e chet i cal in- 
struc tion and at bap tism; or more elab o rate and the o log i cal, for min is ters
and teach ers, as a stan dard of pn blic doc trine (the sym bol i cal Books of the
Ref or ma tion pe riod). In the lat ter case a Con fes sion of faith is al ways the
re sult of dog matic con tro versy, and more or less di rectly or in di rectly
polem i cal against op pos ing er ror."

An other ob jec tion fre quently urged against the For mula is the sharp ness
and the very ev i dent logic of its form. But when we re mem ber the sub tlety
and the dif fi culty of the sub ject-mat ter, the em pha sis given to just such
state ment by Melanchthon, and the whole ob ject to be at tained, we may be
in duced to ad mit that it would have been dif fi cult in that age to em body the
sub stance in any su pe rior form.15

The Epit ome is the Con fes sion Proper; and the Am ple Dec la ra tion is its
es tab lish ment. The ma te rial de vel oped is the eleven ar ti cles, in the or der of
the ar ti cles in the Augs burg Con fes sion. The Epit ome first briefly states the
case in con tro versy (sta tus con tro ver siae); ap proves the pure teach ing (pars
af fir ma tiva); and dis ap proves the wrong teach ing (pars neg a tiva). The fun- 
da men tal ex po si tion (Sol ida Dec la ra tio) treats of the ar ti cles in con nec tion
with each other. Then there fol lows an ap pen dix of here sies.16

Thus, the method of the For mula is to present the doc trine, in each case,
in sim plest wit ness form, and fol low with the larger ex po si tion. It is suit able
to its pur pose, as a Con fes sion, as the vary ing forms of the ec u meni cal and
the other Lutheran Con fes sions are suit able to their, pur pose.

That the For mula of Con cord was not in tended to be sharp, con tro ver sial
and con dem na tory, but to draw the teeth out of the highly in flamed and con- 
tro ver sial dis cus sions rag ing in the Church, may be seen from the Pref ace:
— 17



“Godly men, lovers of peace, judged that the in creas ing dis sen sion
could best be met by an ac cu rate ex pla na tion of the con tro verted ar ti- 
cles from the Word of God, which would re ject and con demn the
false dog mas; and clearly present the di vine truth. This would not
only si lence ad ver saries, but would show the more sim ple and godly
how to act in these dis sen sions, and to avoid fu ture cor rup tions of
doc trine.”

And could any thing be more true of our own day than the fol low ing:

“Be sides, this mat ter is of im por tance also in this re spect, viz., that
trou ble some and con tentious men, who do not suf fer them selves to be
bound to any for mula of the purer doc trine, may not have the lib erty,
ac cord ing to their good plea sure, to ex cite con tro ver sies which fur- 
nish ground for of fense, and to pub lish and con tend for ex trav a gant
opin ions. For the re sult of these things, at length, is, that the purer
doc trine is ob scured and lost, and noth ing is trans mit ted to pos ter ity
ex cept aca dem i cal opin ions and sus pen sion of judg ment.”18
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