31. The Answer of The For-
mula’s Outer Form to The Ques-
tion, Is The Formula A Confes-
sion?

The Title of the Formula and its Wording — No Confessional
Claim for the Solid Declaration — Is the Formula a “ Commentary”?
— In what Sense it is a Mere Repetition, and not a New Confession —
Comparison with the Form of the Augsburg Confession — Why the
Formula presents doctrine by Antagonism — In what sense the For-
mula is a Commentary — Is the Formula a Treatise on Dogmatics?
— Does the Formula represent All Types of Lutheranism? — Does
Sharpness of Logical Form Condemn, with the Epitome as a Confes-
sion?

AFTER HAVING EXAMINED the Formula in the light of the Confes-

sional confusion that preceded it, and of the Confessional multiplication it
intended to obviate; of the reaffirmation it establishes between itself and the
ecumenical Confessions, and between itself and the Augsburg and later
Lutheran Confessions; in the light of its men and motives, of its solemn and
oft-repeated, “we believe, teach and confess,” — we cannot do otherwise
than conclude that it came into being with a genuine Confessional purpose.
its purpose was to settle, set fast, and bear witness to the real doctrine of the
Evangelical Church. This purpose is further evinced in the Title and eternal
form of the work.

The deliberate Confessional object of those who issued the Formula ap-
pears in the Title which they prefaced to the original symbolical volume.
They called the Book of Concord, the “Christian, Repeated, Unanimous



Confession of Faith of the Electors, Princes and E stales of the Augsburg
Confession, and their Theologians, Subscribed at the end of the book; to
which has been added a Comprehensive Declaration, from the Holy Scrip-
ture, the only norm and rule of the truth, of Certain Articles that have Come
into Controversy since the happy departure from this life of Dr. Martin
Luther.”

Nothing could mark the intention of its framers and the historical fact it-
self more formally than the language used in this Title. The Public and Offi-
cial Confession of those who make it, and who are standing on the Augs-
burg Confession, is the Book of Concord, from the Apostles’ Creed at the
beginning to the Epitome of the Formula at the end; to which there has then
been added, in the form of proof from Scripture, the more comprehensive
Declaration of the Articles in controversy. The Epitome is the Confession
which they put forth; and the Comprehensive Declaration is its explanation
and defense — as the Apology is the explanation and defense of the Augs-
burg Confession, and the Large Catechism is the explanation of the Small
Catechism.

At this point we are brought face to face with the oft repeated statement
that, “while we are unwilling to ascribe public Confessional value to the
Formula as a symbol of the Church, we are willing to accept it privately and
for ourselves, and to admit its great value as a private work.” The usual
form in which this mediate position, ascribing value, but refusing Confes-
sional validity to the Formula, declares itself, is in the phrase, “The Formula
of Concord is a ‘commentary,” a valuable commentary, on Lutheran doc-
trine. But it 1s only a commentary, and not a Confession.”

If those who hold to this position were to include the Epitome among the
Confessions, as the sixth and last symbol of the Book of Concord, we be-
lieve that the Confessional question in the Lutheran Church would quickly
resolve itself into a complete and genuine harmony on the basis of the Title
just quoted. For the only unsettled question, then, would be as to the formal
nature and the position of the Comprehensive Declaration. The substance of
doctrine would be exactly the same, no matter what view was taken as to
the quality of the Comprehensive Declaration.

Says Thomasius:



“The Epitome cannot, with any justice, with its clear and precise
form, be exposed to this objection that it wears much more the form
of a theological dissertation than that of a Confession. It lays down its
positive and negative positions with so much acuteness and clearness,
and maintains so happily the didactic Confessional manner, that it
leaves nothing, in this respect, to be desired; indeed it surpasses in
this the Augustana. In the Solida Declaratio theological explanation

and argument are predominant. . . . Why should the Form of Concord
be condemned for that which 1s admired in the Apology” (Ev. Rev. II,
216).

But quite against the intention and Title of the book, against its call, origin
and substance and results, the objector declares that the Formula — mean-
ing the whole work — is “only a Commentary.”

Is the Augsburg Confession only a Commentary? It was written to bring
“back to the one simple truth and Christian Concord”! the whole Christian
Church. Just so the Formula of Concord was written to “set forth and recon-
cile in a Christian way” the doctrines in the whole Evangelical Faith. The
Augsburg Confession offers itself to “Your Imperial Majesty”; the Formula
of Concord testifies “in the sight of God, and of all Christendom, to those
now living and those who shall come after us.” The Augsburg Confession
witnesses to “the Confession of our preachers and of ourselves”; the For-
mula witnesses “that the above Declaration 1s our Faith, Doctrine and Con-
fession, in which we also will appear, by God’s grace, with unterrified heart
before the judgment seat of Jesus Christ, and for it will give an account.”

If the objector, who can hardly maintain standing ground for the proposi-
tion that the Formula is only a private writing of some kind, in the face of
this language of the Formula, nevertheless desires to persist in his position,
he will take one step further and say: “But the Formula of Concord men-
tions all the Lutheran Confessions, and does not include itself among them.
It expressly says that its intention is not to promulgate * any new Confes-
sion.” Why, then, should it be regarded as a Confession?”

To this objection the reply is evident. The authors of the Formula made
clear the Confessional intent of their work, but it was not in their province
to set the final and outer seal of value on what they had done. They loyally
put the seal on everything that the Church had done up to their day, and



they left it to us, their successors, with equal loyalty to the testimony of the
Church, to affirm the seal of value on what they had done.

It was not in their province to define the value of their own Confession,
nor was it in line with their object. Their object was to show that they were
not creating anything new, but merely recovering the one old Confession in
the Church, as it manifested itself in all the Confessions. Their order is his-
torical, beginning with the Scripture and coming down to the Augsburg
Confession, from which departure had been made (especially in the Vari-
ata), and to which they were now trying to lead back the Church.

Thus they emphasize the unchanging Confessional principle, the same
unchanging germ that unfolds itself in ever widening circles of growth. As
Frank? points out, the Confessions of the Ancient and those of the Reforma-
tion Church, do not run in parallels, nor stand by themselves as a row of un-
connected units; but they converge about Scripture as narrower and broader
circles: the latter of which presuppose and include the former, wherever the
development is normal. The inner living and self-centered faith sends forth
out of its trunk, in response to solicitation from without, a circle of boughs
and branches, which, though turned to various sides, and varying in extent,
are yet all expressions of the same inner creative life-power; and as a har-
monious whole show forth the one principle within them which causes them
to shoot up.

"It 1s from this view that the utterances of the Formula of Concord
are to be measured when it solemnly assures us that it does not desire
to constitute any new Confession; but, in bringing the existing con-
flicts to a decision in accordance with God’s Word and the approved
writings, it does so only in the power of the divine Word, and of the
earlier Confessions. The reference of the Formula of Concord to the
Confession, partly of the old and partly of the renewed Scriptural
Church, at once transplants us into the organic connection, out of
which the truly genuine standards always grow.3

Let us look more closely into the supposition that the Formula of Concord
claims for itself no Confessional value, because of its repeated statements
that it does not intend to make or introduce a new Confession. In the open-
ing paragraph of the Solid Declaration# it says:



“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 common writings
which always and everywhere were received in all the Churches of
the Augsburg Confession as such Symbols or Public Confessions, be-
fore the dissensions arose among those who accept the Augsburg
Confession, and as long as there was a unanimous adherence, mainte-
nance and use of the pure doctrine of God’s Word as the late
Dr. Luther explained it.”

This is not an utterance as to the nature of the Formula which they are now
bringing forth, but an explanation of the reason why they introduce the ear-
lier and already recognized “Public Confessions” of the Church, viz., the
three ecumenical creeds, the Augsburg Confession, the Apology, the Smal-
cald Articles, Luther’s Large and Small Catechisms, which are to them “the
sum of the Christian doctrine.” The Confessors are not here intimating that
their own work is but a private commentary; and is not to be regarded as a
Symbol; but that, in this new Declaration or Symbol, they are not setting up
a new Confession.

The earlier Confessions are introduced as a witness of the truth in God’s
Word, and as “a unanimously received correct understanding of our prede-
cessors.” In other words, they are here, without openly saying it, yet actu-
ally, placing the Formula in line and on a level with the other historic
creeds, in so far as the Confessors touch the subject at all.

But the real point which they are elucidating is the statement that “for
thorough, permanent unity in the Church, it is before all things necessary
that we have a Comprehensive, unanimously approved Summary and
Form,” wherein are brought together from God’s Word the common doc-
trines reduced to a brief compass, the work of previous confessors in this
field, as they state: “By what has thus far been said concerning the Sum-
mary of our Christian doctrine, we have only meant that we have a unani-
mously received, definite and common form of doctrine, which our Evan-
gelical Churches together and in common confess.” When, then, they speak
of making no new Confession, they mean to say that the Formula, as a Con-
fession in line with the Augsburg Confession and the other Confessions be-
fore it, is a Confession of the same old ’unanimously received, definite



common form of doctrine." It is not a new Confession, but merely a repeti-
tion of the old Confession, and therefore of the same authority as the old
Confession. “In order that the truth may be preserved the more distinctly,
and be not hidden under rather general words, we have expressly made a
Declaration to one another; so that there might be a Public, Definite Testi-
mony, not only for those now living, but also for our posterity, as to what is
and should remain the unanimously received understanding and judgment
of our Churches.”

This “Declaration,” this “Public Definite Testimony,” intended for “Pos-
terity” and showing the “unanimous” teaching “of the Churches,” guarding
against false doctrine and practice in the ministry and in the schools, is not a
private writing, but consciously professes the elements of symbolical au-
thority. and can there be doubt as to this authority? We have the judgment
of Seeberg: " The Formula of Concord thus at once assumed a position
among the regulative symbols of Lutheranism."s We have the remarkable
testimony even of Schaff: —

“The Formula is the fullest embodiment of genuine Lutheran or-
thodoxy, as distinct from other denominations. It represents one of
the leading doctrinal types of Christendom. It is for the Lutheran sys-
tem what the Decrees of Trent are for the Roman Catholic, the
Canons of Dort for the Calvinistic. It sums up the results of the theo-
logical controversies of a whole generation with great learning, abil-
ity, discrimination, acumen, and, we may add, with comparative mod-
eration. It is quite probable that Luther himself would have heartily
endorsed it, with the exception, perhaps, of a part of the eleventh arti-
cle. The Formula itself claims to be merely a repetition and explica-
tion of the genuine sense of the Augsburg Confession, and disclaims
originality as to the substance of the doctrine.”®

Schaff here admits that the Formula “is for the Lutheran system what the
Decrees of Trent are for the Roman Catholic™; and that the disclaimer of
originality (“not a new Confession”) refers to the substance of the doctrine
— to the old doctrine — and not to the symbolical form of the Declaration.
This is sufficient to convince the discriminating mind that it is untenable to
maintain that the Formula is but a private commentary. But, if more evi-



dence be needed, it is to be found in many places in the Formula. Thus the
authors bind themselves, saying: —

“We will speak . . . nothing contrary to this Declaration, but . . . in-
tend to abide thereby. . . . We have attached our signatures with our
own hands.” This is not the language of a Commentary nor of a Dog-
matic. It is the language, most solemn, deliberate and final, of a bind-
ing Confession.

Let us compare the public forms of the Augsburg Confession with those of
the Formula, and see whether these be not of equal symbolical validity. The
Augsburg Confession appeals to the Emperor; the Formula, to God Himself
and the Judgment Seat of Christ. The Augsburg Confession was intended as
part of “a mutual presentation of writings and calm conference between us.”
It was one of two religious parties appearing before the Emperor, and was
not sanctioned by a Council of the Church: “In the event that . . . the differ-
ence between us and the other parties be not settled, we present ourselves . .
. ready, though it he beyond what is sufficient, to . . . defend our cause in a
general, free and Christian Council. . . . Nor do we intend to forsake it by
this or any other document, unless the matter between us should . . . be
compared, settled, and brought to Christian concord.” The Augsburg Con-
fession, therefore, was not the Confession of a General Council — was not
even laid before the General Council; but it was “a solemn and public
protest” by one of two parties before a civil tribunal. The Formula of Con-
cord takes this Augsburg Confession and binds it in with the other symbols
of the Christian Church, ‘““as the symbol of our time”; and confessionally ac-
knowledges it and the other Lutheran symbols as binding, in the same way
in which it confesses its own Declaration as binding.

On the distinction between a private dogmatic writing and a public stan-
dard, Charles F. Schaeffer said many years ago: —

"The Form of Concord, after asserting that the peace of the
Church can be permanently established only by the adoption of a
compendious statement, or type of doctrine derived from the word of
God, proceeds to declare that this compendious form of doctrine
ought to consist not of *private but of public writings, prepared in the
name of the associated churches, and sanctioned by them, or, in other



words, of symbols or creeds adopted formally by the lawful represen-
tatives of the Church as expressive of her real sentiments.’

“Even the writings of men like Luther and Melanchthon do not
contain our creed unless these writings have been officially recog-
nized and adopted by the Church. It is the extreme of injustice to bur-
den us with private opinions which have never passed the ordeal of a
public ecclesiastical revision. We accordingly maintain as a funda-
mental principle that no doctrine can be considered as a Lutheran
doctrine unless it be taught in the acknowledged standards or symbol-
ical books.”s

The forms used in the Formula are not of a private or dogmatic, but of a
Confessional character: “We believe, teach and confess.” So, also, the rejec-
tion or condemnation of false doctrine is symbolic; and in this, too, the ex-
act Confessional form of the Augsburg Confession is followed, only more
fully: “They teach.”

The Rejection, or Antithesis, is important. Modern feeling hesitates at
the bold and outspoken condemnation of error. It would tread more softly;
and there are those who stumble at the negative, or condemnative, clauses,
even of the Augsburg Confession, drawn up by Melanchthon himself. We
must not forget that the Scripture® is as clear and frequent in its condemna-
tions as in its affirmations — though much modern preaching is not true to
Scripture in this respect, but tones down and omits its minatory element;
and that the Confessions are but faithfully following their rule of faith in
bearing honest testimony against, as well as in favor of, that which is Scrip-
tural.

In the second place, we must also remember that we learn most by the
presentation of a doctrine in its antagonisms. The mere affirmation is too
smooth to stir the activity of the mind and the experience of the soul; but
when the false is set in its own glaring contrast to the true, our mind and
spirit awaken to the real nature of both. This is doubtless the reason why
God permits history to develop by extremes; and why experience, in all its
bitter and apparently unnecessarily tragic contrasts, is the most effective
teacher.



So long as the positive facts were new and not firmly grounded in the
Church’s consciousness, i. €., so long as Christianity had not yet conquered
the world, the positive form of statement, as found in the Apostles’ and
Nicene Creeds, was most wholesome. But already in the Athanasian Creed,
the necessity of impressing the older and more worn truth by contrast began
to be felt, and the condemnatory begins to appear.

Much more so would this be the case after a thousand years more of the
reign of eternal Christianity. It was the very hardness and settled character
of the traditional wrong in the case of the Pharisees of the new Testament,
and of Judaism in the Old Testament, that brought forth the sternest denun-
ciations of the Savior. He was more earnest and terrible in His denuncia-
tion!0 than are any of the Creeds.

Moreover, a Confession, in testifying to a doctrine, is expected to draw
the line. This is the one difficult thing in judgment of the truth. For this pur-
pose, namely, to draw the line, in earthly affairs, the most solemn tribunals,
the supreme courts of our laud, have been erected; and, if the Church is to
be guided aright, this difficult duty should also be undertaken in the sym-
bols that speak for her fundamental and determinative principles. Hence, for
these good and various reasons, the “reaction” of the doctrine, the negative
declaration, no less than the positive, should be heartily received and openly
confessed.

And there 1s a wider view-point to be taken into consideration in this
connection. The Church in her Confessions is always on the defensive.
Starting with the substance of Christ in its lowest and most compact terms,
her Confessions have never been extended a single point beyond what was
needed for protection and defense. They have never been unfolded and ex-
panded a priori, that is with a desire simply to cover the field of possible
positive faith, but always to check the spread and heal the Church of error.

The spores of error like those of weeds are more prolific than the seeds
of truth, and with every succeeding century’s development of civilization
and philosophy, the sheer burden of education in secular no less than in reli-
gious development becomes ever more heavy. This is one of the penalties of
life in a world old with thought and action. What was once only a germ be-
comes multitudinous in its unfoldings and branchings. But in each case, in
the Confession, it 1s those who introduce the variation, the error that re-



quires additional discrimination, that are responsible for the additional bulk
of Confessional statement, and not the Church. In reply then to the call for
smaller and fewer creeds in our day, a cry often born of modern impatience
and ignorance, we say there never were so many errors afloat as now. While
modern forms must be met by vital statement, the latter cannot omit or
evade the complicated facts as they actually exist, in order to be more popu-
lar and more elementary, without suffering from the shallowness that ac-
companies merely popular forms of statement.

That the Formula is “a Commentary,” in the sense that it is an exposition
not independent in form and matter, but leaning upon previous Confessions
for both — upon what has been made public and acknowledged as standard
in the public mind — 1. e., that it is interpretative and not constructive, may
be admitted; if, therewith, we accept the interpretation as part and parcel,
and as of equal Confessional authority, with the original.!!

But even here it must be borne in mind that the Formula is not a com-
mentary in the usual sense of the word. It does not “comment” either upon
the text or upon the formal material of the Augsburg Confession. It leans
only upon the topics of the Confession, and its presentation of these topics,
both in form and in subject-matter, is independent and whole. It is a “com-
mentary” of the same order as Virgil is a “commentary” on Homer, or as
Deuteronomy is a “ommentary” on Leviticus and Numbers.

Granting, then, that the Formula is a commentary, it is evident that the
work of comment is not its sole, nor its most important and final function.
In its own words, it “sets forth,” but it also “reconciles” “for all future
time.” its intention in doing so is to become a Confessional standard. If it
has failed as a standard, it is not a commentary, but a standard only partially
accepted, and only partially attaining its object.

In withholding Confessional authority from the Formula, it is possible to
vary the descriptive figure applied to the work. Instead of drawing an illus-
trative term from the exegetical field, and calling the Formula a ’Commen-
tary," the term may be taken from systematic theology, and the Formula
called a “Dogmatic.” “The Formula,” says the objector, “is not a Confes-
sion, but a good, yet unauthoritative work on the dogma of the Church.”

That the Formula of Concord is not a “Dogmatic Treatise” is apparent at
the first glance. Dogmatics are not written by half a dozen authors in con-



junction; and then sent throughout the Church to be tested and criticized at
Conferences and Synods called for that purpose. Dogmatics are not signed
and subscribed to by nine thousand confessors.!Neither are they written in
symbolical form, nor avowedly for posterity. Neither do they depend for
their principle of unity upon symbols of the Church, nor do they usually
confine their discussion to loci that have been the subject of controversy.

There can be no question on this point. The Formula is either a Symboli-
cal Book of the Lutheran Church, or it is a private and party Confession. It
is not a Dogmatic. The signers to the Preface declare that “they have been
most grievously accused as being unable to decide on anything concerning
their faith, as certain”; and as therefore “fabricating new Confessions al-
most every year, yea, indeed, every month.”12

Hence they “once more declare and testify before God and all mortals!3
that, in their Declaration, they are”not introducing a new Confession, or one
different from that presented in 1530," but that they wish “to conduct our
Churches and schools first of all, indeed, to the fountains of Holy Scripture,
and to the Creeds, and then to the Augsburg Confession.” " "We mean that
doctrine, which, having been derived from the Prophetic and Apostolic
Scriptures, 1s contained in the three ancient Creeds, in the Augsburg Con-
fession, presented in 15-30, then in the Apology, in the Smalcald Articles,
and lastly in both the Catechisms.

“... Therefore, we also have determined not to depart even a fin-
ger’s breadth either from the things themselves or from the phrases
which are employed concerning them; but, the Spirit of the Lord aid-
ing us, to persevere constantly, with the greatest harmony, in this
godly agreement, and we intend to examine all controversies accord-
ing to this true norm and declaration of the purer doctrine.”

When it was perceived that the Declaration of the Formula agreed with
God’s Word and the Augsburg Confession, the signers of the Preface “pub-
licly bore witness concerning it with heart, mouth and hand. Wherefore that
godly agreement is called, and perpetually will be, not only the harmonious
and concordant Confession of some few of our theologians, but, in general,
of the Ministers and rectors of schools, one and all, in our provinces and
realms.”# This language speaks for itself. The real reason for reducing the



Formula to the level of a Dogmatic lies in the substance of the doctrine, and
does not arise purely from the character of its outer form. The great and
substantial objection against the Formula today is the objection of the
Philippists in the Sixteenth Century, viz., that it does not represent every
type of Lutheranism. In shutting out the extreme Philippists, and the ex-
treme Gnesio-Lutherans, and in exposing the waverings of Melanchthon, it
has, in the eyes of some Lutherans, narrowed itself from a generic to a party
document. Several important facts are not to be lost sight of at this point:
The first of these is, that the persistence of Melanchthon and his extreme
party followers was responsible for the disintegration that the Formula re-
paired; the second is, that Andreae actually made his first attempt at union
on the broader basis, and failed, because neither the extreme Philippist nor
the extreme Gnesio-Lutheran would unite on a central Confession; and, thus
Providence so ordered, in the third place, that the Confession in the For-
mula was to be the true Word of God unadulterated with human changeful-
ness; and party expediencies were not to moderate it either in this or in that
direction.

Melanchthon was not slighted in the Formula. He is mentioned with re-
spect; but he is not mentioned as an authority, like Luther, because his testi-
mony did not give forth “no uncertain sound.” His spirit and method, on
their good side, are recognized and employed in the Formula, as might be
expected at the hand of Melanchthon’s own pupils.

There was one to whom the reputation of Melanchthon was much dearer
than to those who, in the Twentieth Century, seem to glory in his doctrinal
variations. No one was in so eminent a sense the pupil of Melanchthon, as
was Chemnitz. Connected with him by family ties, and living under his
roof, the studies of Chemnitz were guided by Melanchthon, not as a public
teacher, but with the close contact of personal interest and intimacy. As a
teacher of theology, Chemnitz lectured on Melanchthon’s ‘Loci,” and
Melanchthon himself was occasionally in the audience. The fidelity of the
younger theologian to the stricter type of Lutheran theology, and his respon-
sibility as its ablest defender, never led him into harsh denunciations of the
man to whom he confesses that he owed so much." and he was the leading
theologian of the Formula. He saw its necessity, he guarded its form, he
confessed it with heart and mouth, and he explicated and defended its doc-
trine.



Schaff, defining the nature of a Confession in his Creeds of Christen-
dom, avers that neither the dogmatic, the doctrinal nor the polemic form of
a creed renders it any the less a Confession. He says: " A creed may cover
the whole ground of Christian doctrine and practice, or contain only such
points as are deemed fundamental and sufficient, or as have been disputed.
It may be declarative, or indicative in form. It may be brief and popular (as
the Apostles’ and the Nicene Creeds), for general use in catechetical in-
struction and at baptism; or more elaborate and theological, for ministers
and teachers, as a standard of pnblic doctrine (the symbolical Books of the
Reformation period). In the latter case a Confession of faith is always the
result of dogmatic controversy, and more or less directly or indirectly
polemical against opposing error."

Another objection frequently urged against the Formula is the sharpness
and the very evident logic of its form. But when we remember the subtlety
and the difficulty of the subject-matter, the emphasis given to just such
statement by Melanchthon, and the whole object to be attained, we may be
induced to admit that it would have been difficult in that age to embody the
substance in any superior form.!5

The Epitome is the Confession Proper; and the Ample Declaration is its
establishment. The material developed is the eleven articles, in the order of
the articles in the Augsburg Confession. The Epitome first briefly states the
case in controversy (status controversiae); approves the pure teaching (pars
affirmativa); and disapproves the wrong teaching (pars negativa). The fun-
damental exposition (Solida Declaratio) treats of the articles in connection
with each other. Then there follows an appendix of heresies.!¢

Thus, the method of the Formula is to present the doctrine, in each case,
in simplest witness form, and follow with the larger exposition. It is suitable
to its purpose, as a Confession, as the varying forms of the ecumenical and
the other Lutheran Confessions are suitable to their, purpose.

That the Formula of Concord was not intended to be sharp, controversial
and condemnatory, but to draw the teeth out of the highly inflamed and con-

troversial discussions raging in the Church, may be seen from the Preface:
17



“Godly men, lovers of peace, judged that the increasing dissension
could best be met by an accurate explanation of the controverted arti-
cles from the Word of God, which would reject and condemn the
false dogmas; and clearly present the divine truth. This would not
only silence adversaries, but would show the more simple and godly
how to act in these dissensions, and to avoid future corruptions of
doctrine.”

And could anything be more true of our own day than the following:

AN A I S

~

10.

“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,
according to their good pleasure, to excite controversies which fur-
nish ground for offense, and to publish and contend for extravagant
opinions. For the result of these things, at length, is, that the purer
doctrine is obscured and lost, and nothing is transmitted to posterity
except academical opinions and suspension of judgment.”!8
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