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Question 1

>> NICK: Hello Drs. Arand and Schulz. All of us are rally looking forward to this course with you. By the way, my name is Nick. If it’s okay, I would like to begin with a question. I thought that the Lutheran Church believed that scripture alone is the basis for its teaching. So why does it place such an emphasis on its confessional writings? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: You know, Nick that’s something I often bring up with my first year seminarians. In fact, when I introduce the class on the Lutheran Confessions I very often open by saying, you know what? I bet when you came to the seminary, you were going to study the Bible, and the first thing we hit you with is a course on the Lutheran Confessions. Why is that? I might begin by saying simply that in beginning with the confessions, we are laying our cards on the table. If there's one insight of postmodernism that I think is very helpful, it is the recognition that nobody reads the Bible purely objectively. In other words, we all approach the Bible with certain presuppositions and assumptions that, in fact, determine what we find when we go to reading the bible. 

For example, if someone is suffering from an illness, or better yet, if someone is suffering from the loss of a loved one, and they go to the Bible, what kind of passages do you think they’re going to latch on to or find and cling to. I bet when they go to the Bible, they're looking for passages that offer comfort, and more often than not, they may turn to something like Psalm 23. See, that concern, that need that they have is determining which passages they select and which passages they ignore. 

Or, put it another way. I would argue that no one who reads the Bible reads it without a creed or a catechism, at least in their mind. They may not always recognize this. They may not always acknowledge it, but everybody has an internal catechism or creed that guides their reading. 

For example, suppose somebody was going to do a Bible class, and they had six weeks to cover the major teachings of the bible. My question is: what teachings are you going to cover? As soon as you identify those six teachings for me, you have identified for me your creed or your confession. 

So, for example, if you deal with one week on God, one week on Christ, and four weeks on the end times, that tells me quite a bit about what you consider to be the major themes and the central message of the Bible itself. 

We can illustrate this in yet one other way. We have to recognize that as Americans, that our training, our upbringing, our culture does affect how we read the scriptures themselves. 

Let me offer one more example. As Americans, we have a certain mindset, a certain world view that shapes how we view other nations and other countries. Very often when we debate whether to enter into a most favored nation trading status with another nation, we do so on the basis of, say, that country's record on human rights, personal liberties and the like. Why, because those are the things that have shaped us and taught us to view the world in certain terms.

I think even our American upbringing shapes how we approach the scriptures. For example, what do you think is the most common descriptor, the most common way by which American Christians describe themselves? It's easy. Many Americans, if not most Americans, think of themselves or describe themselves as born-again Christians. Now, I ask why that particular phrase? Why do American Christians not call themselves cross-bearing Christians? I bet there are at least as many passages in the Bible that talk about picking up the cross and following Christ as there are about being born again. In fact, there only about three passages in the New Testament that speak about being born again. So how does one determine which phrase, which Bible term, which name to use to describe themselves? Well, I would argue that born again and being described as a born-again Christian fits the American mentality very nicely.
Now, this became very popular, by the way, for those of you interested in history, particularly with the rise of Jimmy Carter and his election in 1976. If I recall correctly, “Time Magazine” declared that the year of the Evangelical. And since then, almost every president or every candidate who’s run for president has had to declare himself to be a born-again Christian in order to appeal to a particular segment of the population. 
Why born again? Well, I would argue it lies within our roots as immigrants to America. When you stop to think about it, how did immigrants view England, Germany, and generally the continent of Europe from which they came? The Old World. America was the New World. And what went with that kind of division? Well, by leaving the Old World, you left behind its old class and social distinctions. The New World offered a fresh start, a fresh beginning, if you will, where the old class distinctions and social distinctions no longer apply. America was a land that offered hope and a future. As a result, Americans tend to be more optimistic and forward-looking than backward looking. We're not really good historians. In fact when we were celebrating our bicentennial, the city of Augsburg was celebrating its 2,000th birthday, instead of its 200th birthday.
It is interesting when you look at sermons around the time of the War of Independence, the biblical imagery that they often employed. More than once England was described as our Egypt, King George as our pharaoh, George Washington our Moses, the Atlantic Ocean the Red Sea and America the promised land. When you think about that kind of mindset, that kind of mentality, it's only natural then that when one goes to the Scriptures one might be more inclined to latch on to a phrase like born again because why? What does it offer? It implies a fresh start, a new beginning, leaving the old life behind, and the like. So that's just one more example, I think, of how--one more example of my contention that we all read the Bible with certain presuppositions and assumptions. And they need to be examined. 
Well, what has this to do with the Lutheran Confessions? In the Lutheran Confessions, we, as Lutherans and the Lutheran Church, are laying on the table our assumptions and presuppositions. In a sense we're saying, here is how we read the bible. Check it out, and see whether it's accurate or not. Very often I like to use the analogy of a road map. Namely, the Confessions are like a road map to the scriptures. They help guide our journey through the scriptures so that we arrive at the center and the heart of the scriptures just as a road map helps us to arrive at our destination. But in this case, the Confessions help us arrive at the heart and core of the scriptures, namely, focusing on the person and work of Jesus Christ for our justification.

Another way of putting it is you might see it as a road map. They offer a guide, a legend, if you will, for saying, here are the things you ought to look for when you go to the scriptures. These are the must-see sites. 
A number of years ago, my family took a trip to Niagara Falls, and we got our roadmap and a trip tick and a guide, and it was kind of interesting because on the map they listed a number of things to see while you're in Niagara Falls, and they rated these things on a scale of five stars down to one star. So, for example, five stars, Niagara Falls; five stars, Bouchard gardens. Way down the list, one star, the Elvis Presley Wax Museum. It was almost as if they were saying, if you have limited time, only a week or so, make sure you see these two things, the gardens and the falls. But if you’ve been here two or three months, and you’ve seen everything else, and you don’t know what else to do, well there's always the Elvis Presley Wax Museum that you can go and see. So also with the confessions. They highlight the must-see, don't-miss sites when you go to scripture. I think for a lot of people, the scriptures are a little bit forbidding. They're almost like a labyrinth. When you start reading, you start saying, what should I be looking for? What are the main things? What are the more minor things? It's not to say it's not all inspired. Certainly, the entire scriptures are inspired. It is to say that not everything is of equal importance or equally central within the scriptures. 
Let me illustrate this with perhaps the most common Lutheran confession of all, namely, the Small Catechism. And how does that help guide us through the scriptures so that we land on, if you will, and stop and see the major themes, the major messages of scripture? Well, consider the 10 Commandments. How does Luther open the explanation to each Commandment? We should fear and love God. In this way, Luther highlights that the First Commandment is, for lack of a better word, sort of the big cheese within scripture. The major focus are on the commandments within scripture. He brings this out in every single commandment. He concludes the commandments with a reference to the First Commandment. You might say it is the chief Commandment in such a way that the other nine commandments are simply nine applications of the First Commandment, nine ways of explaining the First Commandment, nine ways in which the First Commandment is played out in our lives. 
Well now, let's take a quick run through scripture. If you were to do a quick tour through the Old Testament, and ask yourself this question: every time God punished the people of Israel, every time God sent them into captivity, over which commandment was it? In other words, which Commandment had they broken in order to deserve such a fate? I'm pretty sure that it wasn't because they broke the Ninth Commandment, or the Eighth Commandment. It always comes down to the First Commandment. And so if you go through the entire scriptures, I think the First Commandment will stand out and tower over all the others and say this is the major issue with regard to our relationship with God, namely, we are to fear and love and trust him above all things. 

Moving on, let’s take the example in the first article of the creed. In the 20th century, the doctrine of creation has come to be seen primarily in terms of the controversy between creation and evolution. I'm not sure that was themajor focus either of the Confessions or of the scriptures. It's not to say that it isn't important. When you look at Luther's explanation of the first article, you might say he focuses on what theologians for many years have called the *creatu continua, that is, the ongoing creative work of God, the work of preservation, the work of protection of creation, the work of providing for us all that we need. Certainly, I think the scriptures would bear this out. 

Genesis 1:1 does begin and open with that God created the heavens and the earth, and that God created all things out of nothing, if you will. But when you find other creation texts in the Bible, I think, by and large, they tend to focus on God's ongoing provision of all that we need in this life. Job 38-40, Psalm 104, “He opens his hands and satisfies the desire of every living thing.” I think of Matthew, the Sermon on the Mount, where Jesus says, take a look at the lilies of the field and the birds of the air and the like. I can say, you know what? I think Luther did pretty well capture the major themes for the doctrine of creation within scripture, both the creation out of nothing, as well as God's ongoing provision. 
Moving on to the second article of the creed we can say the same thing. If you had 30 seconds to tell someone about Christ, what are you going to tell them? Or put it another way. What is the key to unlocking the significance of Jesus’ life, that is, who he is and why he matters to us. Well, it's interesting when you to look at the creeds. They focus on three centers of Jesus' life: His incarnation, His suffering and death, His resurrection and exultation. It's almost as if to say these are the three things, more than anything else, that provide you windows into why He matters and why He's so significant. And by the way, it's very interesting that those are the very three things around which our church year is organized if you think of the high festivals of Christmas, Good Friday, Easter, Ascension and Pentecost. 
When you move to the letters of Paul, it's interesting whenever Paul talks about Christ, what does he talk about? To my recollection, Paul does not quote a single word fromJesus in his Sermon on the Mount. I recall Paul never refers to a particular miracle that Jesus did in his earthly life. Now that's not to say those things are unimportant, but it is to say those aren't the keys to unlocking the significance of Jesus Christ. What does Paul focus on? Descended from David according to the flesh, crucified and risen. In other words, it creates captured beautifully the main emphases of the New Testament itself. 
One last illustration, the third article of the creed. There's been a great deal of talk about the Holy Spirit in the last 30 years with the charismatic movement and the neo-Pentecostal movement. A great deal of attention focused on the Holy Spirit. One of the criticisms of more traditional main-line churches is that they have not focused on the Holy Spirit. Well to some extent, that criticism is justified, but in other respects, I'm not sure that it is. 
When you take a look at the opening line of Luther's explanation to the third article, I believe that I cannot believe in Jesus Christ my lord or come to him, but the Holy Spirit calls me by the gospel, there you have the key. In other words, the Holy Spirit is entirely focused on Jesus Christ. You might say we have a Christocentric understanding of the Holy Spirit, but the Holy Spirit's task is not to draw attention to himself, but to draw attention to Jesus Christ. You might use the illustration of the Holy Spirit as almost like a stage manager whose job is to make sure the main actors are out on center stage. In this case, the Spirit’s task is to make sure Jesus Christ is on center stage. Or you might compare the Spirit to the floodlights on Notre Dame Cathedral. You don’t pay attention to the floodlights. You pay attention to what the floodlights illumine, namely, the cathedral itself. Well, is this, in fact, the main emphasis of the Bible? You know, I think it is.

Consider this: The word spirit, *ruh, is maybe mentioned 100 times in the Old Testament, give or take a few, because you can translate *ruh as spirit, wind, or breath. Following Pentecost, the Spirit is mentioned over 240 times. The natural question arises. Why the difference? 

I would argue the difference is going to be the glorification of Christ. Consider further. When the Spirit appears in the gospels, what are the contexts of the situations? In every instance, the Spirit is tied to the mission of Christ. Jesus is conceived by the Spirit. You might say the Spirit not only inspires scripture, but it brings the Word of God into the world itself.

Next instance. The Spirit is at the baptism of Jesus. The spirit inaugurates and commissions Jesus for his public ministry and immediately drives him into the wilderness to do battle with Satan. In other words, at key moments in Jesus’ life, the Spirit is there moving the mission of Christ forward. The Spirit is entirely focused on the mission of Christ. And maybe a key passage in all this would be John 7:39, the Spirit was not yet given for Christ was not yet glorified. What does that mean? We would say the Spirit was not given in all his fullness for Christ had not yet been glorified. In the book of John, to be glorified would include certainly the resurrection and glorification of Christ. In other words, the Spirit was not given in its fullness until Christ had suffered, died, and risen from the dead. Why? Because it's the Spirit’s job to proclaim the death and resurrection of Christ. And so when you get to Pentecost, the Spirit comes upon the disciples and what does Peter talk about in his sermon? Note that Peter doesn't say, brethren, remember how timid we were? Remember how scared we were? Now we are imbued and filled with power. No, he doesn’t do that. The entire sermon is about Christ, concluding with the call for baptism for the remission of sins. 
Well, I may have gone longer than I should have on that, but my intention was to illustrate that the creeds and the confessions provide a road map that highlight the major themes. They give us landmarks so we don't lose our way when we read the scriptures so that we keep our sights focused on the main themes while we explore other areas of scripture. But it sort of keeps us on the road, on track, if you will, so that we arrive at the destination, namely, the centrality of scriptures themselves. 
I should mention one final benefit of thinking of the confessions as a road map to the scriptures. A road map never replaces the journey. No one goes to AAA, the auto club, and gets a map or trip tickets and says, aha, now I have the map. I don't have to go on the trip. The entire point of having a map is to take the trip. And you consult it as you take the trip to make sure that it is congruent, that it is reliable and the like. 
I also like the analogy of a road map for maybe yet another reason, namely, we're not the first ones to travel through the scriptures. We're not the first ones to journey through the scriptures. Instead, we follow in the train of millions of people over the past 2,000 years. With our creeds and confessions, you have what millions of people within the Christian church for 2,000 years have said, we've taken the journey, and this is what we have found. It only makes sense as part of that church that we rely upon and begin with, you might say, the recommendations, the insights and the results of what others have found as they have journeyed through the scriptures themselves. It's sort of like me asking someone, how do I find my daughter's friend’s home to go pick her up, and they gave me directions. Why? Because they've been there before. I don't simply discard their recommendation or their advice. 
Now as I indicated, the analogy of confessions to road map allows us to find, to think of them as helping us arrive at the destination of scripture, helping us to find the major themes of scripture. I think they help us yet in maybe another way. They help us to put all the pieces of scripture together, if you will. In this regard, one might think of the scriptures almost like a jigsaw puzzle. Scriptures talk about many, many topics. The scriptures in some ways are like a labyrinth of wonders. How do you put everything together? How do you identify what are the major themes and where they fit, if you will? For example, how many passages in the Bible are there on the Lord's Supper? I think I can probably think of three or four. Certainly, you have the institution of the Lord's Supper in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. You’ve got 1 Corinthians 10:11. That gives us four. Some might include John 6, and some might even include Acts 2:42. How many passages in the Bible, do you think, deal with the issue of warfare? Many, many more, especially in the Old Testament. Well, why is it the Lord's Supper is more important and more central in our lives and worship than, say, warfare? Well, I would argue because even though there are fewer passages, the Lord's Supper is more closely connected to and tied to the person of Christ. See, already now, you're beginning to assemble pieces in terms of what's more central and what's not as central. 

Here I like to use a modern analogy of one that St. *Ireneus used in dealing with the ancient Gnostics. Ancient Gnosticism was a heresy within Christianity in the second century, perhaps one of most important ones. Had it won out, Christianity would not exist today as we know it. 
Gnosticism, in brief, believed that the world and the body were basically evil. The soul was a divine spark trapped within the tomb of the body, and the goal of life was for the soul to escape the body and to ascend into the spiritual realms of the eons, as they spoke. And how does the soul do that? Primarily through knowledge, a secret knowledge that not everybody has, the secret knowledge that Christ came to provide. Well, *Ireneus said, you know, the problem with the Gnostics is not that they don’t use scripture. They do use scripture, and they use a lot of it, but they put it together in the wrong way. 
He used the analogy of a mosaic. He said that when you put the scripture together, you should get a picture of a king, but what the Gnostics do is they rearrange the tiles of scripture, the pieces of scripture, so that instead of getting a picture of a King, you get a picture of a fox. And he provided a different way, you might say, a creedal way of putting the pieces together. I can illustrate this in another way. 
You all know that people can make scriptures say almost anything they want. You can open the Bible in one place and read, David slew 10,000 Amalekites. The Bible, a few pages later, and read the passage, go and do thou likewise. Well, you can assemble pieces in almost any way you want. Another example, suppose somebody says, you know what? I'm really not happy with this woman to whom I'm married. But goodness, I know at the same time that Christ forbids divorce. What am I to do then? Because on the other hand, Paul, in 1 Corinthians 7, says a man does not burn with lust. So I've got that problem. I can't divorce. What is a person to do? If you go to the Old Testament, you can say, aha, more than one spouse, polygamy. And Solomon was the example par excellence of this, right? Well, again, that may be somewhat silly but it does illustrate that people can assemble the pieces of scriptures to get almost any picture or conclusion that they desire. 
To update *Ireneus’ analogy then, I would say to many people scripture is almost like a jigsaw puzzle, a thousand pieces. If you're like me, what do you use to help put the pieces together? I use the picture on the box, you know, the picture on the cover of the jigsaw box. Because then, if I find a piece that's blue, and I look at this picture, and there is no water in the picture, then I assume that the piece goes up on top of the puzzle, namely, as part of the sky, not part of the water down below. So that allows me to see what pieces belong on the periphery, the frame of the picture, if you will, which pieces go in the middle and how they are all connected. 

In like fashion, that's what the creeds and confessions do. They allow us to see what's central, what pieces are connected to that center, what pieces are perhaps more on the periphery, and how they are all interlocked and interconnected. 
I've given you a couple silly examples, I suppose, of how to assemble the pieces of scripture, the one with regard to David and the Amalekites, and the other regarding the matter of divorce. But on a more serious note, this was a critical issue during the time of the Reformation. 
You can see this especially in the “Apology of the Augsburg Confession.” One of the debates is: what do you do with the passages that talk about keeping the law of God? And that those who are righteous are those that fulfill the law. On the other hand, you have those passages that we are justified by faith apart from the works of the law. So one of the critical questions is: how do you put those two pieces together? One answer was to make the works of the law nonnegotiable. And so what do you do with the passages that talk about we're justified apart from works of the law? You might say, well, that's talking about those works that are performed without the Holy Spirit and somehow try to bring those two together. In fact, the answer to the reformers was passages about works of the law have to be interpreted in one of two ways: one, the law is not kept without Christ. Therefore, those passages are not talking about getting justified or how we become justified. 
Secondly, works that are exhorted by scripture deal with sanctification, not justification. In other words, they're saying, these passages belong in, for lack of a better word, the category of justification. These passages belong in the category of either the accusation of the law, or they belong in the realm of the Christian life and Christian good words after justification. And the problem arises when you take passages out of this category and put them in this category, or vice versa. So the first thing they did is they identified which passages go in which category, and then they explained how do they relate to one another either in terms of the works of the law accusing us or preparing us for the work of the Holy Spirit to proclaim the promise of Christ to us and create faith within us, or after that's done, to talk about the works of the law as fruits of faith flowing from faith in the same way that apples flow from a good and healthy tree. And so that's on a more serious note an important example, I think, particularly for us Lutherans, as to how the confessions help us sort out and fit together different passages and topics of scripture. 

Question 2

>> NICK: Thanks. That was helpful. Isn't it better to read the Bible directly, rather than through the lens of a creed or with the assistance of a confession? Doesn’t the adherence to creeds by a church suggest that the Bible is somehow?

 >> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: Now, I'm certainly not going to disagree with the value and importance of everyone sitting down and reading the scriptures themselves. As I indicated earlier, the confessions and the creeds are not replacements for scripture. They are not to supplant the scriptures. Instead, they are guides, introductions. When I think about it, people read study Bibles, and very often the study Bible is an introduction with an outline highlighting the major topics and themes. Well, that's performing a similar function. 
I would also read concede it's possible that if someone had the time and sat down and read the scriptures from cover to cover and inwardly digested them over a fairly lengthy period of time and then I was to ask them, so, what’s the message of scripture? What are the major themes? What does it talk about? Their answers to those questions would end up being very similar, if not identical, at least in content, to the answers that we have in the creeds and confessions themselves. 
Now, the question regarding whether or not possessing or using creeds and confessions casts some doubt about the clarity of scriptures is a very good question. But I would probably throw it back at you, or turn it around at least, and argue just the opposite. The very fact that we have creeds and confessions is a terrific or an incredible indication of the clarity of scriptures themselves. Now, how or why is that? It is this: By having creeds and confessions, ecumenical creeds going back to the early church, the Lutheran Confessions back to the 16th century, we are saying as a church, more or less, the following: The message of the scriptures was clear in the year 325. It was clear in the year 451. It was clear in the year 1530, and it was clear in the year 1580. And it's clear today. In other words, the message has not changed. What the creeds said in 325 and set the Nicene Creed over against *Arius. It was clear then. It was clear in the 16th century. It is clear today, and it is clear tomorrow. 
Put it another way. By saying that we can't have creeds and confessions because biblical scholarship might yield new insights tomorrow, isn't that more of a declaration or ore of an indication that one doesn't think the scriptures are clear? That's almost to me saying, well, they're clear to me today, but new scholarship and new research might yield new insights tomorrow that, what overturn and overthrow our understanding or our reading of the scriptures today? That almost implies, then, the scriptures are somewhat unclear and dark. They need the light of new research or future research to bring them into clearer focus. But see by staying with the same creeds and Confessions, we’re saying, that message hasn't changed, and it's been clear for 2000 years. Now, I'm not against further research or scholarship by any means. After all, I teach at a seminary, and I love research. But I think we would argue that new research into the texts of scripture and into the background of scripture to the language of scripture, is not going to yield new insights that overthrow the major teachings of scripture. If anything, that research would simply shed further light on the teachings that are already clearly evident and presented in the scriptures, and, hence, reflected within the creeds and confessions. 
Question 3

>> JOSHUA: Hello, professors. My name is Joshua. I have a question for you. What makes a creed and confession different from other statements of faith, or from books written by theologians? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: That's not a bad question. Because on the one hand, they share quite a few similarities with books written by individual theologians. The most readily evident characteristic is the fact that both creeds, as well as books written by individuals, are documents or texts written by human beings and not written under the direct inspiration of the scriptures, as were the apostles and the prophets. That's probably the thing that immediately jumps to mind in terms of what they have in common. 
Having said that, and therefore, on the other hand, the major difference between creeds and, say, books written by, say, Luther, *Melangthen, or C. F. W. *Walther is that creeds are texts that have been adopted, and you might say confessed by the whole church, and not simply by an individual. Now I certainly find a great deal of guidance when I read the work of St. Augustine like his “Confessions” or his "City of God." I find some tremendous insights when I read Luther’s “Bondage of the Will,” or more recently a book like Dietrich *Bonhoeffer’s “Ethics.” And to some extent they provide me with insights into the scriptures, and they help me in terms of my own theological development. 
But in another sense, they don't possess the same authority or occupy the same position of prominence of the creeds and confessions because in the creeds and confessions, there we have not the voice of a single individual, but the voice of the entire church. And when we join our voices by reciting the creeds, say on Sunday morning, we are joining that great cloud of witnesses, past and present, within the church all times and within the church of all places. We are joining our voices with them in confessing the same faith in Jesus Christ. 
Books by an individual theologian may be just as biblical as the texts that we have in the creeds and the confessions, but they are not going to occupy the same position of prominence as creeds and confessions because they are not, you might say, the voice of the entire church. I can illustrate this also with the creeds themselves within the Lutheran tradition. We tend to say the confessional texts that have the highest authority for us as Lutherans are the so-called ecumenical creeds. We'll be learning about those later. These are the Apostles' Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian Creed. These have the highest authority within the church, higher than Luther’s “Small Catechism,” higher than the Augsburg Confession. But after the creeds, we would then say the Augsburg Confession has the highest authority among Lutherans or a higher authority than, say, the Formula of Concord. The question arises, how can something have greater authority, or how can one text have greater authority over another text if they're both equally biblical, if they both equally set forth the same teaching of scripture? Well, here I might have to say concede authority isn’t the best word to go with, although it is the most common word used. 
Maybe another way of saying it is the ecumenical creeds have the highest authority within the church because they have the pride of place within the church. That is to say, the ecumenical creeds have the greatest consensus from the church, especially the Nicene Creed. It is the creed that is confessed by the Eastern Church and the Western Church alike. It is the creed that you might say defined the boundaries of Christianity over against non-Christianity because it provides the way that Christians talk about God as trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
So it has pride of place because it carries with it the consensus of the entire church. On the other hand, the Augsburg Confession has pride of place among Lutherans because it is the document which defines what it means to be a Lutheran. Anyone who calls themselves a Lutheran, be they Scandinavian, African, European, or American, is going to identify themselves by means of the Augsburg Confession. To put it another way, all Lutherans acknowledge, accept, and confess the Augsburg Confession as their own faith. They don't all do that, say, with respect to the Formula of Concord. In the Scandinavian countries in the 16th and 17th century did not necessarily adopt the Formula of Concord as their own because they felt it dealt with issues that were current and controversial within Germany, not within the Scandinavian countries. 
So on one hand, all the different confessions, in fact, are equally authoritative in the sense that they are equally biblical. But in another sense, they possess a different authority based upon the consensus that they have received within the wider church. 
We can even push this further down, you might say, to statements that have been adopted by the Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod. We may regard those statements as thoroughly biblical and consistent, congruent with the scriptures. But I would not put them on the same level as the Augsburg Confession or the ecumenical creed because, at least to date, only we in the Missouri Synod have acknowledged them as biblical. Other Christians have not adopted them as their own statements of biblical teaching as well.

Question 4

>> JOSHUA: In American Christianity, much emphasis is placed on the importance of a personal testimony. How is it different from a confession of faith? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: You know, you're right about one thing. In American Christianity they are important. In fact, I think in many respects they are unique to American Christianity. This takes us back to the very first question and the discussion there we had about sort of our American mindset and how our immigrant ancestors saw themselves as leaving the Old World for the New World for a fresh start and a fresh beginning, where the old class distinctions and social distinctions no longer apply, and we talked about that in connection with the passage about being born anew or being born again. 
Well, you have a similar phenomenon happening also, I think, with the case of personal testimonies. They grow out of what you might call the revivalistic tradition of American Christianity. Going back perhaps as far to the first great awakening at the end of the 18th-century with which *Jonathan Everetts was associated, and then you have the second great awakening in the early 19th century with *Charles Cranston Fannie. You have the urban revivalists in the mid-late 19th century with *Dwight L. Woody. And that gets carried forward into the revivalists with *Billy Sunday and then, perhaps, the most famous of all in my generation, the revivals or crusades associated with Billy Graham. 
Well, their origin probably lies back on the frontier, namely, as Americans pushed westward beyond the Appalachian Mountains, they found themselves scattered widely on the frontier or within the wilderness, and the church had a dilemma with regard how to evangelize. Well, one option that was developed was to bring people together from as far away as 100 miles, bring them together for a camp meeting, a period where you might gather for a week or two weeks, and there you’ve got the people for two weeks. You have to convert them in that amount of time. As a result, the tendency was, given such a short period of time, was to go through the intellect with a 16-week course of Christian doctrine or to go directly through the emotions. Now, you can probably guess which route was adopted. It was to appeal to the emotional side of people in order to bring about conversion. Now, this is also going to tie in with the traditions that arise out of the radical wing of the Reformation as it developed among Puritans, Baptists, and Methodists and the like. But that's another story for another day. 
My point being is that one of the ways in which people were encouraged give their life for Christ, or make a decision for Christ, was through personal testimonies. Personal testimony it strikes me as fairly characteristic and very amenable to the American mindset that we cited earlier. Because very often, a personal testimony is a story about that person and how that person has changed as a result of knowing Christ. In fact, I think they very often follow a standard format sort of like those before and after pictures or advertisements regarding a particular diet program. You know, here's the before picture. Here's the after picture. Very often, a personal testimony might proceed along these lines. Before I knew Christ, my life was a disaster. I didn't treat my children well. I drank. I couldn't hold down a job. I abused my spouse. Things were going downhill. 

But now that I know Christ, my life has turned around. I have a fresh start, a new beginning. And now things are getting back on track. I've got a job. I'm holding it down. I'm trying to put the family life back together and the like. You see the appeal then is, if it happened for me, it could happen for you. Now, you may even note a connection here that this is very similar to what often happens in our advertisements or commercials. Very rarely do you ever have a commercial or advertisement for a product proclaiming, here are its ingredients and because of these ingredients, it's a great product. No. Instead, we appeal to the person's emotions based on what the product can do for us. It can give us a cleaner, whiter, sparkling smile, thereby improving my social relationships with all of us. You know the story. 
But I think one of the major differences, then, between a personal testimony and a creed is that a personal testimony tends to focus on my story. Now, to be sure, it is what the Holy Spirit and Christ has done, but it’s what they’ve done in my life and tends to be about me and my story than about Christ's story, namely, the story of his historical revelation or the story of his -- the salvation he accomplished during his earthly life. 
I find it very interesting that when you go to the New Testament writings themselves, we know remarkably little about the 12 disciples or the apostles. Rarely, if ever, do they talk about themselves. Instead, they're always talking about Christ. The one exception you might have is the apostle Paul in Galatians where he does talk about his former life and does talk about his conversion. But note he's doing that, not in the context of trying to convert people. He's doing it in the context of defending his apostolic authority. With that one exception, though, one is hard-pressed to find anyone in the New Testament talking about themselves or what happened to them. Well, in an analogous fashion, I think the same thing applies with our creed and confessions. Yes, we open the creed by saying, "I believe.”This is what I hold. This is what I treasure. This is what I cling to for life itself. But immediately the creed moves into a confession of the Father is creator of all things so Christ who is incarnate by the Holy Spirit suffered, died, buried, raised from the dead for our justification, about the Holy spirit's work in proclaiming the gospel of Christ. So you have two very different kinds of speaking, if you will. 
One count of speaking is very focused on the change that has occurred in my life with the purpose of maybe an emotional appeal that this could happen to you. The other is focused more on repeating what scriptures themselves say. 
Another difference that we can think about with regard to personal testimonies and confessions is this: and it's related to what we've been talking about. The personal confession is an expression of one's individual experience and encounter with Christ, very often focused on my current state of being or my current life. A creed or confession, on the other hand, is more of a repeating back what God has said. For example, the Greek word for confession is *Hom. It literally means, I say the same thing. In other words, when God speaks to us, a confession is a way of saying "Ditto." What you say, that’s what I say. It's a way of saying, “Amen.”You see, this is why very often our creeds follow the reading of the lessons in the worship service or follow the creed because it’s a way of having heard the word of God, we now repeat back to God what it is that we have heard. 
We can illustrate this very nicely from 1 John. There, John, in writing to his readers indicates that if we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us. But if we confess our sin, God is faithful and just and will forgive us. You see what’s interesting is, there he says, if you say you have no sin, now, note he uses the word “say.” He doesn't say, if you confess you have no sin. If you say you have no sin. On the other hand, you confessed. Why? Because when one -- confession is only confession when it agrees with the word of God. If it does not agree with the word of God, it is not a confession. It is a speaking, or it is a denying. It is not a confession. The word *Om is only used for that kind of speaking that repeats what God himself has said. 
Now, using that example from 1 John, I think back to when I was high school, and we used the Lutheran Hymnal, and in there the confession of sins we spoke, I, a poor miserable sinner confess unto you all my sins and iniquities with which I have ever offended you. Now, as a teenager, saying the words, I, a poor, miserable sinner. I have to admit, I didn't always feel that poor and miserable. I had a decent job at UPS earning probably $8 an hour or more. Very often I had a good breakfast and good night of sleep. I didn't feel that miserable. So why would I say, I, a poor, miserable sinner? It's because God says, I’m a poor, miserable sinner. Is not a result of going out on a mountaintop for several months and engaging in a series of profound self-introspections and examining myself, and I come up with a conclusion that I am poor and miserable. God says I am poor and miserable in his law. That is, as a sinner, I have nothing to offer him. Ergo, I am poor. As a sinner, apart from Christ, I stand under his wrath. Therefore, I am invisible creature. So even the confession of sins is simply repeating back to God what God has said to us. In this case, in his law. 
Similarly then, when we come to the gospel or the creeds and confessions proper, we may open with the words, “I believe.”This is a way of saying, I hold this dearly. I treasure this. I cling to this for life itself. But immediately, the focus shifts from me to God's actions within history, whether it be the activity of creation or the activity of redemption or the activity of sanctification. And there I repeat back what the words of scriptures themselves say about God's own activity within history and within my life. 
So I think there's some very fundamental differences between personal testimonies and creeds and confessions. I must admit, I'm not a particular fan of personal testimonies, but having said that, there may be an appropriate role for them, particularly within situations of evangelism. But at the same time, I don't think too prominent a role should be given to them because the focus, ultimately, has to be not on me or what can I get, particularly by way of a changed life. The focus in the end has to be on what God himself has done and accomplished for us. 
Question 5

>> JOSHUA: Isn't our collection of Lutheran Confessions known as The Book of Concord? What is the Book of Concord? And why is it so named? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: The easy answer to your second question, why is it so named, is the title Book of Concord simply comes from the original Latin edition which had the title Concordia, which incidentally, you'll notice almost every institution within our synod is named Concordia. That is, it's named after the Book of Concord or at least the Latin title for the Book of Concord.
With regard to your first question, what is the Book of Concord.Well, the Book of Concord is that book which contains all of our confessional texts or confessional documents. So, for example, it contains the three ecumenical creeds, the Augsburg Confession and the Apology, or the defense of the Augsburg Confession, the small (inaudible) the treatise on the (inaudible) the small and arch catechisms and the Formula of Concord. So you might say a collection or bringing together of those creeds and confessions that guide us within the Lutheran church. 
How did it come about? Well, the easy answer, I suppose a short answer, is that in the latter half of the 16th century, probably from about the time of Luther's death in 1546 up until about 1576, a span of 30 years, Lutherans were plunged into a number of serious controversies. Part is a result of a war initiated by Emperor Charles V, who saw an opportunity to destroy Lutheranism once and for all, now that Luther was dead. Partly due to a vacuum of leadership with the passing away of Luther and what direction Lutherans should go in dealing with Charles. 
Well, those 30 years of controversy created a great deal of havoc upon the Lutheran Church, perhaps prevented the expansion of its territories, for lack of a better word. It inhibited its growth in many ways. And finally, though, in the 1570s, there was an opportunity initiated by a man such as *Jacob Andrea and *Martin Kemnitz to finally bring everyone together around, once again, a common confession of faith. In other words, they sought for a number of years how can we restore unity or concord within our churches once again? After exploring a number of options, they finally settled on one that was proposed primarily by *Martin Kemnitz, and said, look, if we're going to resolve these, we can't talk past one another. We can't ignore them. We're going to deal with them head on. So in the Formula of Concord, they developed a pattern whereby they said, let’s identify the exact question at issue in these controversies so that we're all on the same page, and we're addressing the same issue. 
For example, on Article 2 of the Formula of Concord the debate was about the role of free will and conversion. They said, okay, the issue is not whether human beings have a free will after creation and before the fall. The issue is not whether human beings have a free will in external matters after the fall. For example, do we have a free will in deciding what kind of a house I'm going to buy, what kind of car am I going to buy, what kind of cereal I’m going to buy. Nor is the issue do human beings have free choice after conversion that they can willingly cooperate with the Holy Spirit. No. The issue is what role does the human will or does human choice play after the fall into sin and before conversion in spiritual matters pertaining to God. 
And then they said, okay, let's lay out both sides of the debate fairly and accurately so that we fully understand the different sides. Then after that, they then said, here is what we think is the solution to that controversy. Here is what we believe, teach and confess. 
Part of the answer, then, to resolving those controversies was to sort of settle on, you might say, certain authorities or certain common bases, certain common grounds that they’re all going to use to guide themselves. So they all started out by saying, we’re all going to agree on scripture as the sole source and fountain of all theology, of all of our teaching. Note, there, they use the metaphor fountain because that highlights that scriptures are the source from which we take our doctrine. They never use that metaphor for the confessions. But then they say, after the scriptures, we will look to the ecumenical creeds as corroborating witness says for what we say regarding the teachings of scripture. And we're all going to agree on the Augsburg Confession, the Apology, and the (inaudible) treatise and the catechisms. 
So they were identifying the documents that would provide the basis for their common life together, for their teaching of the faith together and the confession of faith together. It might be roughly analogous to a country that has certain texts as the basis for rendering judgments, developing laws, you know, such as a constitution and a declaration of independence and the like. They identified these are the texts that provide a basis for our life together as a church. They didn’t see these, by the way, as parochial Lutheran texts. If anything, the Lutherans were proposing the Augsburg Confession, making a proposal to all of Christendom that this could be the next ecumenical creed alongside the Apostles, Nicene, and Athanasian Creed. A text, I think still applies to us today. 
So they identified these texts, and on the basis of these texts, they were able to resolve the controversies that had grafted Lutheranism and finally brought out of that harmony or concord. That's why you have the text called the Formula of Concord or the book in which all these texts are contained referring to the Book of Concord because it was a time of great celebration that the controversies had been resolved. 
I might add one final note to this. Lutherans are somewhat unique in having these texts because one of the major concerns we ought to have, I think, about the Christian church today is, yes, we can have a *sola scriptorum. We ought to have scripture alone as the source of all of our teaching. At the same time recognize that has given rise to over 20,000 denominations within the world today. Some would cite it as high as 34,000 denominations. One might kind of, aha, that’s what *sola scriptorum has gotten us. In other words, anybody can read the Bible and come up with their own confession, if you will. They can come up with their own denomination. To some extent, I think Lutherans have been protected against that tendency because in addition to scriptures, we have these common texts that we have agreed guide our reading of the scriptures and our proclamation of the faith and the teaching of the faith. And for that reason are extremely important today still for us in terms of maintaining unity of the faith.

Question 6

>> PAUL: Hi. My name is Paul. I have a question about the Book of Concord. Why does the LCMS ask its pastors to subscribe to the book unconditionally, and do Lutheran teachers and other church workers pledge the same loyalty? And finally, to all the other Lutheran bodies require the same? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: First of all, the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod is not unique in asking its pastors and teachers and DCEs to subscribe unconditionally to the Book of Concord. This is a practice that goes back to the 16th century. Indeed, it goes back to the formulation of the Formula of Concord to which over 8,000 pastors subsequently subscribed. 

What does it mean to speak about unconditional subscription? First of all, a subscription means that one confesses publicly, or states publicly, that the faith confessed in these documents is one's own personal faith. And, therefore, one promises to proclaim, preach, and teach nothing other than the content or the deposit of faith that has been handed down to us within these texts. 

To subscribe unconditionally is nothing other than to say, I believe that these texts are based on scripture. That is, I promise to teach and preach and live in accord with the content or the teaching of these texts because they are in agreement with scripture. 
The other option is to subscribe conditionally. This was sometimes used with the Latin word *quatanus. In other words, I'll teach insofar as they agree with scripture. The problem with that is it doesn't tell me what you're going to teach. It doesn't tell me what you're going to preach until you do it, because as long as you say, I do so, insofar as, you have not identified for me what teachings you think are in accord with scripture and which teachings you think are not. 
Unconditional subscription is one way of saying, I believe that all of its biblical content, all of its biblical teachings are, in fact, in agreement and in harmony with the scriptures themselves. 

Now, maybe, an equally important question is: Why does the church request such a subscription? Two reasons: The first is for the sake of its pastors and teachers, and the second is for the sake of its congregations. First, for the sake of its pastors, it provides you with, in a sense, a guarantee, you might say, or an assurance that you will be given the freedom to proclaim the whole council of God. Now, I can't overemphasize the importance of this, particularly in our American context, because in the, say, in protestant Christianity within America, more and more, we're encountering a hire and fired mentality on the part of congregations and its church workers. That is to say, there runs the risk -- I'm saying if you say something I don't like, then we're going to fire you. And that, in turn, can give rise to the temptation among pastors and teachers to tell their hearers only what they want to hear, that which makes them happy, that which makes them content, and the like. Unfortunately, that is not to proclaim the word of God in a way that the prophets did. Well, by confessing or subscribing to the Lutheran Confessions, the congregations know that you have committed yourself, and they have committed themselves to the entire council of God, the whole range of biblical teachings from creation to eschatology, to the proclamation of law and gospel, no matter how uncomfortable the law may make us. And that you have the freedom to proclaim all of that without concern of appealing only to what Paul calls tickling, itching ears. You need not worry that, by proclaiming the whole council of God in its fullness, or law and gospel in its severity, and the fullness of its comfort that you will then be run out of the congregation or something along those lines. 
So, the first reason for it is for the sake of pastors and teachers that they have the assurance that they are expected and have the responsibility to proclaim the whole council of God. 
But unconditional subscription to the Confessions is also for the sake of congregations. In other words, congregations, when they call a pastor or teacher, are saying, we are calling you to feed us with the pure word of God and nothing but the pure word of God. We don't want any poison mixed in with that teaching. We don't want any junk food. We want the meat and potatoes of God's word, if you will. And by them having pastors and teachers subscribe to the Lutheran Confessions, it’s a way of them saying, here is the word of God that we want proclaimed to us. And this is the word of God we want to hear, or that we expect to hear because it is the word of God. And then I hope pastors and teachers can say, great. Because that's what we want to proclaim. So subscription, particularly unconditional subscription, is a safeguard, both for pastors and for congregations, to assure both that nothing other than the pure proclamation of the word of God in its Trinitarian with its center on the person and work of Christ is going to take place. 

Question 7

>> DAVID: Thank you for that answer. My name is David, and as I did my reading for this course, this question occurred to me: Did the making of creeds stop with the publication of the Book of Concord, or might there be a time in the future when a new creed or confession is adopted? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: I see it's time to bring out the old crystal ball. Well, with regard to your first question, I would have to say no, the making of creeds and confessions does not necessarily stop with the Book of Concord. It may appear to have inasmuch as we have not added any new documents to the Book of Concord since 1580. 
But I wouldn't say that we would close the door on the possibility of a creed or confessional statement being adopted by the church at some future date. I'm not sure that I see that on the immediate horizon, but certainly, we have to be open to the working of the Holy Spirit within the church. Having said that, there have been any number of statements or documents that have been put forward by churches in the last 500 years, and, indeed, in the past 20 years, one can think most recently, for example, of the joint declaration of the doctrine of justification. The statement or the document adopted by the Lutheran World Federation and the Vatican. One can think of the *Barman Confession, a statement of the confessing Church over against the Nazis in World War II. 
There have been other statements like that. Within the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, we have adopted statements in convention from time to time, a brief statement back in the 1930's, a statement of biblical and confessional principles in the 1970's. But none of these documents have yet achieved the status, I suppose, of a confession on the order of the Augsburg confession. 

Why is that? I’m not so sure. I suspect, in large part, it’s because they have not received the same kind of acclamation or use or affirmation on the part of the entire church, be it all Lutherans or all Protestants, as those documents that are in the Book of Concord. I suspect that one really cannot plan for this to happen. It simply happens. Certainly, the Augsburg Confession wasn't planned in a sense of that when *Maleck was writing it he said, okay, this is going to be the foundational doctrine of the Lutheran church for the next 500 years. He wrote it for a specific situation. And then as history unfolded in the development of the Lutheran Church, it settled in, you might say, or took on a very prominent role identifying Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. So we can't necessarily plan for something like that to happen. I think it depends, in large part upon the working of the Holy Spirit within the church. But it may well be that at some point in the future, a document or a text will be just so critical, perhaps in a particular historical context, that it does become a confession on the order of the others in the Book of Concord. 
I will admit that within Germany, there have been some Lutheran churches who have maybe included the *Barman declaration as an appendix to the book of Concord. They felt it was important for them to do so. We have not. It was not part of our particular historical context. 

But as a final word, whatever happens in the future, we have to realize the task of confessing Christ continues to go on. In fact, I would perhaps conclude this particular lesson by referring to the origin of Christian confessions by tracing it back to Christ himself. When you take a look at Matthew 11 through Matthew 16, the preeminent question that keeps arising within those chapters is: Who is this guy? The very presence of Jesus provoked the question: Who is He. So you get Herod saying, is this John the Baptist come back alive? You get people in Nazareth saying, hey isn't this the carpenter's son? Who does he think he is? Again in Matthew 16, Jesus himself asks, who do people say that I am. He then turns to his disciples and says – and asks, who do you say that I am. I would argue that with that question, Jesus called into existence the making of creeds and confessions. This was a question that only the disciples could answer. The world does not have that answer. So when Peter says, “You are the Christ, the son of the living God.” Jesus responds, “Blessed are you for flesh and blood has not revealed this to you but my Father who is in heaven,” and then goes on to say, “Upon this rock I will build my church,” namely, upon this confession. 
So with that question, Jesus called forth from the church the task of confessing Him. And I would argue that down through the centuries, this has been the preeminent task of the church. Every age will ask the question: Who is Christ, and why does he matter? And this is unique to Christianity. You see, no one asks the question: Who is Mohammad?” Everyone agrees, a human being and profit. Who was Buddha, or who is Confucius? Instead, the critical questions for those religious leaders is: What did they teach? Well, for Christianity, it's not what did Christ teach. It's who is He. 
So when you look at all the major councils –- let’s take one: the Council of Chalcedon in 451. The church gathered at a time when you had incredible social displacement. Rome had been sacked. The barbarians are knocking at the door. You had the migration of nations; namely, the uprooting of entire populations and moving around, incredible social problems. When they came together, what did they do? They confessed Christ, particularly by affirming the Nicene Creed. 

1500 years later, how many people have ever heard of the migration of nations? How many people are familiar with the historical context of that day? But millions of people throughout the world confess Christ with the words of the Nicene Creed. The same thing applies at Augsburg. The emperor wanted a deal with raising and money raising troops to battle the Turks who were threatening the eastern doors or knocking at the eastern doors of the empire. When the evangelicals, that is, the Lutherans came together, they said, before we deal with that, we are first going to deal with the question of our faith. And so they confessed Christ within the Augsburg Confession. 
500 years later, how many people are familiar with the political and imperial foreign issues of the 16th century? But over 70 million people confessed the faith of the Augsburg Confession. It's a confession that has influenced countless other people, including the Anglican 39 Articles of Faith. It has provided the basis for ongoing dialogues between Lutherans and Catholics down to the present day. 
So whether or not a new confession is born that will take its place alongside the others, I hope one does. But in the meantime, we have the task of confessing the faith for our day and age. 

Question 8

>> NICK: We often call the Apostles’, Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds ecumenical creeds. What does ecumenical mean, and how does it apply to these three creeds? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: The word “ecumenical” is a very important statement made about the three ecumenical creeds; the Apostles' Creed, the Nicene, and the Athanasian Creed. These three creeds have been afforded the title “ecumenical” because they have been accepted by most of the Christian churches all over the world. 
We can also see that the word “ecumenical” comes from the Greek word “oikoumene” which would mean something like the entire inhabited world. So the inhabited Christian world accepts these three creeds, and therefore, they're given the title ecumenical. 
From an internal point of view, it means from the statements the creeds make themselves, we can see that they also want to be understood as standing on behalf of the entire Christian world. For example, the Apostles' Creed and the Nicene Creed both confess the faith in the catholicchurch. Thereby, they stand for catholicity. That means that all those Christians that confess these creeds would agree with that faith confessed therein. And so we also see that the Athanasian Creed also makes a claim to this catholic faith because it says in its first statement that anyone who wishes to be saved needs to be confessing that faith that is then put forward in that Athanasian Creed. 
The statement of ecumenicity, or being claimed as ecumenical, can be seen also from the outward evidence. That would mean that the Apostles' Creed, for example, is accepted by the Western world, by the churches of the West. The Apostles’ Creed was originally written in Greek but had then been translated into Latin and found its place in the Roman Catholic liturgy. So we in the West have accepted the Latin version of the Apostles’ Creed. It is accepted by the West and not by the Eastern churches, Eastern Orthodox churches. 
The Nicene Creed is probably the most ecumenical creed of them all because both the West and the East have accepted it as its own creed. The Nicene Creed was originally confessed at Nicaea in 325 and therefore stands, more or less, for the Eastern faith, but it was endorsed and sanctioned by the bishop of Rome. It was accepted, really, by the entire Christian church at that time. 
The Nicene Creed has, therefore, been representative or seen as a representative of the faith of all of the catholic church in this world. There are, however, a few things that need to be said in regard to as how far it is accepted as ecumenical because there is one statement made in the Nicene Creed that is problematic. The Eastern church has never really accepted the idea that the West has posited forward in terms of how to understand the status of the Holy Spirit in the Trinity. 
The West, in 589, in Spain, in Toledo at a regional council has said that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. We call that the *filioque which means in Latin, and the Son. And here the East has never really followed the West because it believes in stating that the Holy Spirit proceeds also from the Son, it violates the status of God the Father himself, and so both East and West disagree about this *filioque, and to this day, these disagreements still persists. 
And we find many theologians trying to change the position of the West on that *filioque. But we believe, as the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, that it is important that we maintain that *filioque precisely because we want to go along with that what Augustine and Ambrose have confessed; namely, that we have here the unity of God being expressed in its best way. It means the Holy Spirit comes from both the Father and the Son, and neither Holy Spirit nor Son should be seen as subordinate to God the Father. 
The Athanasian Creed is the longest creed of them all. It is also called in Latin *quinquinca vult, which means that this is the opening statement made in the Athanasian Creed, whoever wishes to be saved. The Athanasian Creed, unfortunately, is not accepted by the Eastern Orthodox Churches. It is a western creed. It is confessed in Latin, originally, and goes back to the theology of Augustus and Ambrose. In fact, the Athanasian Creed can serve as a kind of summary of everything that has been happening doctrinally and theologically over the fourth and fifth century. And so we consider it as a very important statement that embraces everything that had been said at that time. And it came to its conclusion, perhaps, as a fixed document towards the end of the eighth century somewhere around 780. 
We now look at a very important point, as well, when it comes to the Lutheran Confessions themselves, those that we call the particular confessions of the 16th century. Are they ecumenical, we may ask. Yes, they are ecumenical. In fact, they do want to speak on behalf of the entire Christian church as well, just as the three ecumenical creeds have done. But the problem is that since 1530, we have a situation where various churches have already emerged from the one Roman Catholic Church. And so the reality is that what ever confessions were then compiled after 1530 were done so or accepted by an individual church body and not by the entire Christian church. But that should not diminish the ecumenical claim of the Lutheran Confessions of the 16th century. All these seven particular documents contained in the Book of Concord clearly want to enunciate the catholic faith, and the reality is that their theology does not stand in any way back to the ecumenical creeds. They do want to speak nothing else than that what has been confessed already in the ecumenical creeds and only make it relevant to the 16th century. 
There is also another final matter that we need to relate to this question just asked by you. And that is referring to the names creeds, confessions, and symbols. Often these three terms are used synonymously. That means we are saying that when you speak of creeds, you may also speak legitimately of confessions or symbols. However, there is something that the Christian church has done out of reverence to the three ecumenical creeds of the early church. That is, it has afforded them the title “creeds,” whereas, the confessions of the 16th century, those documents then that are contained in the Book of Concord and all those, actually, being stated by other churches throughout the world, these would be considered as confessions, rather than creeds. Are they any different, then, than the creeds of the early church? No, they are not at all. But as I have said just now, we are giving them, these three ecumenical creeds, the title “creeds” because they have a special status, kind of serving as the base delivering us that important faith in the triune God which then we, in the later 16th century and onwards, will explain further. 
The creeds are also called and Confessions are like symbols. What does that mean, symbol? Well, I'm thinking here, for example, of the confession of Peter in Matthew 16 verse 16. There Peter was asked, “Who do you say that I am?” by Jesus Christ. And he said, "You are Jesus Christ, the Son of the living God." I consider that confession by Peter a symbol. That is, it stands for the entire faith of the Christian church in a most simple form. You are the Christ, the Son of the living God. And so talking about our confessions as being symbols, it means that we are upholding our confessions kind of like a flag with its colors showing forth what country we stand for. And so, also, these creeds want to express something very close to us; namely, that faith that we want to hold up to all the Christians and to the world outside that this is what we believe in. 

Question 9

 >> JOSHUA: There are so many Christian denominations in the world today. Do they all except the creeds? And if not, why? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Yes. There is evidence throughout the history of Christianity that creeds were used for various congregations, and finally, our Nicene Creed emerged as one of the major creeds from all of these plentiful creeds around in the Christian churches. 
In fact, the multitude of creeds is a fact of existence in the early church that we cannot deny, but we have, today, the very important fact that there are now the three ecumenical creeds. And we as Christians today, confess our faith as our three ecumenical creeds are stating it. That means we call ourselves today as Lutherans part of that main line Christianity, those churches that have come together to accept the three ecumenical creeds. We, thus, would like that everyone who baptizes his infants and adults that they baptize these into the faith of the triune God, and, therefore, we believe that we do not have to rebaptize them. The reality, the multitude of creeds in the church really goes back to the times of the New Testament. We see therein that the apostle Paul, for example, to the Christians at Corinth reminds them of a tradition that he has handed down to them that he himself has also received. We could call that creeds, creeds in the oral form because they were not written down yet. But Paul reminds the Christians at Corinth that they stick to that what he has delivered to them. And it is probably so that these Christians handed it down to other Christians generations later. And, thereby, they recognize a very important purpose of Christian creeds. They want to hand down the Christian faith from one generation to the next. And we are benefactors, today, of that tradition that has been handed down. It is very important, however, that we realize, as I've just said, that we accept the three ecumenical creeds as probably the pristine form of creeds as they had emerged from the New Testament. 
We have a beautiful publication from the great historian and theologian, *Jaroslav Pilican, who reminds us of the multitude of creeds that exists today. In fact, he published a multi-volume work that has 225 creeds. And of these creeds, some of them are very local and bound to the context of those churches that confesses them. For example, the Christians in Kenya, the Masai Creed. One of these creeds that they have confessed speaks of Jesus Christ going on a safari, and also that his body was not eaten up by the hyenas. We might think that that is very contextual, but it is, perhaps, a component that already goes to the first confession of Peter in Matthew 16. Because there we see that Jesus Christ will always remain the same, now and forever. But what we do also see is that Jesus Christ asked Peter, "Who do you say that I am?" and the evidence there is on you. And you see it is always important that we Christians confess Christ within the context within which we live. 
But like I've already said, it is crucial that we, as Lutherans, understand our creeds, both the early church creeds and those of the 16th century, as ecumenical in their claim. We do not want to forget this. It is different to those creeds that have emerged later on; for example, the Heidelberg Catechism or the Westminster Confession which do understand themselves more as local creeds. So the difficulty and challenge for us Lutherans is, today, that if we want to confess our faith addressing certain pertinent challenges of today, that we, again, have to ask how ecumenical can we become. And so it is important that we engage in a constant dialogue with other Christians in order that when a confession should arise again, and the possibility could arise, that we, again, confess together as ecumenical as we can, the faith in Jesus Christ. 
Question 10

>> DAVID: In our church at home, we confess the creeds within worship. Is this the context where they originated? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Yes. This question that you have just asked is a very important one because it asks the question: What functions and purpose do the creeds fulfill? And we can say from what we have seen in our worship services that we do, in fact, have therein constant confessions that are in use. For example, the Nicene Creed is frequently used in our worship service. We confess it, usually, on important Sundays of the church year. The Apostles' Creed is used on other Sundays, and the Athanasian Creed, the longest of them all, is used, for example, on Trinity Sunday being so long, of course, it is a tedious task confessing it, and it would take a long time. And so, generally, the most--the creed used most would be the Apostles' Creed. 

The functions the creeds perform in worship services and beyond that can be illuminated in three ways. The first function, I would call, is doxological. That means that we Christians are confessing the creeds by praising God himself, the triune God, for what he has done to us as Christians; namely, bringing to us the salvation through Jesus Christ. 1 Peter 2:4 verse 9 tells us, for example, that Christians should declare the praises of God. Now, that's what we do when we speak about confessing the creeds in the worship services. We declare the praises of God constantly when me confess the creeds. 
The Te Deum, that famous creed that we sing constantly in the worship service, is the best example, perhaps, of how doxological a creed can become. 
Another function the creed performs is that of bringing about a unity on faith. It means that Christians, when they come together in service, unite around a common confession. And when we confess the Nicene or the Apostles' Creed or the Athanasian, we know that these Christians confess it together in unity, and that unity is not expressed only with one another, those that gather in that particular building, but that unity also transgresses geographical context, in fact, also a historical context because we confess that with those Christians of the past and with those in the future. And so this catholicity, that unity of the creeds, is very important, and we should make sure, therefore, that the confessions are maintained in the worship service, particularly those three ecumenical creeds. 
Another function, the third function, I believe, of the creeds in the worship service is to define that unity in a sense of saying to these Christians that gather there that you are the ones who believe in Jesus Christ and God the Father and the Holy Spirit in a very particular way. You are restricting yourself to a faith in the triune God. That means you are confessing a unity that you would like to share with those who believe the same thing as you have just confessed. And at the same time, and negatively speaking, you are rejecting those who believe otherwise. Let me go back again to the confession of 1 Peter, of Peter in Matthew 16 verse 16. There he confesses, “I believe that you are Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” That is a particular definition he gives there of Jesus Christ. We share the same faith, and thus, we cannot share it with any others who reject Jesus Christ by saying that he is perhaps just a mere prophet or subordinate to God the Father. 
The Apostles' Creed goes back to the time of Rome. In fact, we have Hippolytus, in the second century, already speaking of the creed that they have confessed at baptism. At that time, there was a structure in the confession of Christians that would relate to God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. It goes back to Matthew 28 where it says, “Baptize them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” So we know that Christians who confess their faith usually do it within connection to baptism. And we know also that the Apostles' Creed probably derives from such a confession to which Hippolytus refers. And later on, in the fifth century, an individual named *Rufinus quotes an important which we call here the Roman symbol which has been in use since then in the Roman church. And we believe strongly that the Apostles' Creed is such a confession that was confessed at baptism and goes back to that Roman symbol to which *Rufinus refers. 
Tertullian, the great Latin theologian of the early church refers to a practice that is very important, as well, when we speak about the use of the creeds. In fact, he speaks of a regular *fidee, rules of faith. It means that Christians at that time already knew that it was important before they bring in and incorporate another Christian in their community, that these are able to confess the same faith. Usually, it was done at their baptism. And before they were baptized, they were instructed in the regular *fidee, these catechumens as we call them. These regular *fidee were rules of faith that measured, or were used as a yardstick, to which all other faiths were measured. And if they would not hold against that critical yardstick of the regular *fidee, they would have to be dismissed. 
The Nicene Creed was confessed all over the Western church already by the tenth century. And we know that this creed replaced the Apostles' Creed as the official liturgical text. In 1054, in fact, King Henry II introduced the Nicene Creed in the Roman Catholic Church at Rome where, before, it had already been used in southern Spain, in Gaul, and also in regions ruled by Charlemagne the Great. 
The Athanasian Creed, the longest of them all, as I have already said, has also been used in the church. We know that, for example, in the medieval times, that at the monastery, there were already monks praying it in the first hour in the morning, the sixth hour, in the devotions that they had every day. 

Question 11

>> DAVID: What is the significance and function of these creeds in the life of the church? From your experience, do you think all LCMS congregations place a similar value on the creeds? And how should I be thinking about the use of these creeds in my pastoral ministry? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Thank you for that question, David. The significance and the function of the creeds in the life of the church, I have already spoken about that in my previous question, as you might recall. And there I said clearly that the functions are threefold. The first one, I said, is that the creeds serve as a form of doxology, that we trace, in the worship service as we confess the creeds, the acts of God in this world. And we thereby, as we confess them, praise him and bring that sacrifice to God in praise. The other function was that of rejecting heresy, of that what is not true, and those confessions that do not agree with that what is confessed in the Nicene Creed, the Apostles' or the Athanasian Creed and those of the 16th century. So it is very important that the Christian church today affirms the confessions unconditionally thereby saying that we agree with these creeds and are not willing to cede anything of them but accept them wholeheartedly as a true explication of scripture. 
I will return to that point just later on. And the third function that I said was to unite. That's actually the positive side of what I've just said in the second point. It's of uniting Christians, of bringing them together in the one true faith. And so Christians, when they express their faith through the creeds, want to express also that unity amongst each other, that unity with God in a vertical way and also that unity with one which they confess the unity amongst each other. 
The function of the creeds and the confessions of the 16th century is one of leading us to scripture. We must know that Christians in this world today would perhaps like to know, in a nutshell, what scripture says. And so the creeds themselves lead them to it and tell them the most important points as scripture confesses about Jesus Christ, about God the Father, and the Holy Spirit. 
There is a legend in the early church that goes back to saying that the creeds, the Apostles' Creed, emerged from the apostles themselves by saying that before the apostles were sent out into the world, they came together once more and said, why don't we just compile a common faith with each other. And so each apostle came together with the other one and said, I will compile one sentence and you the other. And together what emerged from those statements is the Apostles' Creed. And we can see that this legend, though it is not true and just a legend, tells us an important point; that the Apostles' Creed, like all the others, do point to scripture and tell nothing else than what is taken in scripture and said in scripture itself. 
Now, as we today read the confessions and the early church creeds, we probably find them rather redundant and boring. We say to ourselves, well, a thousand years lie between us and the early church creeds and 500 between us and those of the 16th century. The point is that we are to align our faith to those creeds, rather than the other way around. That is, we should make Christians aware of the faith that is contained and explained in those creeds and the value of them. It's our duties as pastors, as you have just asked, should be one of them, namely, to bring Christians back to the creeds and make it palatable to them. That means that we want them to again appreciate theologically what is being said in the creeds. And we can do this by pointing them out that those statements being made amongst other Christians in the churches today, do, in fact, say nothing else than that what is already contained in the three ecumenical creeds and those of the 16th century. 
The Proverbs say a very important point, I think, in this connection. They say, there is nothing new under the sun. And so I also believe that there is today nothing that being said against the creeds that has not already been addressed in the fourth, fifth, and sixth century and the 16th. It is perhaps clothed in a different archaic form, but we, again, have the obligation as pastors to make it relevant once again to us Christians today. 
Question 12

>> JOSHUA: I have noticed that not all denominations use the same translation or wording of the creeds. How should we treat their language and specific use of words? Am I allowed to substitute a confessional hymn? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Thank you for that question, Joshua. It is a very important one because it addresses the way we should treat the creeds in terms of how to translate them when we compare them to the original language. The Apostles’ Creed, itself, has a number of versions that seem to float around in the church today. And the translations of the Apostles’ Creed and also that of the Nicene Creed, which I'll address later, do reflect often also theological agendas. So as one looks at the translations, one also has to take into consideration such things as theology and not just the background; namely, the context itself. 
If we look at the Apostles’ Creed now, you will see that there are, perhaps, four areas where translations vary. The first translation that is important to be looked at is the question of hell, the use of hell, “He descended into hell.” Now we know that that term often denotes methodology, the idea of, perhaps, a devil being down there with horns and a tail or something of that like. And we have to say, however, that the concept of hell goes back to the Latin, *et infernos, the Latin version of the Apostles’ Creed, and also to the Greek understanding of hell that is Hades. Now if you look and compare hell to those two terms, we could say that it does speak not just of a neutral place where someone has found, separated from God, but in actual fact, that that place is also understood as a place where judgment is exerted over the individual being there and also the concept of fire and pain. Hell does denote that, so if we do translate it, and currently the Book of Concord, the new one, has translated into dead, the kingdom of the dead. So we have to ask whether that is an appropriate translation. Given the fact that we do not just want to impose on to hell the concept of neutrality, I think we should, perhaps, maintain that very translation as we as Missouri Synod still continue to translate it today. 
A second point is also that of heaven. “He ascended into the heaven.” Sometimes, that is rendered in the plural. And again, I have to refer to the new translation given to us in the Book of Concord. And therein we see that heavens is translated as it is, in the plural. That goes back to the Latin also that mentions it in the plural as well as also in the Greek. We, as the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, as we confess the Apostles’ Creed, will confess it as heaven denoting, thereby, perhaps, the idea that heaven is not a locality or that there is a multitude of heavens, but that there is only one.
Another word that is worth discussing about is the translation of catholic church. That word is going back to the Latin *catholica, meaning, thereby, the catholic church itself, not to be confused, of course, with the Roman Catholic Church. Catholic, as I have explained earlier on, means that it embraces the entire Christian church. So we in the Missouri Synod, when we confess the Apostles’ Creed, have always said that instead of catholic, we say with Luther, Christian church and have always maintained that point in distinction to other denominations who have chosen the word catholic itself. 
Another word we should discuss here is a translation of flesh. As we know, there is this understanding that we will resurrect on the final day with our body. And so, many versions do confess, instead of using the word resurrection of the flesh, the word body. The Greek word *sarx, flesh, and the Latin word, *caro, both imply, perhaps, more flesh than body. Because it is perhaps more vivid in its understanding that one day, we will not just resurrect with our soul, but with our body as well. That very flesh that we have. 
The Nicene Creed itself also has a few versions. And it is probably in two areas where it's most important to focus on. The first one is when it speaks in the second article on Jesus Christ, where it says, "who for us men and for our salvation.” Now that word there, for us men, was traditionally understood as being gender-inclusive. It means it embraces every person in this world and, therefore, the Greek word *tousanthropous, from which the Greek comes from, there we would say that the traditional word man would embrace all people in this world. So that translation, “For us men and our salvation,” as we still confess in the Missouri Synod, really does not go against the concept of all-inclusiveness. Today, perhaps the connotations are more with men of being gender-specific and, perhaps, we could in this regard, take them into consideration as the Book of Concord, the new translation has done, who has replaced men for us people. 
Another point to be made is the word, Jesus Christ having become man. Now, there again, the translation sometimes referred to Him rather as becoming human being. Here I would say that another caution should be applied because Jesus Christ, admittedly, also became man beyond that of just becoming a human being. So I would, in this regard, plea that we would retain that term man, rather than just the term human being. 
You then add to your question also another one which is: How should we treat the language of the creeds? I think it would be very important to go back to the original languages of the creeds, and thereby, compare them to our current translations, if it is possible at all to do that. And then another step should be taken, which I believe is equally as important as comparing the translation with the original, that we also go back to the context of scripture. And we try to derive those places which already do speak about certain points and aspects that the creeds themselves make. And in comparison there, perhaps, we would come up with a theological idea that would guide us in our translations. 
So the language, I believe, is very important. And many times, I have seen that the culture, itself, also determines many translations. So we have, in this case, often a conflict between both the context itself and then that what is given to us by scripture and theology. And here all caution is applied that one does not deny theology through one's own translation of the creeds. 
You then also ask a further question as to whether it is possible to replace one of the creeds with a confessional hymn. Here I have to remind you, once again, that the creeds themselves are understood as confessional hymns. I know, for example, as a youth in the church that we often sang the Apostles’ Creed. And if you look in Lutheran Worship, you'll see therein a couple hymns that sing the Apostles’ Creed. And so the Te Deum itself also reflects the idea that our creeds are confessional hymns. I also note, for example, in Judges 5, in the Old Testament when Deborah sings a song, a hymn, a confession to God's glorious works on the tribe of Israel. Does one have to replace, though, the confessional creeds with a hymn? I think not. I would advise caution here as well because it's very important that we retain the catholicity of these creeds. That you want to confess them together with all Christians of this world, and that we then use confessional hymns, those that express the theology of these creeds, as an additional commentary to those creeds that we use in the church. So they need not be in conflict with each other, but rather, complement each other. Those creeds like the Te Deum and the three ecumenical creeds and those hymns that we have that serve as an additional reminder of their theology. 

Question 13
>> JOSHUA: What is the value of confessing the ecumenical creeds within the liturgy today versus newly written creeds? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Joshua, I thank that the ecumenical creeds, as I have said before, have been given a special status in the church. We have called them creeds instead of confessions to show that they have stood the test of time, that they have not gone away from the church and been replaced by others. But it took centuries for them to find a place where they are now. I would therefore suggest us all of us as pastors of the Lutheran Church and as members, that we take these creeds seriously and to see them in light of the time that they took to come to reach us in the church today. 
Also, they claim to be catholic which means that they speak on behalf of the entire Christian world. It means also that we, when we compile our own creeds, cannot live up to the same expectations that these creeds have. It is impossible for a single congregation to claim their catholicity as the creeds themselves do. For this reason, I believe, that the creeds themselves take precedence over those statements of faith that we do make today. That is not to say that we, as Christians, should always address situations in our life with a particular statement with which we want to address that situation and clarify it for our members and for all others who are seeking answers. 
There are some contemporary questions that relate to biomedicine, for example. It means that we can relate to scripture and to the Lutheran Confessions and express our statements of faith in those areas. However, we should always elevate such statements also local creeds to the status of a confession that the catholic church believes is a question of endeavor and not easily done it. As I have said, we as Lutheran Christians affirm that creeds and the confessions of the 16th century have been accepted more widely than just one church body such as the Missouri Synod or a church in Germany. 
And we want to pay particular respect to that fact. We cannot deny that we have to speak in a context such as saying, what do you believe? At the same time, also, we want to keep clear that the Jesus Christ we confess is the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow. 
Question 14
>> NICK: What were some of the theological issues that shaped the creeds and had to be addressed by them? And while I’m at it, let me ask if the creeds are still useful for addressing issues within Christianity today. 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Thank you very much for that question, Nick. I'll have to ask you all to pay close attention to the facts that I'm trying to relate to you now. It's very important that we see that the creeds always address a situation, a theological situation, usually, a problem or dilemma they find themselves in. And in this case, the creeds all speak out very clearly on behalf of the Christianity that formulated them and for us today as well, since you ask in the second part of your question whether they still fulfill the same function as they do then. 
The Apostles' Creed itself addressed sectarian movements which we call Gnosticism. Gnosticism, and it is speculated here by scholars, already prevailed perhaps at the time of the Gospel of John when it was written. As you will see there in the Gospel of John, that it clearly affirms that Jesus Christ descended from heaven and became flesh in John 1:14. He became man. Now Gnosticism is known to deny that Jesus Christ himself became flesh. It also denies a crucifixion of Christ. It also denies that God is the creator. In other words, it wants to disassociate itself from creation and also then, finally, from our own resurrection of the body. 
So in this dichotomy between that what is eternal, transcendent, and what is God, and that what is creation, they wanted to distinguish between the two. And so the Apostles' Creed speaks clearly out against such attempts to divorce Jesus Christ's ministry from the earthly ministry that he performed through his cross, through his death, and through his resurrection. 

It also affirms clearly that God is the one who created the world. And then finally, also, the Apostles' Creed affirms that we, too, will one day resurrect, not just with our souls, but with our body as well. 
The Nicene Creed goes back to the fourth century. In fact, it goes back to the two councils of 325 and 381, the famous first Ecumenical Council of Nicaea and then the second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople. There was in 380 in Alexandria a bishop called *Arius. Now *Arius may be regarded as a heretic. However, it was very difficult to confront him because he quoted a number of scripture passages saying something about Jesus Christ that he deduced from these very passages. One of them comes from Proverbs 8:22. There it says, the Lord created me, in other words, the Son, as a beginning of his ways for his works. And then *Arius also quotes Colossians 1:15 saying that Jesus was the firstborn of creation. What did *Arius want to say with that? I think he picks up the constant discussion that prevailed in the early church; namely, wanting to relate Jesus Christ to God the father. And the question is: How different is Jesus Christ from the Father. And at the same time, how much is he in union with the father. *Arius, the presbyter, has said clearly that Jesus belongs to the part of creation; that he is not the same as the father in that sense. But rather that we should not give Him the tribute of eternity, as God the Father, but rather, give to Him the tribute of creation. 
So he would say in one famous statement that would relate to Jesus Christ as someone who had a beginning. There was a time when he was not, we hear from one of his statements. So Jesus Christ, in other words, was made subordinate to God the Father. What was the problem with this statement? I think the famous bishop of Alexandria, Athanasius, the champions of orthodoxy around the Council of Nicaea of 325, makes it very clear that if you deny Jesus Christ as God, you would deny the fact of our own salvation. So there is this dilemma that one has with *Arius that he would disclaim Jesus as our savior because He is not God. We all know, also, that Jesus Christ is truly human, but just as much as He was true human, He also has to be true God. 

So Athanasius saw therein a *saulteriological problem. If you do not claim Jesus as God, then the problem is that we will not be saved. 
So in 325, a council was called to Nicaea. It is in the East, close to the city of Constantinople in Asia Minor. And there, 318 bishops came together, and they were headed by the Emperor Constantine I, the famous emperor who introduced Christianity officially in 318. Constantine made it clear that a solution had to be reached at this council. Now there were a number of options that they could have chosen perhaps. They could have said Jesus is like the Father in substance. Now that is a very important statement, and that is finally what they came through with by saying Jesus Christ is of the same substance as the Father. 
Of course, there were others later on after 325 who were still quarrelling with that statement of the same substance and said, perhaps, one could rather say like God the Father. That means he would appear to be in his ministry on earth like God and father in most things ethically, morally. He would perform all those miracles like God the Father that shows that he was in a close relationship to God. *Arius, you might recall, once said you probably would have to compare Jesus Christ to the Prince, as one would relate to a king. And so here we have the idea, then, that like God the Father might not be enough. In fact, it wasn't regarded as enough, and it had to be said He is as God the Father in substance, *homoouzious is the Greek word for that. 

With that statement, that Jesus Christ is of the same substance as the Father, the Nicene Creed championed orthodoxy. It, however, did not conclude with that. As you know, there are a number of controversies ensued after that and one particular one also embraced the status of the Holy Spirit. There were those individuals who fought against making the Holy Spirit of the same status as Father and Son. They were called *Konoi… It means in Greek, translated into English, that those fought against the status of the Holy Spirit. And here we have three individuals. We call them the Cappadocians; Basil the Great, Gregory the Great, and Gregory of Nazius. And these three clearly enunciated the distinction between the three persons, but at the same time, also the unity within one God, so that the distinction clearly had to be made between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. However, at the same time not denying their unity. 
For example, one of the fathers here clearly said that the Holy Spirit must be understood as that of proceeding from the Father, thereby saying that he has a beginning in God the Father Himself. However, it was also to be made sure that it not to be understood that the Holy Spirit is being placed on the same side of creation as all us human beings are. Just as Jesus Christ is understood to have a beginning in God the Father himself by generation or being begotten, as one says. We do not, however, place him on the side of creation either. The creeds, therefore, here both the Nicene and the Apostles' Creed express a deep concern for relating to the relationship of the three persons in one God. 
Although the term *Homoouzious was not chosen to express the relationship between the Holy Spirit and God the Father in Jesus Christ, we, however, have to say that in their formulation, as they posited it in the Nicene Creed, it is clearly to be understood that it does want to put the Holy Spirit on the same status as that of Jesus and God the father. 
We have to keep the events a little clearer here in terms of what happened to the Nicene Creed at the time of 325, and then later on at the second ecumenical council in 381 at Constantinople. As I have said, the Nicene Creed was formulated already in 325. However, in terms of relating to the Holy Spirit, the third person, the Nicene Creed of 325 came rather short and abrupt in its formulation saying just this one phrase, we believe in the Holy Spirit. And so, through the Cappadocians’ quest to find a clear solution also for the status of the Holy Spirit, we finally leave and also come up with a third article formulated at the Council of Constantinople. And that creed, then, at Constantinople is today our creed as we find it in the Book of Concord. So not to confuse it with the creed of Nicaea, we have to say that the final edition or version that we accept today and subscribe to is the one of 381, the edited version of that of 325. 
The Athanasian Creed itself, also underwent a number of changes, and it reflects for us today, in the life of the church today, very importantly that we have to keep together the Trinity and the theology about Jesus Christ as a person. It reflects also the Council of Chalcedon in 451 and the previous one, the third ecumenical council of 431, because therein also, a number of statements about the person of Christ itself, the relationship of the two natures, had to be discussed. And so the Athanasian Creed picks up two centuries of theology that were struggled for and it finally came through a breakthrough in 451 at Chalcedon. At Chalcedon, the council affirmed the Nicene Creed, and it also formulated very important statements about the relationship of the two natures in the one person, Jesus Christ. We consider the Athanasian Creed, therefore, a very important summary of all those events that occurred before it. 

Finally, you ask also the question as to whether the creeds are still useful today in the life of the church. I must unequivocally say yes. It is very clear that the creeds do speak on behalf of us Christians today. They trim us, so to speak, from our excess statements that bring us and draw us away from the faith in the triune God and Jesus Christ and Holy Spirit. And so if we do have Christians amongst us who deny the trinity, who deny the person of Christ, we must clearly speak against them because on behalf of the creeds, we must preserve today the status of the triune God and also the person of Jesus Christ and the two natures and how they relate with one another. 
There are many denominations today who will perhaps speak of a historical conditioning of the creeds and also of the confessions of the 16th century. We have to be careful that we do not find any way of walking around those creeds and their claims theologically made. It is important, therefore, that we try whenever we have certain statements being made contrary to the creeds, that we use them and their theology to address them. 
Every pastor in the Missouri Synod today must know that he has taken an oath of allegiance to the ecumenical creeds thereby saying, in effect, that he is willing to perpetuate their theology today and bind himself to their theology as well. So he has taken the obligation to speak on their behalf whenever he preaches, through every act in his ministry, that they are clearly understood in the life of the church today. 
Question 15
>> DAVID: In my reading, I notice the theological value the Nicene Creed placed on the term being of one substance. What theological dilemma was addressed by this phrase, and against whom was spoken? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Let us revisit once again the Nicene Creed with your question you have just asked, David. As I have said before, I have referred to the presbyter of Alexandria called Arius who in 318 stood up and spoke clearly out that he did not believe that Jesus Christ was of the same substance as the Father, but rather, there is a subordinate position within the Trinity, and that Jesus Christ, therefore, does serve a subordinate position, rather than just one of being the same as the Father. 
The Council of Nicaea at 318 clearly spoke out against this because they believed that if Jesus Christ is not considered as God Himself, he would endanger, or we would be endangered, by our own salvation. As you know, any human being that dies will not resurrect again unless he is helped by God. And in case of Jesus Christ, He resurrects because he is God. For this reason we must understand that there is a very important theological concern here behind Arius' challenge to the orthodoxy. And that orthodox theologians such as Athanasius and then also Constantine I, the Emperor of the Roman Empire then, clearly realized that they had to speak up out against that position that Arius held. 
Of course, 325 did not solve all problems. As I have said also, it continued within the church to be a debate as to how one understands *homo ouzious, of the same substance. And the problem here is, perhaps, the relationship of philosophy, the West against the East. The East itself chose a word for substance that is called *Houpostasis, and the Greek word for substance is *ouzia. And then the Latin version for such substance was *substantia. And the person itself *perzouna, which the Greek then eventually chose to be *Houpostasis So as Tertullian who once said, *tres persona, una substantia, meaning thereby, one substance and three persons. That definition, really, is how we see it today. That we say of Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit in their relationship to the Father is of one substance, that there is one God and not three Gods, but only one person. 
The Nicene Creed of 325 had an anathema. That means an explicit rejection of Arius' position. I'd like to read it to you. "And those who say, there was when he was not a time when he was not, and before his generation he was not, and he came to be from nothing, or those who pretend that the son of God is of other *houpostasis, or substance or created or alterable or mutable, the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes." So here we have a clear statement being made against what Arius claimed in quintessence and what his followers also said. 

The Arianism prevailed in Europe for a long, long time. In 589, we could say, it still had to be addressed in Toledo, where the *filioque was spoken out as being that proper explanation of how the Holy Spirit relates to God the Father and Jesus Christ; namely, to bar a subordination of Jesus Christ, that He is not the one from whom the Holy Spirit flows. 
With that anathema, Arius was excommunicated from the Christian Church, and he shortly died afterwards. However, his influence prevailed within the East for the whole rest of the century. And it moved over into Europe and was subsequently addressed at the Council of Toledo in 589. It was a regional council, but it addressed, clearly, a quest to subordinate Jesus once more under God and therefore said clearly that the Holy Spirit flows, or proceeds, from the Father and the Son. Thereby barring a subordinationism that had come through the western Goth migration to Spain and southern France. 
Let's not forget, also, that the Nicene Creed addresses Arius and other statements besides the term *homo ouzious. As we know also it says, God of God, Light of Light, when it comes to Jesus Christ. And it also said that he was begotten, not made. That very fact, that Jesus was begotten, is a concession that Jesus Christ does have a beginning. However, it is not to be placed on the side of time because it clearly says he was not made, though begotten. 
Question 16
>> PAUL: As I see the creeds, they appear to be, simply put, talk about who God is and how he saves us. How do they help us understand God and the way we talk about Him? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Paul, I think we could speak of God in two ways. First is that we could speak of God by way of description. We could say God is doing something. He is someone. And in the creeds, we generally have that language being expressed very clearly. It speaks about God being the creator. It speaks about Jesus Christ who came to this earth, who died, who suffered, and who was resurrected from the dead. We speak of the Holy Spirit who sanctifies us. These are descriptive terms speaking about what he does, the triune God. 
We then also have attempts that are being made, and successful, of course, of describing God of who he is. We talk of ontology here. Who is God? And we will presuppose to ever talk about describing God by first making clear that we relate them equally to one another, that we can see this most clearly being said in the Athanasian Creed, for example, every quality, every attribute being made of one God that is eternal, it also has to be said of the other person in the trinity. That is ontological talk. It's very difficult to comprehend it at times. It’s part of the mystery of the Trinity. It's absolutely crucial nonetheless. 
Today, we might consider the talk of the Nicene Creed of God as being of the same substance, something of a less important statement into that what God does for us, namely, having died on the cross, having resurrected and died for our sins. But, we have to see that one flows out from the other or see it as circular statements that one leads to the other and flows out from it again. 
One important absence that is often said in literature that exists in the creeds is a reference to Jesus who performed the miracles, certain aspects of his ministry that have been clipped out of the creeds. Now, the important thing here to know is that creeds do not want to be exhaustive. They very often address a certain situation and want to do so with a plausible theology, one that is derived from scripture. They will never, however, be able to embrace the entire statements made in scripture so our expectations would be far too high to say that we need to find in them a solution to every problem we have today in the church. So in this case here, we would have to say that the doctrinal reflection made in the creeds is one that speaks to a situation and wants to address it clearly from the words of scripture and draw us back to scripture again and point to us where we should go in order to find such statements being made therein. 
Question 17
>> JOSHUA: In the way you described to us the doctrine of the Trinity as the creeds confess, they truly confess the Gospel, don't they? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Clearly, by definition, what we would say the Gospel is, Joshua, would be to say God does something for us. The creeds reflect that, I think, in a very clear way that they want to speak of God as someone who comes to us humans, those of us who are all in need of salvation. So they glorify the acts of God. They clearly express them. They want to say thereby, that this God is one of love. Although we might not find necessarily the aspects of love reflected clearly in the creeds, they, however, presuppose it. Because speaking of who God is always embraces the concept of love. God is love, as we know. And that love expresses itself such as in the verse of John 3:18 and 16, especially, that God loved the world, that he gave his only begotten son. So that idea of love, of Gospel, really what it is, wants to be expressed in the creeds in between the lines seen as the background while we confess the creeds in the first place. 
The Nicene Creed expresses that love in a different way. It says there, who for us men in, or human beings, and our salvation. So we see there, clearly, that the whole idea of Christ's incarnation, the whole idea also of our creation is the one purpose of us to be saved through the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. And our whole sanctification is expressed in the third article of the creed, the references to the forgiveness of sins, to the church. That all is understood in the context of God loving us, of the Gospel itself. That means that we as Christians have to understand that the creeds point to a very important fact. And that is that we are always in need of someone outside of us to bring us that salvation, that we are always in need of someone who loves us. And it bases itself on that concept of God. For if we do deliver the word and sacraments to Christians, we always have to say the source from whom these word and sacraments come from, the one God loves us all. 
Question 18
>> DAVID: In the Apostles' and the Nicene Creed, the Holy Spirit is treated with few words compared to the number of words and phrases used to describe Christ. For example, the Nicene Creed does not confess the Holy Spirit as being of the same substance as the Father, as it does with Christ. Is the Holy Spirit, therefore, not somewhat underrepresented? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Thank you very much for that question, David. I think you have a certain legitimate point made there in your question because if we look at the first edition of the Nicene Creed of 325, you see that there was only one statement made about the Holy Spirit, merely saying we believe or I believe in the Holy Spirit. In contrast, we have a long second article on Jesus Christ, as well as an anathema defying Arius' position at the end of that creed. 
So we ask ourselves: Is the Holy Spirit really underrepresented? I think from a historical perspective, the question has to be answered clearly that the three Cappadocians fought vehemently against making the Holy Spirit subordinate. That was after the Nicene Creed had been formulated at 325. So we can see, therein, that there was a quest to reinstate the Holy Spirit in the Trinity, just as much as it was also for Jesus Christ himself. The Holy Spirit is a person, but He's also God. He's of the same substance, but He's also distinctly a person who does something. These two points have to be kept in mind. 
And then in the years that ensued 325, we see that the Cappadocians clearly laid down the basis for a later formulation on the Holy Spirit in the third article of 381, the *Niceno Constantinopolitan creed as we have it today. And I'd like to quote that statement being made there as being the this: "And in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life, who proceeds from the Father and the Son, who with the Father and the Son is worshipped and glorified, who has spoken through the Prophets." I can see in that statement no *homo ouzious, of course. And that's what you asked in your question. There is no *homo ouzious, of the same substance. We, perhaps, would like to see that in there, but that is not necessarily to be seen as a deficiency. Because as I look at these statements being made here in the creed on the Holy Spirit, I see that the Holy Spirit is also being made the Lord, the *curios, and the life giver. Now that demands that he is reinstated or placed in the relationship to God. In fact, he has to be made God in order to be someone who can give life. And to be named Lord, that, too, is something that demands worship and glorification. And that was given to Jesus Christ and God the Father alone. And now that worship and glorification is also extended to the Holy Spirit. 
And then finally, it makes this very important statement also, "Who proceeds from the Father." And then later on, the *filioque was added saying, "And proceeds also from the Son.” Thereby, I think there is no deficiency here in the creeds about the Holy Spirit. I think they’re made very clear that Jesus Christ has the status of being in the union with God the Father and the Son. Of the same substance is implied, though we perhaps are looking for that word explicitly. 
Question 19
>> NICK: Why was there a controversy over the filioque, the phrase, “and the Son” in the Nicene Creed? How should we treat it today? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Nick, the answer to your question is very clear, I think, that we as the Western church have received the filioque on a regional synod, actually, in Gaul in Spain in 589 in a little village called Toledo. There it has placed in the Nicene Creed the statement, “and the Son.” That means the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. Admittedly, that is an insertion into the creed, and the Eastern Church has frowned at us, at the West, and said, how could you do that because that’s insertion into the original creed that we have affirmed in 381 and later in Chalcedon again in 451? So the West has answered and replied that may be so. But our concern is always to keep and maintain the status of Jesus Christ to God the Father as being of the same substance. We would like to maintain a unity of God, and not to draw as much a distinction between the three persons as, perhaps, the East is usually doing it. The East would rather argue for making God the source within the Trinity and highlighting, therefore, the person God the father as the one from whom the Holy Spirit proceeds. 
Truthfully speaking, the East makes a very important point that there is a source in the trinity, a source that is mysterious, that we do not understand. We have argued about Jesus Christ that he also, is by way of generation or being begotten from God the Father, that there is also within the mystery of the trinity an origin. However with the theology of the western theologians such as Augustine and Ambrose, we have clearly, in the West, decided for the filioque saying thereby, there is this unity that we would like to preserve. And for that very reason the filioque today remains in the Book of Concord as the one theological criterion for affirming the unity of God. 
Question 20
>> PAUL: When the creeds confess the church, they use the phrase, communion of saints. What does this phrase mean exactly? Is there a difference between the communion of saints and the holy Christian church? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: The question that you ask there, Paul, raises two alternatives, really. And that is whether you want to understand the Christian church, as we speak of it there in the Apostles' and the Nicene Creed, whether you understand it as the communion of people, that is, believers, all those who have been baptized, who have been sanctified by the Holy Spirit and who believe in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. So you're asking me whether we could say that the Christian church is understood or is equal to the element of faith; namely, that it is a communion of believers. 
I think The Reformation, and especially Luther, chose to have that interpretation of the Christian church. They believed that all Christians, are embraced or do embrace the concept of church, the Christian church. 
The other alternative, and that seems to be one of a lesser degree in the early church, is that whether one could not understand the communion of saints or something like a fellowship around sacred things. In this sense, the word sanctorum, the Latin word, genitive plural, would be in the neutral sense, namely of things, communion of things. Here I would say, however, in the understanding of The Reformation, that the church is defined as that of faith, of believers, but at the same time we could say and add to it, as the Augsburg Confession 7 -- later on we’ll hear about it -- says namely that the church of believers is gathered around sacred things, namely, word and sacraments. 
But in the first place, I think we should start with the understanding of the Christian church as being the communion of believers, saints such as you and I who have been baptized and sanctified by the Holy Spirit. And then we also embrace a concept that those believers are found there where the sacred things are found, namely, word and sacraments. 
Question 21
>> NICK: Last Trinity Sunday, we recited the Athanasian Creed in our worship service. I had forgotten how really long the creed is. The Athanasian Creed is much longer than all the other creeds. Is there a way to understand its structure and message? 
>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Nick, you touched there on the sad fate that has befallen the Athanasian Creed. In fact, Trinity Sunday is perhaps the only Sunday in the whole church year that confesses the Athanasian Creed. Other than that, it probably is hardly ever used. But as we look at it, we see that it is incredibly important in the sense that it encapsulates, or covers, an entire theological road that has been taken in the fourth century and the fifth century and even later than that. 
So as we look at the Athanasian Creed and trying to make some sense out of it, we could begin by saying this: That it starts with the theses saying we have to believe in the triune God in order to be saved, and that is the catholic faith. That goes from Thesis 1 to 26. And then after 26, it begins, then, with statements made on Jesus Christ. Those go from 27 to Thesis 40. These are the two most probably broad descriptions one can make of the creed. It has 40 theses. It goes from the Trinity to the person of Jesus Christ. 
As we look at it carefully and in greater detail, we see therein that it has assumed a number of descriptions about God, who God is. And it speaks of Him in terms of a number of qualities that He has, properties, being unlimited, being not created, being eternal and almighty. And whenever it says something of one person, it says it also of the other. So there is a lot of repetition in the creed. It says that God the Father is eternal. God the Son is eternal, and the Holy Spirit is eternal. And then, finally, it begins by saying that one should, however, not think, if one is inclined to do that, that one is dealing here with three Gods. What it tries to say here is that though we have three persons, and all of them have qualities of eternity of being uncreated of being almighty, we should see them all together as one God, as one substance. And if you notice, with that word substance, it reflects something that we have already seen from the Nicene Creed. So it picks something up from that context.
And when we go, then, to the person of Jesus Christ, we see that it reflects there the theology of the fifth century, those statements that were made at the Council of Ephesus in 431, and then in 451 of Chalcedon. And there it relates specifically to the two natures of Jesus Christ in this one person. It says they should not be mixed, but they should also not be kept separate. Thereby telling us that what was said at the time of Chalcedon that we should not confuse the two natures against the Nestorians and against those of Alexandria, the *Eutichians, telling them that we should always understand the two natures being united in one person, not separated, but neither should they be mixed. 
Those are the theses about Jesus Christ. And it affirms these theses by saying that this, too, belongs to the catholic faith. That we must believe in it in order to be saved. Some of us might object to the statement that we must believe in these statements in order to be saved. Do we have to believe it really? I think once we have read the Athanasian Creed, it would be hard to disagree with it. I think it says something that the church will always have to affirm, that this is scriptural. That this is what is said about Jesus Christ. Anyone who would read the Athanasian Creed and then say after that, it does not agree with my faith, surely will exclude himself from the catholic faith as it is affirmed in the creed. 
The Athanasian Creed, in terms of confessing Jesus Christ, does speak also of Him being of one substance with the Father, again reflecting therein the statement that Jesus is *homo ouzious with the Father. And then it goes on to speak also that Jesus Christ is of the same substance of man, affirming his true humanity. It then goes on to say that Jesus Christ also has a human soul and human flesh. That reflects a question that was raised in the church; namely, does Jesus Christ also have, in addition to being a true human being and of being truly God, also have a human soul. That, in this creed, is reflected as well by affirming also that he has also a human soul. And then, finally, the creed also traces the earthly ministry of Christ in the words of the Apostles' Creed almost. We see therein that it follows also that what is affirmed in the Apostles' Creed. 
In summary then, we can say the Athanasian Creed reflects both the theology of the Apostles' Creed and also the Nicene Creed. It has taken a much longer road to do that, 40 theses altogether. However, we do want to say that it does so deliberately and intentionally, and we, ourselves, should show gratitude for it having done so they're because therein in a succinct way, almost in a nutshell, gives us all that theology that has been embracing a struggle for almost since scripture to the sixth century. 

Question 22
>> NICK: Unfortunately, it has been my experience that the Athanasian Creed is used infrequently within the church today. Is there an explanation for that? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Nick, you are thereby almost repeating the question that has been previously said. But let me use this as an opportunity to summarize that what we have learned until now about the creeds. 
I think the Athanasian Creed is very lengthy. It has 40 theses, and it probably is not confessed in the church as much as we'd like it to be confessed. That is true. But then we also have to say that not all creeds can fulfill the same purpose, or not all creeds are alike. Many go a longer route, as we will see with the Augsburg Confession later and the Apology as well. So some creeds fulfill a purpose specifically to address doctrinal questions in a longer way and thereby becoming more cumbersome, but nonetheless still being the one single answer; namely, that Peter was asked, who do you say I am. 
The creeds themselves, then, are laying for us the basis on which we have then the 16th century confessions. As you will see later on, these confessions of the 16th century presuppose the early church creeds. They thereby want to say that they agree with them. And many of the articles, especially when it comes to God, they want to say that what has been confessed already at that early time of the church is something we also agree with. They did so over 500 to 1000 years later. We could say that as well, now that we also are looking back 500 years to The Reformation. That might seem a long time, but we could say just as much as the reformers of the 16th century said, we will go back to the creeds. We could say ourselves also, we will also go back. And thereby not just *represtonate them, but we would also like to bring forth their theology and to make it relevant into a time of today. 
Question 23
>> DAVID: I appreciate all that has been said about the ecumenical creeds, but now I would like to ask a question about the first of our Lutheran Confessions. Could you please indicate some of the developments that shaped the historical context surrounding the Augsburg Confession and explain to us how this confession came about? 
>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Yes, David. The Augsburg Confession came about in June 1530. However, in order to understand the circumstances around that event of 1530, we need to go back, probably about 13 years, and began with 1517, when Luther posted the “95 Theses” on the church in Wittenberg and thereby setting off The Reformation as a movement in all of Germany. 
What Luther addressed at the time was a penitentiary system, that system that did not address confession and absolution properly and did not demand from those people who came to confession and absolution in the churches that cont that was necessary to receive absolution. 
Now, Luther addressed The Reformation theologically, but it took hold in Germany also as a social and political movement. But in order to understand what the Augsburg Confession is all about, we should see The Reformation, first of all, as a theological movement. 
Now, let’s go further on to the year 1521. Then the Edict of Worms was passed by Charles V. Now the Edict of worms goes back to 1520, the diet of worms, when Luther was invited to that city of Worms to express his point of view about his writings and his theology in front of the emperor, a young emperor, Charles V. Charles V was curious to hear about what Luther said theologically, and he gave him a chance to present his view, and above all, to recant all his writings. Luther stood up and said the famous words, here I stand. Meaning thereby, that he was only willing to recant and retract all his writings and theology if he was proven from scripture and by common reason that he was wrong. Now that, of course, could not be done. And so the result was that in 1521, the Edict of Worms was passed over Luther and all his writings. That meant nobody was allowed to further The Reformation, to offer Luther shelter, and to promote his writings and theology. We have, therefore, here a very important step toward The Reformation. Luther had written numerous articles and numerous writings already by that year 1521. These writings were disseminated, and thank goodness, that the printing press by Johann Gutenberg was already innovated and made public so that Luther became a best seller in terms of his writings. 
As the years ensued after 1521, numerous attempts were made to find some solution between those that supported The Reformation and Lutheranism and the sympathies of Charles V, namely, to further again the Roman Catholic Church in Germany.
There was one territorial ruler, the *Elector John Frederick the Wise of Saxony. This emperor favored Luther's theology, though he himself was a great fan of collecting relics. But *John Frederick the Wise saw in Luther a person that also promoted the German cause, and the Elector John had a great chance, here, to present his view in front of the Emperor Charles V because he had the status of an elector, a very important status in the territories of Germany because not every ruler of a territory had that privilege. So *Elector John Frederick had to be taken seriously by Charles V and probably because of his status as an elector, Charles V was willing to listen more carefully to that elector than perhaps to anyone else. 
And so he offered refuge to Luther in the territory of Saxony at Wittenberg, supported the new university and made Luther professor there and also brought a young man called Philipp Melanchthon to Wittenberg, a young scholar who was asked to teach the biblical languages. But he was soon advanced to teach also theology. 
One important event is 1528, the Diet of Speyer. Here we have the name Protestant emerging for the first time. Because Charles V expected at that diet that all the territorial rulers of Germany should further the Edict of Worms. That means that they should rigorously pursue all those who had sympathies for Luther and his theology. 
*Protestatio is called their document and their position. They are Protestants and refused to do that what Charles V said. So the thing still remained unresolved by 1528, and the events than led to the Diet of Augsburg in 1530. 
Two important occasions brought this diet about. One was the Ottoman Empire was spreading to Europe and was endangering the core of the empire of Charles V. Vienna, already, was besieged by the Turks by 1529. So the emperor needed as many supporters as possible to support him to drive back the Turks from the empire that was his. Another problem was also France. The king there was rising up against the emperor, and he, too, had to be addressed. So it was also a political occasion, this Diet of Augsburg. But he was also interested to hear exactly what the position was now of the Lutherans in Saxony and other territories where it had now taken hold of. 
So the emperor, Charles V, invited all Germans to come to the Diet of Augsburg. And he wanted to hear exactly what abuses they had addressed. So Elector John, the son of John Frederick the Wise, called together all important theologians. Amongst these were also *Justus Jonas and *John Bugenhagen, both very important figures who furthered the cause of The Reformation. Next to Luther and Melanchthon, these were very important theologians. 
So these four theologians then immediately went about to set up a number of articles that would relate to those abuses in the Roman Catholic Church that they as Lutherans had addressed and corrected. There is a lot of theology in the *Tourgau Articles. These are the other articles that they had compiled and presented in 1530, early in that year at *Tourgau. 
The *Tourgau Articles were taken to Augsburg and to be presented to Charles V. They were addressing the abuses only, which is very important to know because when the theologians and the emperor and other princes in free cities, all those who had sympathies for The Reformation, went to Augsburg. They soon discovered that there were other representatives invited to that diet who also had presented some of their statements of faith. For example, Zwingli, who presented his *Fideratio, an explanation of his faith and his theology. And then there was also the *Confessio Tetrapolitana, that confession of *Martin Bootse and also that of the four cities in southern Germany. 
Upon that notice of all these further documents being submitted, and especially that of the Roman Catholic theologian, *Johann Eck, the 404 Propositions, those statements that made allegations that Luther, Melanchthon, and other theologians of The Reformation were heretics. These all occasioned the Augsburg Confession itself to be written. The reason is that the *Tourgau Articles were not enough to put forward what the Lutherans all believed. It was more an apology, less a confession. And so a confession had now to be compiled. Melanchthon, being the main author because of Luther's absence, set about to write the Augsburg Confession. He had a number of documents to which he could go back to find certain theological themes that they had already purported elsewhere. 
For example, Melanchthon could go back to the *Marburg articles, those articles that were discussed at *Marburg between Luther and Zwingli. There, you know, Luther and Zwingli could agree on 14 articles. But when it came to article 15 on Holy Communion, they could not agree on the presence of Christ in Holy Communion. There was also another document, the *Schwabe Articles. These were articles compiled by Luther, Melanchthon, and other theologians, one of them also *Johannes Brentz, that theologian who furthered The Reformation in southern Germany later on, and also responsible for much of what was said in the Formula of Concord. 
Melanchthon took the *Schwabe Articles, together with the *Marburg Articles, and then in addition to that, Luther's great confession of the Lord's Supper of 1528, and drew from these a number of articles, the articles that are now presented in the Augsburg Confession in the beginning, those from Article 1 to 21. Articles 22 to 28 are those that we have from the *Tourgau Articles. 
This Augsburg Confession was repeatedly passed on to the theologians present at Augsburg itself. But Luther himself also remained in correspondence with Melanchthon finding out exactly what was being said and written. And he approved of the Augsburg Confession finding that it succinctly brought to the point all those questions that Lutherans had with the Roman Catholic faith. 
The Augsburg Confession was read at that diet in Augsburg on June 25th, 1530. Chancellor *Beyer and John the Elector of Saxony read it out loud in front of the Emperor Charles V and all the other delegates that were present. It is said, and we don't know whether this is true, that Charles V was bored and fell asleep for the two hours when the Augsburg Confession was read. 
The response was mostly and predominantly negative. It seems that the Emperor Charles V already had an agenda when he came to the Augsburg Diet, and that was to listen to the cause of the Lutherans, but not to change his mind that he was not willing to condone a different theology in one of his countries and his lands. And so it seems that the hope that the Lutherans had coming to the Augsburg diet; namely, that they were going to present their cause and that they would be treated as equal partners with the Roman Catholic delegates and that their truth would persuade Charles V because they would say nothing else than that what was said in scripture. And they hoped that their presentation of the Augsburg Confession, then, with persuade Charles V and all others. Officially, it was not approved and not accepted by Charles V. 
There is a lot of contrivance that happened behind the scenes, especially from the Roman Catholic delegates. They were asked by Charles V to present a response to the Augsburg Confession. *Johann Eck and other leading theologians of the Roman Catholic delegation immediately set about to write a response that is called the *Confutatio. It was read aloud in front of Charles V. He, too, found it very boring and very redundant and far too long. And it did not address the real situation of Lutheranism. So the *Confutatio was not printed for a very, very long time precisely because Charles V, though he wanted to further the Roman Catholic Church, did not really accept the *Confutatio in its entirety. 
Melanchthon had never received a copy of the *Confutatio so it was not possible for him to review what was being said therein. But we know that certain notes were taken, handwritten notes, by those theologians that were present. So it was possible for him to review those, and upon that, had written the Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Unfortunately, Charles V was no longer to give the Lutherans another hearing, in other words, to listen again to the Apology. And so the hopes of Lutherans to be accepted by Charles V were dashed. They all left the Augsburg Confession – they all left the Augsburg Diet back to the regions from which they came. Thereby, we have to consider June 1530 perhaps a watershed period in that it now defined Lutheranism. 

I think we can now speak of a Lutheran Church, whereas before and during Augsburg, they still hoped of being a movement within the Roman Catholic Church, hoping that they could reform it. But as things seem now, they had to accept the fact that they were now becoming a separate movement of the Roman Catholic Church. 
Question 24
>> JOSHUA: I have to confess that I once thought that Martin Luther wrote all of the Lutheran Confessions. How is it that Melanchthon wrote the Augsburg Confession and not Luther? Did Luther approve of it at the time? Did he remain supportive of its statements? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: In my previous question, Joshua, I had already indicated some of that which you have asked now. We must go back again to 1520 and look there at the Diet of Worms where Luther was invited by Emperor Charles V to recant his position; namely, his theology that he had disseminated already in his writings and was willing to recant his theology and not to have his books published any further. 
The thing is that Luther was not willing to accept any other position than his own, if he would not be proven wrong by scripture and by common reason. And that was not the case so he was not willing to backtrack any further from what he had written and said. The Emperor Charles V and the Holy Roman Empire, itself, passed the Edict of Worms in 1521, thereby outlawing Luther and all his supporters, all his writings, and his theology. No one was allowed to offer Luther shelter. Fortunately, and for the sake of The Reformation to take a foothold in Germany, there was the *Emperor Frederick the Wise who had sympathies for Luther and offered him shelter at Wittenberg and in other areas where he ruled over. 
By the time of the Augsburg Diet in 1513, the Edict of Worms was still in effect. That meant that Luther was still being outlawed. He had taken the task, already, of translating the Bible in the castle of *Wartburg. He was allowed to take refuge at *Wartburg because that, too, belonged to the territories of Elector John of Saxony. However, when it comes to Augsburg, Luther could not attend because that was beyond the territory and the realms of the Elector of Saxony. So all was left to him to come as close as possible to Augsburg, and that was at the great castle of *Cobourg. There he stayed for the time during the Diet of Augsburg. He corresponded a great deal with Melanchthon and with other theologians present at the Diet of Augsburg. So he was not without any knowledge of what was happening there at Augsburg. In fact, he knew every single thing that was being done. A huge number of letters were written between him and the theologians, as I have just said. 
And so when he heard about the Augsburg Confession having been written, he managed to pass a few comments on what Melanchthon had done. Melanchthon, probably the most influential theologian of The Reformation after Luther, was made the one who was to write that Augsburg Confession. Luther favored the Augsburg Confession saying its theology was succinct to the point. However, he made one comment, a mild criticism, we could say, that Melanchthon was treading very softly. For example, Luther strongly believed that the Pope was the Antichrist, a position he took throughout his life. That was not presented in the Augsburg Confession as he believed. Also, the article on purgatory was missing. And Melanchthon could also have said something more on the invocation of saints. But these mild criticisms aside, Luther strongly supported the Augsburg Confession. And we could say that while Melanchthon was the author, behind it always stood Luther and his theology. 
Luther's criticism of Melanchthon treading softly is really symptomatic of the character of Melanchthon. Luther was more outspoken, more direct, confronting different positions. Whereas, Melanchthon was not of that type. He was rather of the conciliatory character. He wanted to bring people in diverging positions together. That was the Achilles Heel for The Reformation later on, especially after Luther's death, when there were movements taking place within Lutheranism, and some of those supported Melanchthon, rather than the strong position of Luther. 
But already during Luther's life, Melanchthon took the task of correcting many things in the Augsburg Confession, of editing it. Throughout the time in the '30's, right up to 1540, we see, therefore, changes being made, subtle changes that might not have necessarily changed much of the theology of the Augsburg Confession. But it is important to note here that the Augsburg Confession must be understood as a confession of the Lutherans. It was no longer a single document belonging to the person of Melanchthon himself. 
And so the edition that later emerged in 1540, that had a few changes made, especially to Article 10 on Holy Communion, was never accepted by the Lutherans. Later on in the 1560s, territorials, rulers took the 1540 edition, what we call now the *Variata, the changed addition, and appropriated it for their theology and supporting at the same time with it, reform positions on Holy Communion. 
We today, in the Book of Concord, have the 1530 edition of the Augsburg Confession. That is known to us as the *Invariata. That means the unchanged version.

Question 25
>> NICK: I notice that we have two texts of the Augsburg Confession in the Book of Concord. Why? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Nick, the answer to that is quite simple really. Melanchthon had submitted the Augsburg Confession on June 25, 1530 at the Diet of *Urksburg to the Emperor Charles in both editions, in the Latin and in the German. And so the Latin edition was kept by Emperor Charles V, whereas the German itself had the privilege of being read out aloud to all those representatives at the Diet of *Urksburg. So for this reason, we accept both texts as official and can be read and seen as both a commentary of each other and also pointing directly to the Lutheran theology itself. 
You have in your Book of Concord both texts presented where you have the Latin on the right-hand side and the German on the left-hand side. 
Question 26
>> PAUL: The Augsburg Confession is divided into two parts. Is this because the two parts address different situations in the life of the church? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Yes, Paul. You are correct in asking whether the Augsburg Confession addresses really two life situations. I think it does. I think in Articles 22 to 28, going back to the *Tourgau Articles, the Augsburg Confession addresses with these articles especially the abuses that were taking place in the Roman Catholic Church. Such abuses were the marriage of priests, the vows that they were taking, such as celibacy, poverty. And then they were also addressing the role and the jurisdiction in the church of the bishops and, namely, of all pastors. It was also going back to whether the distinction of foods was to be maintained, whether the communion of one kind was legitimate. And so such abuses had to be addressed, particularly also the one of the Mass. 
Articles 1 through 21 must be seen as a reaction to the 404 Propositions of *Johann Eck. So they want to present positively also that what Lutherans believe beyond then just addressing those abuses in the second half of the Augsburg Confession. We must look at the Augsburg Confession as a confession that addresses particularly though, the Roman Catholic Church. Its purpose is to present itself at the Diet of Augsburg as a confession that does not want to bring across the idea that this is a different movement apart of the Roman Catholic Church. No. The Lutherans wanted to reform the Roman Catholic Church. That was the hope as they presented it to the Diet of Augsburg and to the emperor. 
Indications of this intention is in the preface of the Augsburg Confession. Therein we read that they were hopeful, that they had great intentions of bringing these and persuading all those present at that Diet. But the character of the Augsburg Confession should be recognized as very important. So whatever we say in terms of it's theology probably addresses more of that what is said about the Roman Catholic Church then that what is later presented, for example, in the Small Court Articles and later on where also another party, the reform theology, is taken into perspective. 
Question 27
>> DAVID: If I compare the Augsburg Confession to the ecumenical creeds, one sees that it is far longer and more abstract in theology and language than the creeds. It appears more like a book than a confession. Is my impression wrong? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: From the first glance of the Augsburg Confession, one would have to agree with that impression that you have just spoken of, David. The Augsburg Confession is far longer and is more dogmatic in its treatment so it gives you that impression that it wants to go beyond just that of the confessional character that the three ecumenical creeds have. However, at its very heart, we have to understand that the Augsburg Confession also wants to illuminate the true nature of the Gospel. 
In Article 7, for example, it says the church must preach the Gospel purely and rightly administer the sacraments. To uphold that, they would want to confess the pure Gospel so that it can, indeed, be preached purely in the church and they would want to confess what Holy Communion is all about so that it can be rightly administered in the church. This means that they want the saving faith to be brought to the people in an unhindered way. Everything that stands in the way of the Holy Spirit must be removed in the church. 
So their concern, really in essence, is that of bringing the Gospel once again to the people. The Gospel that is confessed the early creeds, but the Gospel that also needs to be confessed again and again in every context, such as the sixteenth century. And what is at stake? Really, salvation is at stake. That's the purpose of all confessions. And the treatment of the Gospel needs to be done carefully, explained, so that all those heresies that stand in its way are rejected as well. 
The conscience of all believers must not be burdened so that they become terrified and do not know where to find salvation. The Gospel is the only form that can bring the people back to Jesus Christ if it is taught in its purity. And that is the concern of the Confessions here, to relieve terrified consciences of all those practices that have abused the natural nature of the Gospel and spread something else instead of proclaiming it in its truth. 
Question 28
>> DAVID: What was the purpose and significance of the Augsburg Confession for the Lutherans in the 16th century? And do these values remain today, or will you come to this point later on in our conversation? 
>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, David, the Augsburg Confession must be seen as the first confession that the Lutherans have. And, as I've already said previously, it was an attempt still to remain within the Roman Catholic Church and to reform that what was understood as being wrong. 
However, as time progressed, it became ever more clear to the Lutherans that they were now finding themselves in a different camp. They formed, for example, late in the year 1530 and early in 1531, the Small Court League, those rulers of territories and churches that came together and thought that they needed to protect themselves. And they used the Augsburg Confession as their confession, their document, on which their faith rested. And I think for this reason, we consider the Augsburg Confession the queen of the Lutheran Confessions. We can see that the Small Court Articles, the Large and Small Catechism, and so forth, are found later after the Augsburg Confession in the Book of Concord. That might not necessarily go with the chronology of those books because, as you know, the Lutheran Catechisms, both the Small and Large, were written in 1529. But it means the Augsburg Confession wants to serve as the base from which all other confessions later draw from. So when it speaks for the church, it speaks for all of Christianity in Augsburg Confession Article 7, the * una sancta, the communion of saints spread all over the world. It speaks on behalf of their faith. So it wants to be ecumenical, the Augsburg Confession. And it wants to embrace all those who agree with it, even if they do not know exactly what it means to be Lutheran by name itself. They might agree with the Augsburg Confession in theology. 
The Formula of Concord of 1577 calls the Augsburg Confession the symbol of our time. That means they also regarded it as the first prime confession, and they did not intend to interpret anything different than that what the Augsburg Confession said already. 
The Formula of Concord attempted only to bring back union, once again, within the Lutheran camp, for it had become divisive over a number of issues that the Augsburg Confession had already expressed. Take, for example, the issue of original sin. The Formula of Concord Article 1 says that understanding that of the Augsburg Confession Article 2 of original sin still remains standing. But it can explain it a little deeper and further than that what is said, and then comes to the statement that our original sin is understood as a total corruption. So these are examples of how the Augsburg Confession speaks out clearly during the time of The Reformation and is used as the first document and *represtonated in the Formula of Concord by quoting it, but then also explaining it further. 
Of course, the Augsburg Confession has also been interpreted differently by various churches. For example, the Swiss Reformed had not been given any legal status during the time of The Reformation. After 1530, the question was: Where does *Ulrich Zwingli fit it? And it was always understood by those that had opposed the Lutheran Reformation that these who profess the faith of *Ulrich Zwingli and the reformed, would also be incorporated into the Augsburg Confession. Obviously, we know that Article 10 of the Augsburg Confession clearly rejects the interpretations of *Ulrich Zwingli. However, Melanchthon soon realized that by changing certain statements in the Augsburg Confession, such as Article 10 on Holy Communion, which he did in 1540 with the *Confessio Augustana Variata, the varied form, that thereby, the Swiss reformers could take refuge under the Augsburg Confession and be embraced by it as a legitimate movement that then was accepted in 1555. 
This means that already during the 16th century, it was difficult to come down to a conclusive statement, always, about what Augsburg Confession – what edition do we find binding. The interpretations of the Swiss reformists, for example, going with the 1540 edition would have to be considered as an illegitimate approach towards the Augsburg Confession and its claim because we do accept, today, as then in the 16th century, as the Formula of Concord then does, the 1530 edition, the *Confessio Augustana Invariata.
Today, the Augsburg Confession is embraced by many churches also, and we will speak to that later on, as you have already suggested in your question. 

Question 29
>> NICK: The Augsburg Confession has 28 articles. Is there any way one could apply a theological structure or an ordered sequence to them? I see, for example, that the first 17 articles present almost a coherent and systematic theological order. 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: You are certainly correct, Nick, in speaking about a sequence in the articles of the Augsburg Confession, beyond just the two divisions that we have spoken of earlier. The sequence of the Augsburg Confession Articles 1 following is one of describing salvation and how it comes about. 
If you look at the first article on God, you can say: Who is this God who sends his Son, Jesus Christ, into this world? So it gives us a framework of the triune God explaining who he is in Article 1. And then it looks at the world, Article 2, the lost and fallen world that gives reason to why God sends his Son Jesus Christ. We shall look later at that article itself. But the sequence then moves on to Jesus Christ as the one who is sent into this world. It describes his mission. It describes it as the one of justification, that we are justified through the cross and the resurrection of this Jesus Christ. And the means of appropriating that salvation is through faith alone and not any works, Article 4. And then it speaks in Article 5 on how we obtain that *solific faith. It is through the administration of word and sacrament, through the preaching and through baptism and Holy Communion. And then Article 6 speaks about that what results out of that *solific faith, namely, new obedience. And in the following articles, Article 7 and 8, we can say that within the Christian Church, this salvation is nurtured, and it is continually giving to us believers. 
The church is important that it is kept in perspective here, and it needs to ensure that the administration of the sacraments and that proper teaching takes place and, therefore, the Augsburg Confession advances from Article 9 onwards to the sacraments and describes these as a means through which salvation is continually given to us. And then it speaks, in Article 14, about the proper way, how the church should go about instituting the ministry, telling us that when that is in place, the church is guaranteed that the preaching of the gospel will continue, and the sacraments will be guaranteed continually given. For this reason, there is an order within the Lutheran church. It demands that a structure is being put in place so that the ministry of word and sacrament continues. 
And then finally, it looks at the order, that the church is different to that of the kingdom on the left, the civil righteousness or the secular realm. But the church in this world usurps a special place there where salvation, eternal life is given. And also, it concludes in Article 7, as you have already indicated, with the return of Jesus Christ. It means that in the sequence of the Augsburg Confession, we are looking forward, kind of a linear direction, towards the second coming of Jesus Christ, looking at him as the same Christ who died for us on the cross. He will return and redeem us all finally. 
Question 30
>> PAUL: Almost every article rejects positions that are contrary to what is confessed. How important are these antitheses, and are some now outdated? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: You are correct in stating, Paul, that every article in the Augsburg Confession, almost every article, has an antithesis next to its positive statement. Why are we having antitheses? Well, the Nicene Creed already shows us that its version of 325 had already an antitheses stating clearly what it agreed with Arius, that presbyter of Alexandria who claimed a subordinationism for Jesus Christ in the Trinity. The Augsburg Confession also goes back to many heresies of the early church. For example, the *Mohammedans, the *Samosatarians, the *Valentinians, the Arians, of course, all those who deny the triune God. 

Article 2 refers to Pelagius, an Irish monk, who stated that man can cooperate by his own powers with God towards his own salvation. That had to be clearly rejected. Article 3 and 4 do not reject anyone, or at least do not have an explicit antitheses. Some articles such as Article 7 also rejects no one. Article 8, however, has a statement against the Donatists. And on other articles throughout the Augsburg Confession, we find therein that they explicitly reject the Anabaptists, a contemporary movement at the time of the 16th century, that gave Luther and many other theologians a huge task and a huge challenge to address. 
What was the problem with the Anabaptists? The Anabaptists denied the mediation of God's word as the means bringing grace and forgiveness. The Anabaptists also excluded themselves from civil responsibility building their own cities. In many ways, they also shared the sentiments of iconoclasm, those that believed that symbols were not necessary in the church. 

Do these Anabaptists still exist today, and the other heretics that are refuted in the articles of the Augsburg Confession? Well, today we look at a number of heresies as well, the Mormons, the Pentecostals, the Jehovah's Witnesses, the Amish, for example, who like the Anabaptists also deny civil responsibility in this world. The Pentecostals deny the external mediation of God's word, and so also do the Jehovah’s Witnesses deny the equal status of Jesus Christ with God the Father, the *homo ouzious.
You might now ask: Why don't we put these new heresies in our church today or outside of it and challenging us and our theology into the statements of the Augsburg Confession, new antitheses perhaps? Some churches, such as the *Bhata Church of Indonesia has attempted that by explicitly referring in its antitheses to those heresies around its midst in Indonesia. However, most Lutheran churches are reluctant to do that because there has to be a certain consensus upon which they all agree, an ecumenicity that I have spoken of so clearly before. We do not want to add this or that heresy without making clear that we all agree upon it. And so, it is necessary to see that the heresies that are rejected already now in the articles of the Augsburg Confession actually have a *contemporanaity that does speak out clearly to us today and against those heresies that plague us. Although the names like Anabaptism is not found today, but then again, such movements as Pentecostalism and those of the Jehovah’s Witness do resound certain sentiments such as those of Arius or the Anabaptists. In this way, I do not think that the antitheses, upon a second look, are outdated. 
Question 31
>> JOSHUA: Lutherans have made the doctrine of justification the decisive concept and criterion for evaluation of faith and practice. How with the Augsburg Confession respond to that? Is there a key to unlocking the message of the Augsburg Confession. 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Joshua, the doctrine of justification by Jesus Christ through faith is probably the most important article in The Book of Concord. I mean, it is the most important article, and I would like to say that it is the backbone or the integrating principle of our theology. 
That means that whenever we look at each individual article in The Book of Concord, and here in our Augsburg Confession, we see a thin thread or a red line going through all of that. And I would say that this clearly the doctrine of justification. When we look, for example, at God in Article 1, we have to say this is a God who has the purpose of saving us by instilling in us that *solific faith that receives forgiveness of sins. 
We then look at our negative state, namely, that of natural man in Article 2. We then go to Article 3 and speak about Jesus Christ. Jesus Christ is the person whose work on the cross, His resurrection, His death and His suffering serves as the basis for our justification today. Some call it objective justification. Article 4 makes a clear account of that by saying that we are saved *propter Christum, that means from Latin, because of Jesus Christ. We rely on his work so that we don't make faith or any other things, those things that are earning our salvation, we have to detract nothing from the merits of Jesus Christ. 
The doctrine of justification forms part of our ministry. In order for us to obtain that faith, that *solific faith, God installed and gave the church the ministry, that of preaching the word and the sacraments so that this faith may be given to us. Article 6 speaks about our new obedience. That means that we must keep a clear distinction between that what we believe and that what saves us and the new obedience that flows out of it and the good works that we have to do. 

Article 7 and Article 8 define church as an article of faith. That means we are all believers who make out this church. And then when it comes to the sacraments, we understand clearly baptism as a visible affirmation of the doctrine of justification. That means the sacrament of baptism brings to us Christ's righteousness. It is the visible enactment of our justification. And Holy Communion is no different. It gives to us that forgiveness which we receive through faith. 

For example also, the article on civil righteousness. It’s very crucial that we understand that we have a role to play in this world. That we must see to it that we fulfill all our duties. Our vocation calls us to do so. So the Augsburg Confession does understand a kind of a righteousness that is promoted in the kingdom on the left. But at the same time, the doctrine of justification reminds us of the righteousness given to us within the church through the preaching activity and through administration of the sacrament. That righteousness is different to that to the kingdom on the left.
And so we can progress through the entire articles of the Augsburg Confession, and we'll see therein this thin thread, this red line, that reminds us that the doctrine of justification is really an integrating principle. 
We may not forget that fact. When the ecumenical discussions on the doctrine of justification ensued, and in the year 2000, the Augsburg Confession was jointly signed by Lutherans and Roman Catholic representatives, I think they forgot the very fact that the doctrine of justification may not be isolated as a single individual article apart from all others. One still has to ask the Roman Catholic Church why it maintains the status of the pope, or for example, why it continues to have indulgences and pilgrimages that detract, in a way, from the doctrine of justification.
Luther showed us in 1523 and 1526 when he addressed the Mass and the liturgy of the church, and therein he made clear that everything that goes against the doctrine of justification should be taken out. And so we can see that the doctrine of justification permeates also the church life itself, those traditions and practices that we do. These practices and traditions are measured against the doctrine of justification, and they hold water if they do not go against the ideal of not being saved through works but through faith. 
Now, what exactly does the doctrine of justification say? The two articles that we must look at in order to clarify this question would be Article 3 on Jesus Christ and Article 4 on our justification through faith. The Article 3 on Jesus Christ speaks in the words almost of the Apostles' Creed as to what Jesus Christ did. And then it goes on in Article 4 to say that this Jesus Christ, what he did, is a satisfaction. Now, that is a very important word, the idea of satisfaction, because it relates the ministry of Jesus Christ to the demands of God himself. God demanded obedience of the law from us human beings. We did not fulfill that demand. God thus demands it from Jesus Christ himself that through his ministry, he obeyed everything that is demanded by God and fulfilled the will of God. Jesus also passively suffered and endured the wrath of God that extended over all us humans, thereby taking on the substitutionary position between us as humans and God Himself. That satisfaction that Jesus performed on our behalf is an important element to understand our doctrine of justification. It serves as the basis or the backbone, as I have already said. 
But 2000 years ago are enacted today for every believer. That means Article 4 is closely connected to Article 3. We are saved on account of Christ, today as well. That means that the doctrine of justification draws attention to our state today and then delivers to us that righteousness of Christ. 
Let us go through the Article 4 a little closer. I will try to read a few statements here in this article and then comment on them as I go along. First of all, the understanding here is that we are justified before God, not by our own powers, merits, or works. That means we are rejecting all understanding that tries to bring in, as the Roman Catholics did at that time, that we are saved for our own merits. That clearly these are the merits of Jesus Christ that we are saved by. And so, justification is a gift. It says here that we are saved by the grace of God, *sola gratia, as we know it on account of Jesus Christ. And the medium that receives that righteousness of Christ is faith itself. Faith can often be misinterpreted as a work. But in this sense here, faith is a gift that is given to us. We receive it, and thereupon, it serves as the means to be given that forgiveness of sins. You see, Article 4 refers to justification as the forgiveness of sins. It is identified with the very moment where God comes to us and declares us righteous. It speaks here in the article that we are imputed righteous. That means that God comes to us by way of a verbal proclamation and declares us righteous. 
Perhaps an example could be made by using the imagery of a tribunal. That is, that we as unbelievers stand before God himself in the tribunal, and we point to Jesus Christ and say, *propter Christum, on account of Jesus Christ. That is now why I am declared free. And God looks at Jesus Christ, and then He looks at us, and us having our faith in Him, will declare us righteous. We make a great point of this forensic declaration. We try to understand it as a momentous point. We do not believe, as the Roman Catholics at that time, that justification is a process. No. It occurs when God declares us righteous through the word. This means that all the subsequent events, such as those of good works, the fruits of faith, as Article 6 addresses them, do not belong to the doctrine of justification. The fruits of faith are a consequence of justification. The Roman Catholics had an understanding that faith becomes active through love, *fides caritata formata. That means a faith having been formed by love. We consider that a result of justification, in fact, a result of that declaration of being imputed righteous in front of God and by God. 
This distinction is very crucial, I believe, because as soon as we take our eyes off God and Jesus Christ for being reliant on him for our justification and start focusing internally on ourselves, seeing whether we actually have this love before we can be considered righteous, already is attracting our attention from God himself. It's a very crucial point that we should make continuously. 
The doctrine of justification, as we have just enunciated here, remains pertinent today as well. It is impossible to consider the dialogue between the churches today that it has erased the forensic and imputed character of justification. In fact, there are some attempts today to speak of a *theosis, that we understand justification as a giving of Jesus Christ apart from this forensic declarative statement that God makes. Yes, there is an indwelling of Jesus Christ in us. But that is also a consequence of having been forgiven and declared righteous first. Although we don't believe in a sequence, there is a sequence of logic that we have to maintain when we speak of the doctrine of justification. That sequence is given to us by the articles themselves. Go first to Article 3 where it talks about the objective effect of our justification, namely the work of Jesus Christ, his satisfaction of God's wrath. We then proceed to Article 4. There it speaks of how we today are made righteous by apprehending that forgiveness of sins for our salvation. And then we go to Article 6. There it speaks of this new obedience of the good works. That is kind of a sequence that we should maintain. Although this all occurs at the same time, logically speaking also. We cannot stand in front of God, been declared righteous, and at the same time harbor sinful sentiments. 
However, there is one important statement that we still have to integrate here when we speak about Article 4. And that is that the Lutherans have always understood that we are both sinner and saint at the same time. What do we mean by this? Well, one important insight that the reformers had is that we can never earn our salvation. It has to be given to us. However, at the same time, we can lose it. That means that if we look at ourselves and at that concupiscent character that we have, that evil inclination that still consistently adheres to us and is with us, we still have that tendency to sin, that proclivity to it. It means when we are declared righteous, we do not lose that proclivity. We are not outside the realms of sin, but throughout our entire life, we have to show fourth that repentance of which Article 12 of the Augsburg Confession speaks of. 
So looking at God and his declaration, we must consider ourselves 100 percent righteous. At the same time, looking at ourselves, we also see that we are continuously sinning against God. These are two realities throughout our entire life. We have the comfort of God's forgiveness. At the same time, we do not have a total assurance that we will not fall again away from that salvation. But our Christianhood is marked by the external mediation of God's word, those that give to us that forgiveness and that righteousness. And our belief that they are the signs of our salvation and of our comfort. And to find the comfort, we need to go continuously to the word as it is being proclaimed to us and hear from them the forgiveness of our sins. 
Another important point I believe needs to be made when we refer to the nature of faith. Article 20 on faith and good works relates to that question. Faith is understood as trust. We have spoken in Article 2, the negative aspect of our human being; namely, that we are without fear and trust in God. This fear and trust in God really marks faith. It means faith is more than just merely a historic wisdom about who Jesus Christ is. Admittedly so, many people in this world today do know about Jesus Christ, but faith itself is more than that. It is also more than just merely an ascent to something that is being said to them. It is a trust, a total giving in to the hands of God saying that what you are giving me is something that I need. It is a trust that children show forth when it comes to trusting their parents and their father. That does not mean that we have to have a certain knowledge also of who God is. The confessions base themselves on a faith that is also willing to confess and understand and to stand for the proper understanding of scripture and its statements. 
So it is a huge component that is embraced by the concept of faith. But ultimately, it has to come down to the concept of it being a trust that apprehends the forgiveness of our sins unconditionally without infusing in it any thought of our own merits, but giving itself totally into the hands of God. 
Question 32
>> DAVID: Our human condition in Article 2 is defined so negatively. Today, people would hardly want to associate themselves with such descriptions. The concept of sin, especially the idea that we inherited depravity, is difficult to comprehend. How may I effectively teach this to my congregation? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Yes, David. You are referring here to an insight that The Reformation has brought once more to the fore that perhaps had been said only before by the great theologian of the church, Augustine. And in picking this up, this sort of total depravity, of being propagated to sin, means that we Christians have to understand that we come from a state of total depravity that needed someone like Jesus Christ to save us from it. 
In fact speaking so negatively about humankind and its state before it actually was reborn through baptism means that we are glorifying Jesus Christ and His merits on the cross. I think being so negative in Article 2 makes Article 3 on Jesus Christ and Article 4 on justification even larger and glorifies it. 
What does this Article 2 exactly say? It speaks in the text that since the fall of Adam, we are propagated according to nature; namely, we are propagated, that is, born to sin. And this propagation has befallen all of humankind. There is no exception. How exactly that comes about is something we do not know. The reformers, and we as theologians, always discuss this origination of sin. Could it come about like the soul came about? But that, too, is always under discussion. But what we do know is that as soon as we are conceived, as Psalm 51 verse 5 says, or Romans 3 verse 23, that namely, since birth, we are sinful. That is really something that the church as such before The Reformation had lost. 
That total depravity, being propagated from birth on as sinful, really flies in the face of today's society thinking that we need to define sin only as a form of transgression, something that we do. Here, however, the reformers wanted to go further than that. They wanted to say even before you have actually done something, you must consider yourself already as sinful. That plays itself out, for example, in the practice of confession. It is not necessary always to enumerate your sins. All you have to say, and that is quite sufficient that you say, you are totally deprived, a sinner before God. So it means, for example, a little child born without having done something is already considered sinful. Or a human being that sleeps, also, without even having done something is considered sinful as well. 
This sin is defined further on in our article as something that is without fear of God, without any trust in him. That means we are without faith in God and without love. These are the two things that describe our positive relationship with God. We should love and fear God. You might recall in the Small and Large Catechism that Luther to every commandment repeats himself by saying, we should love and fear God above all things. Because if we do that, we shall accomplish all other things and even all other commandments because love and fear are those things that are necessary to have a restored relationship between God and us. 
What do we lose, also, through original sin? I think we lose that state of integrity. That is, that state of being justified, of having that righteousness which is given to us. And so what we have to say here is that that can only be restored, once again, through receiving Jesus Christ and his righteousness through faith. That is often done in baptism and that is why the article clearly affirms that only through baptism and the Holy Spirit shall we be restored into that relationship with God. 
The article also speaks about us being concupiscent. Now, that is a word probably no one else knows unless he studies theology. Concupiscent means that we have this evil desire to sin. It is constantly in us. Now, do we lose that at baptism? No, we do not lose concupiscence at baptism. What is removed at baptism is the guilt, the curse; namely, that God will no longer punish us for being sinful. But that concupiscence, that evil desire, that inclination toward sin will remain with us human beings as long as we are in this world. And for this reason Luther stood up already in 1517 saying in Thesis 1 of the 95 Thesis that our continual life must have every day repentance and faith. For we are sinners, that is true, he said, and we must understand ourselves every day as sinners that have to go through repentance. 
The Article 2 is very important, and it is also picked up again in Article 18 where it speaks of the free will because the question then arises how much free will does natural man have. And the article here and Article 2, as well, speaks clearly that we do not have a free will in furthering our own state of righteousness before God. We are totally reliant on Jesus Christ and His righteousness; His merits are those that we have to look at. So do we have a free will? No, we do not have a free will when it comes to such spiritual things. 
There's a theologian in the third and fourth century called Pelagius, a British monk. He was strongly opposed by Augustine. Augustine also, as the Lutheran Confessions, claim that there is a total depravity in man that cannot further his own salvation. In fact, you cannot cooperate with God towards your own salvation. There's one Latin word that Augustine used, or one phrase, that the man is *non possa non pecare. That means it is not possible not to sin. 
Pelagius believed differently. He said *possa no pecare which means for man it is possible not to sin. Thereby, Pelagius had to be rejected because in stating a cooperation between God and man, and granting man that ability to work towards his own salvation, again, is going against the cross and the merits of Jesus Christ. So Pelagius is mentioned explicitly in both Article 2 and Article 18 of the Augsburg Confession. It wants to make clear that thereby it speaks again as it was spoken in the early church, and that the 16th century stands no way behind the early church. 
We then move on to Article 19. There, too, something is said about our sinful being. It is asking there: What causes, actually, the sin? Could we hold God responsible for it? Clearly, no. God is there to preserve creation and to create. So he is not the one who wants sin to occur in this world.
Well, who is, then, responsible? Clearly, we ourselves. And that brings us back to Article 2 again because it then says, that we have this evil inclination. And you might recall that that is said concupiscence. 
So what again, in summary, is the purpose of these articles on our sinful being? Let me reiterate here that it clearly must be seen that it wants to praise Jesus Christ and glorify Him alone. Let us take the vantage point from the cross and move on, then, to our state. I think then it will be much clearer why this article has been so radical in its statements about our human condition before rebirth through baptism. 

Question 33
>> DAVID: Okay. I'm following what you're saying. How then are we delivered from such a situation? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, David, Article 2 speaks clearly about the solution to this entire problem that we had just discussed in the previous question. It says there, clearly, that those who are not born again through baptism and the Holy Spirit will not be saved. Now, what do we mean by this? I think we need to backtrack a little further to see that when we speak about baptism, we also imply, very clearly, that baptism brings nothing else than that what Jesus Christ has achieved in his ministry. That means that there is a work having been completed 2000 years ago, our justification, our forgiveness, and that baptism serves as the means to bring to us those benefits, the gift of salvation that we need to recover from our negative state, namely, our constant proclivity to sin and of going against God. 
I understand baptism, therefore, as a visible means of enacting that what occurred 2000 years ago. It is the visible means of justifying us. So baptism is the sacrament through which we are drowning our old man, our Adam, and thereby resurrecting this new and righteous person. We can say that that reflects the theology of Romans 6. We as the Lutheran Church always believed strongly that this baptism is used as the marking point and starting point of our Christian being. It means the Holy Spirit is working together with baptism and delivers us the gift through it. 
The Holy Spirit does not work apart from baptism. Many want to part from baptism and say, well, perhaps there is another occasion in our life where we could pin our salvation. But to Lutherans, that visible act through baptism of drowning the old Adam and resurrecting a new person with Jesus Christ, that is nothing but our salvation, and we always need to return back to it. 
So baptism becomes a symbol of our faith, the symbol of our comfort for having not done something that we ourselves cannot achieve. 
The Roman Catholics say much the same as I have said now. But we also do say very clearly that baptism remains an element throughout our entire life. You might recall the fourth question in the Small Catechism that Luther answers on what does baptism signify. And he said it signifies the drowning of our old Adam, and that it resurrects our new man. This drowning and resurrection is an enactment of baptism by way of repentance that we show contrition and that we believe again. So our salvation from our evil inclination, from the curse of God extended over all humanity, that forgiveness continuously is given to us when we remind ourselves what happened at baptism and return back to it, to that boat, that safe haven through repentance. But baptism does not lose its significance. It is precisely through repentance made that very act again continuously in our life. 
You may recall, David, that Article 2 also speaks of us being propagated as sinful beings according to our nature. It means propagation refers to our infant being. Small children are considered sinful as well. How do we overcome that? Well, our fathers of the Augsburg confession have clearly recognized that they must thereby also affirm infant baptism. It is God's command extended to all nations that include children as well. They, too, have this trust in God, although we do not hear their faith clearly enunciated and spoken. For this reason, Article 9 on baptism clearly affirms that it is necessary, because God demands it, that we baptize infants as well because they, too, are in need of that gift of salvation to remove them from the curse of God.
Question 34
>> DAVID: Thanks. That was really helpful. Now I would like to ask how articles 4, 5, and 6 are related. 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: The Articles 4, 5, and 6, David, are very closely connected when it comes to speaking about faith, how we obtain it, and how it needs to express itself. 
First, in Article 4, we are hearing that this faith has been given to us graciously through the grace by Christ, and that we apprehend forgiveness of sins only through faith and not any works. What does this mean without any works are merits on our part because it sounds that we are excluding from our Christian life good works? That, however, is not the case when we look at Article 6 because it clearly says that our faith must bring forth good fruits, that we are to express this faith in this world. And if we take Article 16 on civil obedience, you will notice there that we ought to perform our good works in our vocation, in the civil realm. We need to express our love. 
The problem is, just how should we define the necessity of doing good works. And I've mentioned here already one word, namely that they are necessary. This is what Article 6 says clearly. We must do good works because they are agreeing with God’s indelible will, or immutable will, we could say. They are never changing. God wants it to be done today and tomorrow, as long as this world exists. There is one idea, however, that we should not infuse in this article. And that is the concept of coercion. We cannot coerce from anyone good works. These are flowing out of faith and, therefore, out of the Gospel. So if you want to motivate someone to do something, we should always preach the Gospel and understand that it is faith that motivates us to do good works. 
The connection between faith and obedience is one of very great importance. And the distinction is crucial. We highlight faith under the doctrine of justification, whereas when we speak of good works, we speak of our sanctification. These are two important distinctions. And also we must understand that Martin Luther here serves as a precedent case of saying that faith is always alive. It is never dead. It brings forth such good fruits on its own, willingly. However, in Article 6 we hear the term it ought to be given, this good fruit from our faith. It needs to flow out of it. So the term necessity, you could say, is perhaps something more than what Luther said. But our Formula of Concord has clearly stated that the idea of necessity is an agreement with that what God himself demands in the Ten Commandments and elsewhere. He wants it to be done. It is his immutable will, and in agreement with that, we may come down to the concept of it always being demanded from us, this good fruit, these good works. But never may we say they are coerced from us. 
Question 35
>> NICK: How does faith, as described in Articles 4 and 5, shape our understanding of the church?

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Nick, the Articles 7 and 8 refer to how we should understand the Christian church. The Lutherans have always made a clear point that they want to understand the church as being an entity of faith. That is, they define it as a communion of saints, of those who believe, people are meant thereby. Add the reformers, thereby, go and take a route that is contradicting itself with the Roman Catholic position, who have always believed that there is a certain hierarchy that represents the church; a hierarchy meaning, thereby, the papacy and also the bishops and priests, all those who belong to the consecrated order of that church. 
So the Lutherans and Melanchthon, here, take a different route defining the church as something that is invisible, only seen by God himself. They declare the assembly of saints as being a church, the *una sancta ecclesia, the one holy church. We will not be able to see it. God himself can only do this. It is a radical statement, and was picking up those already John *Horsehead said or John *Whitcliff. The reformers, thereby, tackled the understanding of the Roman Catholic Church in a very radical form. 
However, it is important, here, that we also add the second part of the sentence that says: a communion of saints in which the word, the gospel, is purely preached and the sacraments are rightly administered. That means that we do not want to understand this church as being a platonic entity that kind of floats around not knowing exactly where it belongs. No. We have here, in this relative clause, where the word is purely preached and the sacraments are rightly administered, attention drawn to where we will actually find the church itself. 
A most vivid expression of that gathering would then be on a Sunday morning where people are gathered around the word as it is proclaimed and administered. So we never really understand the church as an entity that is not defined. It is actually found there where the preaching of the sacraments -- the preaching of God’s word and administration of the sacraments occur. 
The article goes on a little bit then of saying what unity is all about. It says it is enough to agree on the gospel and the sacraments, and one does not have to bring in their traditions and various ceremonies. It is good enough to agree on the gospel and the sacraments, rather than to go in all these various practices that these churches have. It is therefore legitimate to disagree on ceremonies. However, one has to see the context of the 16th century. We can see there, that the reformers, Luther and Melanchthon, had already by the year 1528 engaged in visitations of congregations. They instructed other pastors to do the same, to visit their congregations to see that they're doing their job. That came from Elector John himself, that order, who functioned as a prime Christian in the church and assumed as ruler the role of organizing such visitations.
So we can say, though, that ceremonies may differ amongst congregations, that these visitations wanted to bring across the point that Lutherans should not always disagree, but should come together also amongst such ceremonies and traditions and, perhaps, find a conformity beyond those of word and sacrament. But it is correct to say that ultimately, the union, the consensus on the doctrine of justification and the gospel and a consensus around the sacraments, these are the two crucial points on which unity is based. 
Is it, therefore then, legitimate to speak of various denominations? How did they come about? Admittedly, as we have just said, they believe in the *una sancta ecclesia, in the one Christian holy church. How do we then come to denominations? Is that a reality that goes against this article? I do think that this article already tells us that we are obliged to preach the gospel purely and to administer the sacraments rightly. These are adverbs that we must take seriously. Therefore, we are obliged to such preaching that does not go contrary to the gospel and to understand the sacraments in such a way that does not go contrary to that what is being said in the Augsburg Confession and the lighter confessions as well. Thereby, often, denominations will arise. The Evangelical Lutheran Church claims to be the one that expresses this article in its most pristine form, wanting intentionally to oblige to that what is said of purely preaching the gospel and rightly administering the sacraments. We cannot deny our obligation to do this. It lies really in article 7. 
Article 8 is a very important article because it draws our attention to the reality of this church, the church militant. While we have defined the church as an assembly of saints, as those who believe, we have to say that while we are still in this world, there will be amongst us also evil people and hypocrites gathered around word and sacrament. We will never be able to identify true believers and discerned those from false believers. So the reality is, while we still live in this world, that the church is still a body of believers and evil people together at the same time. 
Now it can occur, this article says, that the word will be preached and the sacraments will be administered by evil individuals, by pastors who do not believe. Are God's word and the sacraments thereby declared ineffective, as the Donatists at the time of the fourth century already claimed? We clearly say with the words of this article that the word that is being preached and the sacraments that are being administered clearly are not contingent on the holiness of the people who are administering them. It is crucial that we draw all attention to the word itself as being the only efficacious means and not to be deterred by any status of that individual who administers it. 
Articles 7 and 8 are thus very important in defining the church and the understanding of why we today are preaching God's word and administering the sacraments. We cannot draw away from the fact that there is a reality in this world. We have to accept that we will not be a pure church, that there will always be factions and fights all over. But as long as the church militant exists, we have an obligation to commit ourselves to the proper proclamation and to the right administration of the sacraments. 
At the same time, we should always dialogue with other church bodies and try to bring about a consensus so that unity can be expressed visibly also beyond just being particular churches. The international Lutheran Council is a movement that tries to promote such unity of dialogue, not compromising the gospel, but at the same time, also trying to express a visible unity that is able to transgress also geographical boundaries. 

Question 36
>> JOSHUA: Why do the sacraments play such a prominent role in the Augsburg Confession? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Joshua, here our attention is drawn to Articles 9 through 13. We are told that the sacraments in Article 13 are the means to awaken and strengthen faith in those who hear the Gospel. This means that the sacraments are those efficacious means that bring the salvation to those who believe. We can see that in Article 9 on baptism, therefore, it is described as necessary. Our fathers, in the Augsburg Confession, do not yet draw the distinction between whether it is an ordained necessary or absolutely necessary. We want to stay firm on the position that the sacrament of baptism is required because the Lord commanded it. And as long as that is the case, we are also commanded to baptize everyone, including infants, as the article expressly states. 
We then proceed to Article 10 concerning the Lord's Supper. Melanchthon writes here that Christ's body and blood are truly present in the Lord's Supper and distributed to those who eat the Lord's Supper. Thereby Melanchthon takes the position of real presence; namely, that Christ's body and blood are truly president at Holy Communion. We may miss, perhaps, the formula that Luther uses in the Small Catechism of saying that Christ’s body and blood is present in an under bread and wine; namely, with the elements distributed to those who eat them and drank it. 
elanchthon has always said, to a certain degree, that there is a latitude in Holy. Communion. That means that he is willing to confine himself to the right of Holy Communion, to the liturgical right. That means as long as there are people gathered around the altar that there the presence of Christ is to be located. Luther went a little further by saying, Christ's body and blood is truly present in and with and under those elements. I do think, however, that Melanchthon is trying not to detract our attention away from a local presence in Holy Communion. That is, a bodily presence of Christ's body and blood. 
The Article 10 is talking against the backdrop of two false positions. On the one side, we have the Zwinglian position. We may recall the *Marburg Articles, especially Article 15 where both Luther and Zwingli disagreed on the presence of Christ. Zwingli said that he cannot agree with Luther's understanding that Christ's body and blood is truly present. He believed that there is a locality to be appended to Jesus' body. That means sitting at the right hand of God would mean that Christ's body is present there and in no other place. Whereas, Luther was quite willing to say, if the word says this is my body, then it must also be said that Christ is bodily present, his human presence is also there at Holy Communion. 
Melanchthon and Luther agreed on this, I believe, against the Zwinglian position that the Holy Communion is only a memorial act. In the *Fideratio, Zwingli says this, that the Holy Spirit needs no vehicle. He does not have to come to us via something as the word. That would inhibit the sovereignty of God and His grace. So Melanchthon really understood the Holy Communion contrary to Zwingli's position, taking that the Holy Communion is the actual means of delivering God's grace. Zwingli would say that that is not necessary. 
Zwingli uses the example of the wedding band. That means that a husband will leave the wedding band behind for his wife to serve her as a reminder of their marriage. So, also, Zwingli would say that Jesus Christ left his church with the sacraments to serve as a reminder, but not as a vehicle to bring the grace, but rather to affirm and to confirm that grace that has been given to us. So in effect, Zwingli is taking a position almost like the Anabaptists. And he, too, must be termed as an enthusiast denying the visible means as those that bring the grace and the forgiveness to us. 
Another position against which our article speaks, implicitly I must say, is that of the Roman Catholic understanding of transubstantiation. What do we mean by transubstantiation? That is a philosophical term and really goes back to the *Aristotelian distinction between substance and accidents. What the Roman Catholics have always believed is that the bread and wine transforms into Christ's body and blood. That means what remains behind is bread and wine, but only in accidents. That means that we really have the substance of Christ’s body and body, and no longer like Luther would say, together with or in with and under so that Luther would not really agree with the transubstantiation. It was a philosophical term that he rejected. So also did Luther reject the understanding of consubstantiation meaning thereby, when the word comes together with the elements that thereby, a third thing would arise out of it. But rather, we have to accept, as Melanchthon says in Article 10, we have four things really present: the bread and the wine, and we also have Christ's body and blood. How such sacramental union occurs explicitly, or how it should be explained, is something that we cannot do. It is really a mystery, but we are bound to God's word, as Luther would say, according to the institution of Jesus Christ when he says this is my body and this is my blood, we should take that seriously and as a word that is binding ourselves to the concept of Christ's bodily presence in Holy Communion. 
We then move on to a number of articles that relate to confession and repentance. That is Article 11 and Article 12. I've spoken already about 11 on the confession because previously I have said that the enumeration of sins is not necessary. Rather that confession is to be kept and maintained in the church as a proper means of relating oneself to the law, and that one is a sinful person and always in need of forgiveness, making confession, private confession, still a necessary component in the life of the church. 
Article 12 speaks on repentance. Here, the reformers, Melanchthon, draws a distinction between two components in the doctrine of repentance. It means he wants to say on the one side, repentance requires contrition, true contrition. In fact, Luther says at one time in the *(inaudible) Articles, contrition is a passive recognition of one's sins laid about through the preaching of the law and brought about by the Holy Spirit. The other component in repentance would be that of faith, again, that, too, would be brought to us by the Holy Spirit. 
The problem with the Roman Catholic understanding of penance is that it demanded from each believer three components. The first was that one would confess one's sin and would enumerate all those that plagued one. And only upon that enumeration would one then be pardoned by the priest. However, such pardon, such forgiveness would be spoken to the individual on the condition that satisfaction would be made. So the third component, really, is one that bothered the reformers the most. Because satisfaction, doing that, really detracts, again, from the person of Jesus Christ and the merits that He achieved on the cross. So, really, the doctrine of pregnancy, as the Lutherans speak of, wants to highlight one very important fact: That in this life, perfection cannot be obtained. It is demanded of us that we repent every day. That highlights the significance of baptism in and our life, as I have already said before. We should repent and come to faith every day of our life because there is nothing like cheap grace, and there is also no concept of us being perfect throughout our entire life but rather, because of our proclivity to sin, we'll be drawn back into sinfulness. And for this reason, the doctrine of penance is absolutely crucial for the life of the church. 
How many sacraments do we have, we may ask, after we have looked at all these various four; baptism, Holy Communion, confession, and the doctrine of penance. Well, the Roman Catholics had seven sacraments altogether. And the Augsburg confession does not yet come down to explicitly naming how many sacraments we do have. However, I believe that coming back to the Augsburg Confession from the theology of the orthodoxy, and later on also what is being said in the Apology Article 13, that we could single out baptism and Holy Communion of being really the true sacraments of the church. Because there are three criteria that we may apply. The one is that it must be instituted by Christ. The other must be that it must have the promise of grace and forgiveness. And the third component is that it must have an element. These three components are absolutely crucial, and once we look at the various sacraments of the church, we can see that only two really qualify for our definition or what is a sacrament. However, I want to make a point here that absolution, pronouncing the forgiveness of sins at the joint confession in church, is also a means of grace of delivering that forgiveness to those who are gathered there and who believe in the Gospel as the true delivering -- as the true means of delivering that forgiveness. 
So for the sake of being precise here, and of any notions of drawing into the definition of what a sacrament is, other means of grace, we would want to say that we want to confine ourselves to both baptism and Holy Communion, but see also, at the same time, the gifts and benefits that we gain from the doctrine of absolution and its practice in the church. 

Question 37
>> NICK: I have noticed in most LCMS congregations that members don't confess their sins privately as Lutherans once did in the 16th century. In fact, my father speaks of every member having to visit privately with the pastor prior to Communion when he was growing up. Melanchthon insists that we should maintain private confession. Is there any way we can introduce private confession and absolution again? If what I am saying is impractical, particularly in view of our frequency of the celebration of the Eucharist, how might I as a pastor help my parishioners value more highly corporate confession and absolution when it occurs in the liturgy of worship? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Nick, here you see a certain disparity between today's Lutheran Church and its context to that of the 16th century and of that of your father himself. I think what is necessary to be said here is that we all treasure confession and absolution because that is understood as a place where we treasure very highly the forgiveness of God being bestowed to us. The keys are in practice there. We confess our sins, and we are given that forgiveness. We are declared righteous before God. 
This is particularly important when one looks at the church of the 16th century. There was a custom, at that time, that did not play out in its full capacity the understanding of the keys; namely, that forgiveness that needs to be bestowed to people. There were many practices that drew attention to the satisfaction, rather than the forgiveness. That satisfaction needs to be done for one’s sins, and thereupon only receive that forgiveness. It detracted away from Christ and the words of absolution Himself that gives us that unconditional forgiveness.

Private confession played a very important role at the time of the church then. As I have said just now, there were so many abuses that the reformers changed a number of things there. They believed that the enumeration was not necessary as much as the Roman Catholic believed it was. Also, the idea of satisfaction was not needed because Christ had already done everything. But, at the same time, private confession and absolution was something that had to be retained, they say, in Article 11 of the Augsburg Confession. Why? Because it brought to full clarity the state of your condition before God. Speaking to the pastor and being reminded whether we have done everything that we should have done will tell us that we are sinful, and that we there have the means to receive forgiveness, namely, that of absolution of our sins. 
Now why was private confession and absolution connected to Holy Communion? I think it was very important that, while one receives absolution through the words of the pastor, it was also understood that such forgiveness can also be given through Holy Communion. Yes. That our faith relied very much on that visible forgiveness; namely, that that is given in our mouths and spoken to us, take and eat for the forgiveness of your sins. 
So it does not detract anything from the fact that absolution itself is also understood as a means of grace. But it highlights, also, that we, today, always seek something visible. And Holy Communion underscores that forgiveness. 
So at the time of your father and also at the time of the settlers into the United States of America, the first Missourians, we should say, such as *Walthar, we know that private confession was still very important. In fact, it was seen as a condition that was necessary before one entered into Holy Communion. Thereby, the practice brought forth this connection between both confession and absolution and Holy Communion. It is necessary to understand that at the time when this practice of private confession was maintained, that one believed that one comes to the pastor and speaks of all those things that concern you. And the pastor himself would also speak to you about things that he was concerned about you. And upon that, he would also give his blessings so that you attend Holy Communion. It is very important that this private confession has played such a good role in the life of the church. And you ask the question whether it has lost its significance. Sadly, it has. Whether one could revive it again, I don't know. But at least, we could do this. I think we should clearly tell all members that they, once aging, have to go back to Article 2 of the Augsburg Confession and understand themselves as those who still have that concupiscence, that evil inclination, and that sin is still part of their life. And we as pastors should remind them of the positive things the church does through word and sacrament, that private confession helps us to understand, again, this depravity that we have, this evil inclination, but then also remind them that we have this absolution. Yes, this corporate absolution spoken at the first words of the service. And then we have also Holy Communion where such forgiveness is being given.
Yes. Private confession has lost its place in many ways. Whether we can revive it, I do not know, but I surely hope we can. But at least we have this corporate confession that if we come together and confess our sins, that we all will go together also to Holy Communion to receive that visible affirmation of our forgiveness. 

Question 38
>> JOSHUA: Why must a pastor be regularly called? In other words, who, according to the Augsburg Confession, ought to preach and administer the sacraments? And why does the Augsburg Confession take the stance it does? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Here, Joshua, we need to look at three articles, I believe. The first article would be Article 5 because there it speaks of the fact that God instituted the ministry. Then Article 5 talks a lot about the word and sacrament as being the instrument of the Holy Spirit through which he gives faith when and where it pleases God. However, that article begins, really, with that of the ministry being instituted into the church. 
Article 14 then talks about how one should go about putting an individual into that office. And finally, Article 28 speaks about what duties are required of that person who finds himself in that office. 
Now, why does the church call and ordain someone? Well, it goes back again to Article 5 because it says that God instituted that ministry. I think that Article 5 already speaks of a specific ministry here that is given to the church, a ministry that stands apart from that of all believers. We as Lutherans believe that it is thereby a necessity given to the church that it must ordain and call individuals into that office. 
It is not relieved of that duty as long as it exists in this world. And so we take great effort of placing individuals into that office as Article 14 says. Is says there, “Nobody shall be called to that office and allowed to administer the sacrament without being properly called.” The Latin word there means *retivo cartis, having been called properly. 
What does properly called mean? I think it embraces a number of events. While we don't necessarily have in scripture clearly defined how long we have to educate someone, it is important, nonetheless, to understand our Lutheran doctrine, the Lutheran Confessions especially, and the complexity of our faith, that we all have an education that is willing and able to understand everything and wants to teach that what's being said there. So we have always placed a great demand and claim for proper education. How long it should be? We cannot define that necessarily to a specific number of years, but it certainly is a necessary component of a proper call. 
What do we need then also? We also need a church, a church that is willing to isolate individuals and place them into their office. Such procedure is usually taken by the call that the congregation extends to an individual. Here we have to be mindful that such a corrugation does it on behalf of the church, and not as a single congregation doing whatever it pleases. It has a responsibility to the Church of Christ that those individuals being called to itself and into the office that this is done properly. And part of that proper call is an affirmation, a public attestation, that goes through to ordination. Such event will occur on a Sunday when the hands are laid on the individual to rectify that call that has been extended to that individual. 
So the *retavocartis embraces a number of events. It does not finish just merely with the call extended to an individual, but it closes also with a proper ordination, something that occurs visibly and is an attestation, publicly, that this now has completed the process of putting someone into the office. 
We then have Article 28, and I've spoken to that also previously. Article 28 refers, really, to what the pastor should be doing. And I believe that he must concentrate, as the article clearly says, on preaching the gospel, administering the sacraments, applying the keys of forgiveness, and withholding the sins of those who are not contrite. These are the main duties of a pastor. He should not be deterred from them by other things that he wants to do. He should not assume a political office. 
And so in summary then, we have three articles here, Article 5 which speaks that the office is instituted by God. We then have Article 14 that speaks of how one should properly put a person in office, and then Article 28 speaking of what duties one should assume once one is in that office. 
A final reminder must also be the fact that the concept of ordination speaks out against that of the Roman Catholic church. Admittedly, the Roman Catholic Church practiced a consecration that understood that it was delivering to that individual, at the time of his ordination, an indelible character, something that bestowed to the individual a dignity, a stamp that distinguished and discerned him from all other believers. Such a concept of consecration ordination is not that of the Lutheran Confessions and that of the Augsburg Confession. However, we have to say that the rite of ordination is an important component of Augsburg Confession 14 so that it is singling out an individual from the midst of all the believers and putting him in a very distinguished position; namely, that of preaching God's word so that the congregation has a guarantee by putting someone into the office that it will hear Christ's word in this world, that it will be given forgiveness, that there is a certain understanding of locality of where God’s forgiveness is bestowed; namely, there where the church practices ordination and calls someone into the office. 
The practice of call and ordination are two inseparable acts in the Lutheran Church today. We cannot say that we only call someone but not ordain them. I think the *rito vocavis embraces both. The concept of ordination must be illuminated a little further, I think, when we speak of it in the context of that of the 16th century, namely the Roman Catholic practice of consecration. As we all know, the practice of ordaining or consecrating someone into the office of priest, as the Roman Catholic Church does it, would mean bestowing in that individual an indelible character. That means he has a certain dignity that discerns himself from that of the priesthood of all believers, of other Christians. That is not what call and ordination mean in the Lutheran sense. However, we do believe that we have the obligation of calling individuals into that office and ordaining them so that God's word can be heard and that there is an assurance that it is constantly preached and given to us, those who want to received it and be forgiven of their sins. 

Question 39
>> NICK: Lutherans are known for their two-kingdom doctrine when it comes to talking about the church and the state. How should the church relate to society according to the Augsburg Confession? Even more specifically, how does the two-kingdom doctrine affect me as a Christian and a citizen? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Nick, Luther addressed this question a number of times already in his writings prior to 1530. For example, he wrote a tract on the government, whether one should obey the government or not. He also wrote a tract on the question of whether a soldier could also be a Christian. This position of Luther's, that he takes and is reflected in Article 16 on civil obedience, is one that tells us that a Christian is never relieved of civil obligations. Our article here clearly says that a Christian may fulfill all duties in the government. For example, it tells us clearly here that Christians are permitted to hold all civil offices such as to work in low courts to decide matters by imperial and other existing laws, to impose just punishments, to wage war, to serve as soldiers, to make legal contracts, to hold property, to take an oath when required by magistrates, to take a wife and to be given in marriage. 
This clearly highlights how Lutherans should understand themselves as citizens in this world. They are allowed to fulfill all offices, as long as these do not go against the laws of God. And one law comes to mind here and that is the Golden Rule, to love your neighbor as yourself and to love God above all things. The idea of us Christians being obliged to also fulfill our civil duties goes back to the concept of loving your neighbor. And that love is expressed the best way by doing actually what we are told, of living out our Christian life in this world. We should not retract ourselves as the monks would do when they go to a monastery. That is precisely not what should be done. Christians are demanded to go into the world. Live their Christian being out there, and withstand the temptations and the tests that society puts on them. But very important here is also the concept of vocation. Our article does not specifically speak about vocation here, but it does imply it because if you fulfill all these duties as a magistrate or as a mother or as a teacher or as a farmer, it means that you are, thereby, incumbent of a vocation to which God has called you. You are to fulfill the vocation dutifully. That is, be doing everything that is required within that vocation. And that also implies that a soldier, if he is engaging in war and is protecting his neighbor, he does so out of love, even though it may seem contrary to that when he takes the life of another. 
This freedom that Luther would say that comes and results from our justification; namely, that we are freed from our sins and that we, thereby, stand above all things in many ways; namely, that we are put directly before Jesus Christ and not subordinate to anything else that wants to distract our relationship and us from Jesus Christ. 
At the same time, however, such freedom should not be misunderstood. The Anabaptists took that literally and said that we are free now and may do whatever we like. That also led to the peasant revolts. The peasant revolts were understanding that freedom, that spiritual freedom that we have, such as in Galatians 3:28, that that freedom also needs to be expressed in civil rounds. That is a complete misunderstanding, and Luther was, once again, after the peasant revolts in 1524 and 25 asked to clearly draw attention that Christians should also be good servants of the government, obey exactly what they should be told to do and always be obedient to what the government says, unless they are told to do something contrary to God's word. Here we say the rule of the *closeal of Peter says; namely that in Acts 5:29; one should be more obedient to God than to men.
One important factor in the history of The Reformation was that Luther, when it came to the civil government, actually relied on it very much when it came to regulating church affairs. You might recall that he had asked Elector John to serve as the guardian and the overseer of the visitations that were held amongst the churches and the congregations during The Reformation. Is Luther, thereby, not confusing the two governments; namely, that where Jesus Christ rules and that what rules the world, or the two kingdoms, we might say. I would consider that the solution Luther took here was one of being totally desperate of finding some ways of regulating church life that now has been relieved of the rulership of the Pope and the bishops and the priests and, thereby, instilling in him the desperate notion that he needs to find someone who can act on behalf of those bishops who had no longer -- who are no longer in the church. 
So Luther went and approached the ruler of Saxony and asked him to function as a Christian, as a foremost Christian in society. But I think it is an emergency situation that slowly evolved into one of making it a regular one. That is very sad because, thereby, we have what became the state system, and that prevailed in Germany for a long period of time thereby not allowing the church to regulate its own affairs as freely as it would like to, but always be reliant on the state authority to sanction its rulings. But still, despite this fact of calling the territorial ruler the foremost Christian and one upon whom one has to rely to take the church affairs into his hands, I believe that the distinctions between the civil and Christian realm, that of the church, are still maintained in the Augsburg Confession such as Article 16. 

Question 40
>> PAUL: I find some of the issues raised in Articles 22 through 28, which talk about distinction of foods, marriage of priests and other topics foreign to my life situation. The statement seems somewhat outdated. So what should I learn from these passages that can be helpful for my life as a pastor? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, Paul, the question that you have asked there is really taken from a perspective of being in the Lutheran Church and not in the Roman Catholic church. It means we hardly ever share any dialogue with the Roman Catholics today, but consider ourselves living a separate life in the church today. So if you do come across these articles and consider them somewhat outdated, it is perhaps for that reason. But I do argue the point, here, that these articles are nonetheless very pertinent to the life of the church today, and I hope in some ways to illuminate this in the few statements that follow. 
You are here referring to Articles 22 through 28 in the Augsburg Confession, those that are associated with abuses in the church such as Article 21, the invocation of saints, although that article, of course, still belongs to the first half, I sometimes include it also into the second half because, admittedly, the invocation of saints and their adoration was understood also as an abuse in the Roman Catholic Church. But then Article 22, we have here, clearly the question as to the Lord's Supper and the two kinds; and then 23, the marriage of priests; and then 24 on the Mass, and 25 concerning the confession; and then article 26 concerning the distinction of foods; 27 concerning monastic vows; and finally, 28 concerning the ecclesiastical power of bishops. 
I would agree that from your comments you made, that we are dealing here with individual items that seem to be foreign to our life. Very rarely do we come across them today because, admittedly, they do not occur in the Lutheran church. Let me then proceed now to some of the articles addressed here in this section. The issue, for example, of marriage for the priests and their vows of celibacy, Article 23. Does that not resound much of the problem that the Roman Catholic is dealing with today? The question of celibacy is a problem because it means that what Luther says, it cannot be grasped by everyone. It is an advice, whereas marriage is something that is given to the church and all its priests. And you know that Luther had to live up to that demand that he made. He married *Catherine from Bora, a nun that had fled the nunnery and came and joined him in The Reformation. And she demanded that she be married to Luther. 
So marriage was something that was treasured during at the time of The Reformation. And we see today, that this is something we continue to claim in terms of saying that we demand that celibacy is something that is taken voluntarily, rather than mandated by the church. In some ways, the Roman Catholic Church has made advances toward accommodating those that transfer into the Roman Catholic Church that these may remain married. However, it still remains to be seen whether Article 23 is outdated. 
Let me move on, then, to the next article, Article 22, namely that of administering Holy Communion in only one kind. That is, generally, the Roman Catholic Church practice Communion by giving to its members only the bread, the consecrated host, whereas the wine is withheld for the consecrated clergy. Thereby, the church claimed that it was not necessary to give to all members also the wine at the same time. They devised the rule of concomitance saying, that when you receive Christ's body, you already receive his body. So it was not necessary also to add the wine. The Lutherans said to the rule of concomitance that they would not argue against it, but clearly, in this Article 23, we hear that Melanchthon draws attention to the institution saying that what Jesus Christ said, take and eat, take and drink, sure should apply to the life of the church today as well. So it goes against the institution of Jesus Christ. 
The Roman Catholic Church, since Vatican II, has made attempts to change a number of these rulings, also that it encourages the use of both kinds. However, again, that is not implemented all over the world. Today in many Roman Catholic churches, we still see the continual distribution of the body of Christ alone and not that of his blood. So again here, it remains to be seen as to whether Article 23 is truly outdated or not. 
Let me now speak further to Article 24 on the Mass. It, too, sounds outdated. But here, when we speak about the Mass in Article 24, this is one point I think persists to this day. It is the idea of private Mass. At the time of the 16th century, the Roman Catholic Church believed very strongly that the Mass must be understood as a sacrifice. That is, it could be performed by the priest alone together with one of its members, and together, they would celebrate this Mass, and it would serve as the means of forgiveness of those sins of either those that are deceased and in purgatory, or those sins of others that are not present at Holy Communion. Thereby, faith is outruled. If the sacrament of the Mass is performed as a sacrifice brings about forgiveness like that without faith coming into the picture, it means that we are saved by something that is performed there and not receiving the attributes of Jesus Christ; namely, the merits that he has performed on the cross. It is very crucial, therefore, that we speak out clearly against the practice of the private Mass, and that it is necessary to have faith coming along with it. 
The Roman Catholics speak here of the *ex opera operata rule. That means through the very act of the Mass being performed automatically forgiveness is bestowed irrelevant as to whether that person, individual, is present or not and even if faith is not there, as long as he does not push anything against Holy Communion; namely, rejecting it forthright, he will be forgiven. 
I now move on to the article on confession. Here we have to ask ourselves, what is wrong with that confession as it was claimed by the Roman Catholic Church. I have already said here that what the Lutherans want to say is, that we, as Christians, must consider ourselves sinful, sinful in being. That is, we do not know exactly what sin we have committed this or that day, but we do know that we are sinful. And for that very reason, enumeration of sins is not always that necessary. Sure enough, if there is a certain sin in your life that bothers you very much, surely you should confess it. But beyond that, it is necessary to understand you more than someone who transgresses this or that Commandment, but you should understand yourself as totally sinful and deprived. 
Another question that arose is in Article 28; namely, the role of bishops in the church. Now, when we think about bishops we think about those above pastors. But here in Article 28, I think it means more the role of all pastors in the church. It asks the question: What are they to do? And clearly, the answer given here is that we should preach God's word clearly. We should administer His sacraments and forgive those who come to us who ask for forgiveness and to withhold those sins of those who do not show any need for it. So it means that we as pastors should fulfill a role in the church, not take on a political role at that time, as it was done at the time of The Reformation. For example, the Pope himself was known to carry both swords. It means also the sword to rule the kingdom on the left. He could call crusades. He had his own army to lead wars. So, in fact, the Roman Catholic Church did not draw a distinction between both kingdoms. Hear, the Lutherans clearly say the role of all pastors is to apply the order, the ecclesiastical order; namely, a jurisdiction that means they must give forgiveness to those through the Gospel. It means that we, as pastors, have a specific role, a niche to fill, that is, the kingdom on the right. Therein is our position, and we should treasure it and value it. We should not seek any other ways and means of speaking to people than through the word of God, the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 
There are other articles that have been touched here in Articles 22 to 28. For example, those of taking vows such as chastity and of obedience and poverty, and the distinction of foods. Why are these a problem? I think also they draw attention very clearly to the fact that one wants to earn merits through something else than through those that have already been achieved on the cross. Why should one take oaths? Is there not just something that we should do but also know we cannot keep them? Vows bind us to a lifestyle without taking into consideration that we consistently break these. And so, Article 27 that speaks here of taking vows, such as that of chastity and obedience and poverty, should, rather, be a voluntary lifestyle and not something that is enforced on individuals such as those in the monastery. In fact, it's very important to note, here, that Luther and the reformers had difficulty in putting and placing that lifestyle of monks in the monastery into the concept of vocation. They found it unbiblical because it enforced on people to keep something that they, in the first place, could not keep, thereby elevating themselves and the understanding of their abilities beyond that than what we are in reality; namely, sinful human beings. 
Again, I would say it comes down to the simple fact that Articles 22 through 28, if they are not kept clear and discerned properly, theologically speaking, they again would go against the cross of Jesus Christ and that which he has earned for our salvation. 
Question 41
>> DAVID: To what extent is the Augsburg Confession the authoritative guide for confessing our faith today and for shaping our Lutheran identity? For example, what would it say to the ecumenical efforts many Lutherans are making today with Rome and with other denominations? And if I may be permitted a third question. If the Augsburg Confession is the authoritative guide, why is it necessary to subscribe to the other documents in the Book of Concord? Do all Lutherans bodies accept all of the Lutheran Confessions? 

>> DR. KLAUS DETLEV SHULTZ: Well, David, those are certainly a lot of questions that you are asking me here, and I'm not quite clear whether I'll be able to answer them all in the sequence as you have put them. 
At any rate, the first question you are asking is how authoritative is and are the Augsburg Confessions for us today. Well, I think the one fact is they are as authoritative for us as they were in the 16th century. We are subscribing to them because they are the first statements the Lutherans have made, and they have accepted them as their confessions. We consider ourselves as Lutherans also. But we consider ourselves specifically concerned with a number of issues that the Lutheran Confessions, especially the Augsburg Confession, enunciate, that of justification through faith by Jesus Christ alone. We still hold that as true as a principle that organizes our theology. 
We believe, for example, in Article 7 that it is absolutely necessary in the ecumenical world discussions today that we maintain the rules that are laid down in that article; namely, that we should maintain a pure preaching of the gospel and a right administration of the sacraments. Thereby, an agenda is set for us that we must follow clearly. The pure understanding of the Gospel, how is that understood? Well, it means that we must embrace all the articles of the Augsburg Confession, everything that is being said about the state of our humankind, about God himself, the triune God, about the means of grace, about the church, about the two kingdoms, about all those abuses and malpractices in the church so that they set for us an agenda, and on that we go back to identify ourselves and to make ourselves out as Lutherans. 
You asked then one question, why should we then have all the other confessions included also? Well, I believe that the other confessions, just as much as the Augsburg Confession, want to highlight these number of items that I have just listed. The Formula of Concord also speaks of very important issues, but these are already found in the Augsburg confession, just that they are explained a little further. 
So together, the Lutheran Confessions highlight, perhaps, one important point above all: that we do not want to say anything that is outside of scripture, but that we must be brought back to scripture because therein, everything is found that is necessary for our salvation. To help us Lutherans to map out a road, theologically speaking, that helps us to understand scripture. 
At the time of the 16th century, it was already the practice of usurping the Augsburg Confession for any ulterior motives. Some tried to bring the Augsburg Confession into a unionism with the Swiss reformers, for example, of bringing those together. And in 1817, we recall the Prussian Union where the Augsburg confession, and at the same time, those confessions of the reform, especially the Heidelberg Catechism, were brought together. You see, for this reason, the Augsburg Confession speaks out clearly to those who believe to be truly confessional Lutherans, but then at the same time, it is also used, and often abused, by others who use it for ulterior reasons. We then have to go back to the Augsburg Confession and always ask: How clearly does it speak to us today? And I believe we can do that by reading all the other confessions and see how they read the Augsburg confession. The Augsburg confession and the Formula of Concord, for example, are not two different, separate theological statements that disagree with each other as so many churches today say. No. They agree with one another. 
We also have, for example today, the Lutheran World Federation. It subscribes to the Augsburg Confession, but understands Article 7 in a different way. They want to highlight the catholic church, the church, maybe, that wants to unite with others contrary to what the Augsburg Confession itself says on justification. They've entered, for example, in the year 2000, the anniversary of the Augsburg Confession, in a discussion with the Roman Catholic Church signing a joint declaration on the doctrine of justification, the JDDJ. Thereby, they believe in a certain historical conditioning of the Augsburg Confession saying that what it said at the time of the 16th century does not pertain to us today. 
The Roman Catholic Church looked at those attempts somewhat befuddled, I must say, and maintains a strong position that its theology, that of the Roman Catholic Church, was never abrogated by signing the JDDJ. But we must ask from our point of view: How then can they still continue to maintain certain things addressed in Article 22 through 28. Those clearly speak against the practice, or the understanding, of the doctrine of justification in Article 4 of the Augsburg Confession. 
So what I'm saying here really is the Confessions are sometimes misunderstood, and a clear subscription to them. An unconditional subscription is necessary in order to give them credit for what they want to say; namely, to be an ecumenical statement. As they were in the 16th century, they are also so today. 
Some Scandinavian countries like Denmark and Sweden have pledged their allegiance to the Augsburg Confession. And for a while, that was and remained the only confession they subscribed to. When in 1580, the Book of Concord was released with all the other six particular confessions, the rulers of Denmark and Sweden demanded that the formula of Concord would not be subscribed to, but that the Augsburg Confession served as a sufficient document for Lutherans to maintain their identity. 
We have, today, formed the International Lutheran Council, the ILC, that has made a deliberate point in subscribing unconditionally to the Book of Concord and all the particular confessions therein. This is in contrast to the Lutheran World Federation that seems to be taking a more lenient position on subscribing to the Book of Concord and embracing positions that go in some ways, if one looks at them carefully, contrary to that what is stated in the confessions of the 16th century. We can thus say that the Augsburg Confession serves as the basis for many churches, but one has to be very careful and evaluate exactly what kind of subscription we are talking about. 
The International Lutheran Council and confessional Lutherans around the world have made a very important point that they would like to understand the Augsburg Confession as the queen of all confessions, but not to leave it all on its own, but to take with it also the interpretations of the other confessions such as the (inaudible) articles, the Large and Small Catechism, the treatise, and the Formula of Concord. 

Question 42
>> JOSHUA: So how did the emperor and the papal representatives respond to the confession presented by the Lutheran princes on June 25th, 1530? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: I must say that the presentation and the reading of the Augsburg Confession created something of a dilemma for the Diet. The Augsburg Confession was quite mild, conciliatory, and grounded in scripture. And so now the question arises: How to respond? They had a number of options open to them. By they I mean the emperor and the supporters of the Pope. One was, perhaps, to simply reinstate the Edict of Worms. You may recall that the Edict of Worms, nine years earlier, had declared Luther to be an outlaw. It banned the publication of all his writings. It forbade the promulgation of his reforms, and anyone who offered support for Luther and his reforms did so at the peril of both life and property. That was one option on the table. 
Another option on the table was to refer the whole matter to a committee and, perhaps, even table the very idea of a response. The third option was to provide a writing that sought to answer and refute the claims of the Augsburg Confession. 
Now, before we actually arrive at what the emperor decided to do or what course of action he decided to pursue, we need to realize that there were several competing interests involved. On the one hand, you have Emperor Charles V. His primary concern, I suspect, has to do with the unity of the Holy Roman Empire for which he is responsible. And one of the major foreign policy issues that is very much in the forefront of all their minds is potential war against the Turks. They had occupied Hungary. They were knocking on the doors of Austria. Hence, they were sort of on the doorstep of the empire, the Eastern doorstep of the empire. For possible war against the Turks, the emperor needed the support of the German princes. He needed both their money and their manpower. Without it, then the war or any kind of campaign against the Turks would be extremely difficult, not to mention perilous. 
So on the one hand he needs to somehow draw them in, gain their support for his foreign policy concerns. On the other hand, Charles is, at the same time, the sworn protector and defender of the Catholic faith, the protector of the church. He works on the assumption that had been prominent among emperors since the time of Constantine in the fourth century, that the unity of religion is absolutely necessary for the unity of the empire. Therefore, to allow the Lutheran heresy to grow unchecked was to run the risk of undermining the very unity of the empire itself. So what does he do? If he pushes too hard, if he were to wage war upon the Lutherans and, in a sense, bring them into line, he's going to use up a good number of his own resources, not to mention possibly destroy a fair number of Lutheran resources, thereby weakening his position over and against the Turks. 
On the other hand, he can’t do nothing either. So that's one of the competing interests and a very significant one, I might add, in determining what kind of response to make. On the other hand, the second competing interest is the Roman party headed by the papal legate or the papal representative of Cardinal *Compeggio. Now they are all aware that this is not a church council. It's an imperial diet. It’s analogous to a meeting of Congress in the United States. As such, their powers are somewhat limited in terms of what they can actually get accomplished. Cardinal *Compeggio is limited, in a sense, to bringing to bear his influence as much as possible to persuade Charles to adopt a particular course of action. 
Now, *Compeggio has orders from Rome in terms of what he is to seek or what he ought to try and accomplish while at the diet. Ideally, he'd get the emperor, perhaps, either to ignore the religious question entirely and simply rally support for war against the Turks. Well, that had not happened. Another possibility, and this is one that he will urge very hard, is to reinstate the Edict of Worms and compel the Lutheran states to return to Rome by force of arms if necessary. So Cardinal *Compeggio also realizes that, because this is an imperial diet, Charles doesn't have any authority to decide religious matters. That's the job for the papacy and the magisterium of the church. The only authority Charles really has is whether or not to use force in making the Lutherans comply. So you have Cardinal *Compeggio, then, taking a fairly hard line. In fact, from May through June and July, he is going to urge the emperor on a number of occasions to use "fire and iron." That is, putting villages to the torch and using the sword in order to bring the Lutheran princes back into the fold, if you will. 
And then, of course, you have the Lutherans themselves who’s primary is to avoid condemnation by the diet, thereby being guilty or potentially guilty of treason and, hence, coming under the imperial edict and then facing, again, the possibility of war. 
In the end, Charles, at the advice of a number of people, decided to commission the Roman theologians to prepare a written response to the Lutherans. Now this in itself was a fairly tricky endeavor. You see, the Roman theologians did not want to prepare a written response. The reason for that is because in doing so, they felt it would grant the Lutheran confession too much validity, if you will. In other words, if you are, in fact, dealing with heretics, you don't negotiate with them. There is no point in negotiating, you know, we say there is no point in negotiating with terrorists in our day. They would say you don't negotiate with heretics. You simply call upon them to recant and return to the fold or face the consequences. So they feared that by writing a response, it would give the impression that the two sides stood, more or less, on equal footing with equal rights within the empire. Now, bear in mind, this is the very thing the Lutherans wanted to point out. The imperial summons had, in fact, requested that all parties in the dispute come to Augsburg with written papers or written position papers to present on the basis of which they could then dialogue in the hopes of finding a unity. 
So in the preface to the Augsburg Confession, Chancellor *Berk tries to create the impression in the emperor's mind, knowing full well that the emperor is already prejudiced against the Lutherans, because of *X404 articles. Chancellor *Berk in the preface is going to try and exercise what we today would call spin control. He is trying to limit the damage, if you will. So in the first half of the preface, he's going to try and portray the Lutheran party as having been more faithful to the imperial summons than the other side. For example, the Lutherans were the first to arrive in Augsburg. They were ready to go. Secondly, the Lutherans had prepared their confession. Where is their opponents'? In addition to that, he also tries to create the impression that they are equals with the other side; namely, the representatives of Rome. And, as a result, he never refers to the opposition as the church, as if somehow the Lutherans were trying to seek recognition or gain recognition from Rome that they are catholic, and that they are Christian as well. So *Berk always portrays the other side as the other party in the dispute. So you have two parties standing on, more or less, equal footing. 
In the second half of the preface he goes on, now, to try and remove the emperor from deciding the religious question because he knows that the emperor is already somewhat prejudiced against him. He does this by suggesting that the Lutherans want the very same thing that the emperor wants. And what did they want? They both want a church council to be convened to resolve the religious disputes. But who doesn't want a church council? The pope, and so he tries to create the impression that the Lutherans and the emperor want the same thing. Who is standing in the way? The other side, the Pope as well as his cardinals and theologians. 
So that's sort of all in the background of now how are the Romans, the Catholics the adherents of the old faith, going to react to the Augsburg Confession and why they were so reluctant to prepare a response. Once the emperor commands it, they have to go to work. 
Now, they prepare a draft, a first draft, you might say, by July 12th. It's known as the confutation. It's a response or a new refutation, if you will, of the Augsburg Confession. This initial one was extremely voluminous and very polemical. In many instances, it failed to address the Augsburg Confession directly and instead, it went on, you might say, in tangents and tirades and the like. Cardinal *Compeggio wrote the first part of it and the last part of it, the introduction and the conclusion. Again, in the conclusion, he is urging the emperor to use force. Well the emperor refuses to accept it. I suspect, to his credit, he felt it was not only uncharitable but lacking in fairness and balance as well. Moreover, rhetorically, it would not come across well to the wider public nearly as well as the Augsburg Confession. So he sends them back to the drawing board, and a number of theologians, including *Compeggio, Johann *Kocleus, John *Eck and others worked on it for the entire month of July. 
As they're working on it, though, Cardinal *Compeggio continues to plead with the emperor. On July 22, he urges the emperor that when this document is produced, he insists that it be issued in the emperor's name. Now, why do you think that would matter? Because that doesn't mean -- it means then that the emperor is not acting as an impartial judge in this matter. If it's issued in the emperor's name, it is then issued as his official policy, his official position. And that would then, conceivably, close off further dialogue and negotiation. In other words, the final word. The one thing that *Compeggio and others feared is that if the Roman Catholic side prepared a response, then the Lutherans would respond with another response, and then where would it stop? At that point, you would have them negotiating and talking with one another as if they were equals. 
Well, *Compeggio managed to persuade the emperor to do precisely that. So when the final draft of the confutation was ready, it was presented on August 3rd and read aloud in the very same room in which the Augsburg Confession had been presented just over a month earlier. 
After it had been read, the Lutherans then requested a copy of it, just as they had given a copy of the Augsburg Confession to the other parties involved. The emperor indicated that he would consider the request. The next day, he arrived at a decision which was then published on August 5th. And the basic decision was, yes, you may have a copy of the confutation only on the condition that you agree to it prior to receiving it. Naturally, those conditions were unacceptable to the Lutheran side. They had, however, at the reading a number of their own stenographers a man particularly by the name of *Commerius, who took as extensive notes as possible in the event they might not receive a copy of the confutation. On the basis of these notes, Melanchthon begins writing a possible defense of the Augsburg Confession over and against the charges that had been leveled in the confutation. 
But that project is delayed temporarily during the month of August. During that month, the Lutherans and the theologians for Rome came together in actually about three meetings. The first meeting actually consisted of princes alone. There was a concern among the princes, both Lutheran and Catholic, that the cohesiveness that they had exhibited in past diets was being broken. And, generally, they tried to govern or make decisions within diets by consensus. Well, unfortunately, this meeting that took place simply between the princes went nowhere. If anything, their lines became hardened. Then there was a second committee meeting of approximately 14 theologians set up from each side. After about a week, that didn't make too much progress, and those meetings or negotiations came to an end. There was one last attempt by about seven, three or four theologians from each side, at the end of August. When this failed to achieve a compromise, Melanchthon began work on a defense of the Augsburg Confession in earnest. There was some concern about preparing it as quickly as possible not knowing when Charles would declare the diet to be brought to a conclusion. 
By the end of September, September 22nd, the diet officially is brought to a close. At that time, the Lutheran present and offer to Charles their defense of the Augsburg Confession. Charles, at that time, however, refused to receive it, and instead, he issued a recess. That's sort of the official findings of the diet, the official decisions of the diet. And in it, he basically gives the Lutherans until April 15th, 1531, to accept the confutation and return to the fold, or else. 
Now, that recess of September 22nd, will then be reworked and revised and is officially published on November 19th by the empire, much lengthier. And in that particular recess, there is also a provision made to prosecute the princes within the imperial Supreme Court should they not accept the confutation. The upshot of it all is, however, that war lay on the horizon. And throughout the winter of 1530, and the spring of 1531, the Lutherans are wrestling with questions if the emperor invades, shall we resist, or not. Luther prepares a writing called “A warning to the German People” in which he wrestles with this very question. He also prepares a writing, a gloss or comments on the imperial recess, as well. They also began thinking about forming a political alliance among the various Protestant princes to defend themselves should the emperor invade. So in the end, the diet ended, you might say, on a very ominous note. 
Question 43
>> JOSHUA: I see that the Apology constantly addresses a secular ruler; namely, Emperor Charles V, rather than the Pope or his representatives. What can be the value of the Apology of the Augsburg Confession for Lutherans that live in a society that maintains the separation of church and state?

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: I think one of the tendencies of Lutherans is to focus only on the doctrinal content of the Augsburg Confession, the Apology to such a point that we can miss or not always recognize the historical context, particularly, the political context in which they were offered. 
The observation is right on target. The Apology is addressed to an emperor. It is not addressed to the Pope. It is not addressed to the cardinal. That, more than anything else, highlights that we are dealing with a document that has a very complex context; there is an ecclesiastical or religious context, a political context, and a legal context. Moreover, we're dealing with a document that is produced at the height of an age we might call the Constantinian church, and many today would argue that we're living in an age of post-Constantinianism. We'll come back to that in a couple of minutes. 
But just to highlight that particular context in which the Apology was prepared, must bear in mind that ever since the year 313, when Constantine became emperor of the Roman Empire, he established a policy for the empire that was built upon this conviction: the unity of the empire depends on having a single religion within the empire. The unity of religion and the unity of the empire go hand in hand. Accordingly, when a theological controversy broke out between Arius and Athanasius, it threatened to disrupt the unity of the empire. So what does Constantine do? He calls for a council to be convened. Now, here you have a secular ruler, an emperor, convening a church council, if you will, to resolve the dispute. You know the rest of the story; the end product of that council was what we know as the Nicene Creed. 
Strengthening Constantine's link between church and empire, 50 years later, there was a man by the name of Emperor Theodosius. In the year 379, he issued what is now known as the Theodosian Edict. In it, he laid down the requirements for citizenship within the empire. What were the requirements for citizenship? Whoever wants to be a citizen of the Roman Empire basically has to confess the Nicene Creed. That is, they have to embrace the faith it confesses, the trinity, the three persons in unity. 
With that edict, bear in mind now, to be a citizen within an empire is to confess a religious creed, if you will. And from that point on, heresy and treason become linked together with the result that armed force becomes a legitimate means for dealing with heresy. Why? Because you're also dealing with treason. 
Well that edict goes into a compilation of imperial edicts that was gathered together by Theodosius II in the year 438. And that becomes known as the Theodosian Code. And that becomes the basis both for law in the Western Empire as well as the Eastern Empire. The Eastern Empire goes into what is known as the Justinian Digest. 
Well, after the barbarians overran the Roman Empire, that collection of Roman laws and edicts pretty well became lost. Being written in Latin, they became incomprehensible in the Eastern Empire which was Greek speaking. And it became lost pretty much until into the Western Empire. But in the 12th century, they were rediscovered in Bologna. And from the 12th century on, law students from all Europe go to Bologna to study the Justinian Digest and Roman laws. From that time on, Roman law begins influencing the church’s canon law rather significantly. When the Holy Roman Empire is established, it is done so on the basis of Roman law. In fact, most Holy Roman Emperors, Maximilian, Charles V, saw themselves as standing in a direct line of succession from the ancient Roman emperors like Constantine and Theodosius.
Indeed, in 1495, the empire set up the Imperial Supreme Court and deliberately and consciously adopted Roman law as the basis and guidance for its decisions. Why did I share all of that? Because that body of Roman law, and I think the Theodosian Edict in particular, becomes the legal basis for all of the diets in the 1520s, beginning with the Diet of Worms and culminating with the Diet of Augsburg. That Roman law becomes the basis for heresy within the empire. So when the Lutherans are dealing with Charles, they are having to deal with him on the basis of imperial law, in this case, Roman law. 
So in the Diet of Worms, 1521, perhaps the most famous of all the diets next to Augsburg, this is the one where Luther is summoned to recant. Now, again, that story is very fascinating, too, because when the Pope condemned him, he simply wanted Charles to carry out the condemnation. Charles, on the other hand, being an emperor for about two years, very young, about 21 years old, was going to first deliberate on it and maybe even give Luther a hearing. In the end, he didn't give Luther a hearing, instead, ordered Lutheran to recant. And in light of what he considered to be Luther's stubbornness, he issued what is known as the Edict of Worms. The Edict of worms declared Luther to be not only a heretic but an outlaw. He could be shot on sight. Books were to be burned. His reforms were to be prevented. Anyone who offered him support would come under the edict itself. And that would put their life and property at risk.
Well now, following the Edict of Worms, Luther and the entire issue of the Reformation becomes a decidedly political problem. Here is the bind that the princes find themselves: If they implement the Edict of Worms, the risked rebellion and unrest within their lands because many people of sound mind, if you will, many reasonable people considered Luther's reforms and criticisms against the church to be entirely justified. So if the princes implemented the Edict of Worms, they risked rebellion and revolt within their territories. In fact, ever at the Diet of Worms, there were slogans plastered through the town threatening the peasants' boot, sort of a way of expressing peasant rebellion should Luther not be given a fair hearing. 
But on the other hand, if the princes don't implement the Edict of Worms, then they themselves would come under its strictures, and then they would incur the wrath of the emperor himself and face possible war with the emperor. So that's the tension in which they find themselves all through the 1520s. And every diet that took place, Nuremberg in 1524, Speyer 1526, Speyer 1529, all were grappling with the issue, do we implement the Edict of Worms. If so, how, to what extent, and the like. So the Diet of Speyer in 1526, for example, they actually manage to arrive at somewhat of a compromise so that each prince would implement the Edict of Worms as far as and to what extent they could justify before the emperor and God. 
A number of them took that as a chance to actually expand the Reformation. The Diet of Speyer 1529, Charles was rather, I would say, infuriated at the way in which the Recess of 1526 had been used. And so now, at Speyer in 1529, his brother-in-law, King Ferdinand of Austria, managed to push through a position that, more or less, rescinded the decisions of 1526, reimplemented the Edict of Worms. To that, the Lutherans issued a protest. Now, this is where the word Protestant comes from. But I need to emphasize it wasn't simply a matter where the Lutheran princes were saying, hey, we don't like that. We object. In fact, the protest was more along the lines of a legal appeal like in our own court system. If one finds that a decision has been handed down unfavorable, one can appeal it to a higher court. This was a legal procedure for appealing a decision that had just been made. And part of the basis for the appeal was that a decision adopted unanimously in 1526 could not be overturned by a decision adopted merely by a majority in 1529. There were other issues involved, but that's basically where we get the notion of a protest or Protestantism comes from. 
Bear in mind, each one of these diets. It is not Lutheran pastors or Lutheran theologians or professors who are the prime characters or actors. It is laymen, secular rulers, princes, dukes, magistrates within cities within the imperial cities and the like. 
Following 1529, you have a number of other reforms continuing to take place. Lutherans conduct visitations of the parishes to assess their financial condition, the care of the pastor, the doctrine, the worship and the like. Much of that provokes, then, the emperor to call the Diet of Augsburg. Why? Because secular princes were not to undertake these visitations. That is the responsibility and the jurisdiction of bishops. And, in a sense, one can say they were undertaking these reforms without due authority. 
Now, I went through all of this in order to highlight the political and legal contexts because it bears an important bearing upon the purpose of the Augsburg Confession and Apology themselves. I think one could make a strong case that one of the primary tensions of the Augsburg Confession was to make the case that the Lutherans met the requirements for citizenship within the empire. In other words, they were good catholic Christians. That's why the Augsburg Confession opens by citing the Nicene Creed. That goes to the very heart of the Theodosian Edict. It’s also why the Augsburg Confession distances itself from all of the ancient heresies that had arisen within the early church. 
 Moreover then, when you get to the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Melanchthon is writing a document that has at least three audiences in view. Primarily, he's addressing Charles V. The reason, Charles has issued the recess Augsburg. He has threatened to use armed force, if necessary, in order to bring the Lutherans back into the Catholic fold. Melanchthon thus, in a sense, is appealing to the emperor. The Apology could almost be likened to an appeal that the emperor reverse his decision. And as he addresses the emperor, he is going to argue that his opponents, the opponents of the Lutherans, have distorted and misrepresented the Lutheran position. In other words, one of his primary tasks is to try and drive a wedge in between the emperor, whom Melanchthon generally thinks is more inclined to adopting a mild position, than the Lutheran opponent. So he's trying to drive a wedge between the emperor and the authors of the confrontation. In other words, he's hoping the emperor might reverse his decision. 
Secondly, it's almost as if Melanchthon is in a court of law with the emperor as the judge, and the authors of the confrontation are the prosecutors. So secondly, he also addresses the authors of the confrontation. And in a couple of instances, particularly in Article 12 of the apology, you almost have this picture of where Melanchthon spins on his heels in the midst of an argument, looks directly at Cardinal *Compeggio, points a finger at him and says, if the diet failed and if war comes, it is your fault. It is the failure of Rome to have appointed reasonable men, capable theologians, who could discern the spiritual crisis afoot within Europe and provide a reasonable and responsible way of resolving the controversies. This is basically Paragraphs 123 to Paragraph 130 Apology Article 12. And Melanchthon even warns that things are changing, and Rome's status might not be what it once was. 
There's also a third party I think Melanchthon is addressing, and that’s the court of public opinion. You'll find this occasionally when he talks about the dear reader, or the reader can see. In other words, this might be the gallery in the courtroom. You might say Melanchton is writing this as an open letter, and I think one might even be able to make the case that Melanchthon is trying to prepare the Lutheran audience, if you will, for possible resistance if it comes to that, in other words, resistance against the emperor. 
 In Article 20 of the Apology, you have a little *digressio in Paragraphs 69. There Melanchthon states that we see a horrible decree has been drawn up against us. I think he’s referring there to the Recess of Augsburg, and behind that, to the Edict of Worms. He goes on to say, our cause is just. We know the faith we confess is grounded in scripture and is entirely Catholic. Therefore, don't lose heart. In other words, he's preparing them for whatever the consequences may be. In other words, should the emperor invade Germany? He’s preparing them for that eventuality. 
Now, what does that mean for us today? Obviously, we don't confess the faith in the courthouse or in the Congress in the same way. In other words, the governor doesn't call the Missouri Synod into convention. Nor does the governor convene sessions of Congress or the assembly for the purpose of resolving religious questions. Nonetheless, I think there's an important lesson that we may take away from here; namely, in our culture, there's a tendency, I think, for the church to withdraw from the world, perhaps into its own communities or enclaves, in order to have nothing to do with the wider culture or with the world. There's a tendency, perhaps, to think of ourselves as resident aliens. We're not really citizens; we're just passing through. We don't really belong here. I think the lesson that is valuable here regarding the political and legal context is that the Lutherans refused to leave. They had a seat at the table. They had a place, and they belong, you might say, in the Empire, and they made their case. In a similar way, I think the Christian church, today, needs to reclaim public space. There's a tendency to privatize the faith in such a way that the faith belongs simply in our heart and in our home and nowhere else. Not in business, not in politics, not in the public square. 
The Apology and the Augsburg Confession argue quite the contrary. Maybe there are some things here that we could explore down the road on how the church can reclaim space within the wider public for discussion of issues related to ethics and morality and even natural law and issues related to God and the importance of the state not being the final authority, that the state, in fact, is accountable to some higher being, namely, God. But like I say, that might be food for discussion for a day. 

Question 44
>> NICK: Is there a theological frame or perspective that can help me make sense of the message and argument of the entire apology? If so, might it be helpful for Lutherans when addressing theological issues today? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: I can't think of a more important task for us to undertake than to identify a theological framework for the Apology of the Augsburg Confession. The reason is the Augsburg Confession is the lengthiest document in the Book of Concord. And I suspect at times that students can get lost in the details because there is simply so much there. And when they get lost in the detail, the temptation occurs, methodologically, that you use the Apology of the Augsburg Confession as little more than a collection of quotable quotes. In other words, we come across an issue today, and how do we address it? Well, you find a paragraph or a nice juicy quote from the Apology and then apply it. That has a certain amount of value, I suppose, in some contexts. But it doesn't necessarily help us learn how to think theologically. 
I think one of the pressing tasks that we have as we go through the confessional documents is to identify their theological concerns, their pastoral presuppositions, to understand how they approach certain questions, how they answer them, and why they answer them in certain ways. When we uncover their principles, if you will, the framework within which they think, we can then use that to guide us in answering questions of our day, even where those questions are not necessarily identical with the questions faced by Philipp Melanchthon. 
Now, the apology of the Augsburg Confession is the ideal document in which to explore these kinds of questions because it is indeed in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession that we have one of the most thoroughly and tightly argued treatises, particularly on the doctrine of justification, that you will find in all of Christian literature. In fact, I would argue that its treatment of justification in Article 4, which, by the way, is almost a third of the Apology, is perhaps the finest treatment on that topic that you will find in anywhere in the 16th century. 
Now, let's begin by asking: What are Melanchthon's goals? What is the task facing him? What does he need to do both politically and theologically? I would argue that Melanchthon has two primary goals in the Augsburg Confession. First, he needs to articulate the Lutheran doctrine of justification through faith alone over against the misrepresentations and misunderstandings of it as laid out in the confutation. In other words, it is the very point about justification through faith alone, particularly the *sola, faith alone, that the opponents rejected time and time again in the confutation. It's almost as if that word alone is like waving a red flag in front of a bull. And so Melanchthon has to spend a great deal of time and energy in defending the Lutheran position that we are justified through faith alone, that is to say, apart from works of the law. For that reason Article 4 and Article 12, Article 4 on justification and Article 12 on repentance, take on a towering presence within the Apology. Article 4 lays out the doctrine of justification, you might say, in terms of teaching you what it is. Article 12 then puts justification into practice by showing how it plays out in the doctrine of repentance. That's Melanchthon's first goal. 
The second goal, however, is he has to take into account the emperor’s concerns and alleviate them. What do you think would happen if one was addressing the emperor and said, we believe that we are justified by faith alone. We don't need works. Brilliant. Well, that might be heard in such a way as saying, no works, that could undermine the very social stability of the empire. In other words, you need people who go to work, who function as judges, who pay their taxes, and the like. So I think there was a genuine fear that the faith alone implied that works were of no value whatsoever. It's almost as if one might say, if I don’t need works for justification, I don’t need them for anything. So Melanchthon's second goal is to guard Lutherans against that charge, or that misunderstanding, of their view of justification. In other words, that justification through faith alone does not undermine the social fabric of the empire, and it doesn't undermine ecclesiastical good order, which they were also charged with doing. 
So how does Melanchthon accomplish this two-fold task? It's almost as if he has to wager a two-front war, a war on two fronts. How does he argue for justification by faith alone while defending the Lutherans against a charge of undermining good order in the empire by rejecting good works? He does so by employing an important distinction that is, perhaps, best described as the two kinds of righteousness. This is a distinction that is every bit as important as the distinction between law and gospel, and the distinction between the two kingdoms, in some ways, in fact, underlies; it provides the basis for those other distinctions that we know so well. 
The distinction of two kinds of righteousness preserves the *sola fide of justification while affirming human responsibility within creation. In a nutshell, here is what it is. It affirms that our approval and acceptance by God, *corum Deo, in the presence of God, depends entirely upon the work and person of Jesus Christ whose righteousness is given to us in a promise and is received by faith. In other words, God relates to us as the giver of the gift. Here we render nothing to God. We only receive what God gives and works in us. In other words, in the presence of God, our righteousness is passive, not active. It is a righteousness that we receive, not a righteousness that we achieve. 
On the other hand, and at the same time, our righteousness within the world, in the eyes of other human beings, is not passive, but active. It depends upon the activities by which we fulfill our own vocation and serve our neighbor. Now, these two different kinds of righteousness are not alternatives between which we must choose, rather, they are two simultaneous dimensions of human existence and human identity that serve different purposes for which reason they must be distinguished. Faith has one task. It grasps and apprehends the benefits of Christ. Love has a different task. It seeks out and serves our neighbor. In other words, you might say Lutherans seek both kinds of righteousness. In the presence of God, we seek only the righteousness of Christ through faith. But within the world and in the eyes of the world, we seek a righteousness of works. The task is not to confuse them. 
Now, let's unpack this just a little bit. First of all, the word righteousness is not a word or a term that we use all that frequently, I suspect, in our daily life. And in some ways, that's a shame because it goes to the heart of one of our most fundamental needs as human beings. Human beings, I think, need at a very basic level to be accepted, commended, and approved by others. For evidence of this, just watch teenagers sometime. Their desire to win acceptance by their peers, to be regarded as cool, or to be part of the in crowd, and the like. In other words, human beings need others to brag about them. We need to be recognized or acknowledged. We need to be noticed. We want to be affirmed as valuable, worthwhile, good, pretty, outstanding, and the like. 
Now very often, we gain this recognition by what we do or even by what we buy or what we possess. But in any case, finding approval, being noticed, I think, is a fundamental need of human beings. That's, in a sense, what righteousness has to do with. We might nuance it even further. Righteousness can be defined as conformity to a standard or a pattern of being and achieving that has been approved by someone else. So when teenagers seek acceptance by their peers, it's according to a particular standard that has been established by their peers or by the clothing industry or by the music industry. Well, you can pick that up on another day, I suppose. But it’s conformity to a particular pattern of being or behaving. 
Now, some of these patterns and standards may be very superficial or artificial and distorted. Theologically, however, we would argue that righteousness involves human beings meeting their design specifications, or to put it another way, it is being and doing what we ought to be and do. That is to say, to be human as God intended us to be. It is to be completely and fully human as God created us to be, and when we conform to that standard, we are righteous, if you will, accepted, approved, affirmed, commended, and the like. 
Now the distinction between two kinds of righteousness rests on the recognition that we are defined by two sets of relationship, to God and to the world. You might put it this way: Life is lived on two axes. We can conceptualize it by thinking of our relationship with God on a vertical axis, and our relationship with other human beings on a horizontal axis. We need to be righteous, as Luther would say, we must be righteous before both God and man. By the way, this distinction of two axes is really important for your reading of the confessions. Every time you run across the language, before God, that prepositional phrase, you are dealing with spiritual righteousness, righteousness in God's eyes. They are not talking about righteousness in the eyes of human beings because that's a different kind of righteousness. 
Now, the insight or the recognition that we live life on two dimensions, a vertical axis before God and a horizontal axis before the world, sometimes we call that *corum Deo or corum mundo, may not be a startling insight in and of itself. The key here, however, is to recognize that righteousness in those two *corum relationships, righteousness in the relationship with God and righteousness in relationship with other human beings, is established in two fundamentally different ways. You see, the danger that we're going to encounter time again in Melanchthon’s critique of his opponents is that they assume there's only one kind of righteousness. How we gain acceptance in the eyes of human beings is how we gain acceptance in the eyes of God, and on the same basis, by what we do or by what we achieve or by virtue of our performance. The distinction between two kinds of righteousness recognizes that before God, we are righteous only on the basis of what Christ accomplished for us, and therefore, we are righteous only through faith, the passive righteousness through faith. On the other hand, righteousness in the eyes of the world is achieved in an entirely different way. It is based upon what we do and what we accomplish and what we achieve. 
Both are vitally important. Righteousness *corum Deo, in the presence of God is important for salvation. It’s the basis for salvation. But righteousness of works is also important for the sake of the world; namely, for the well-being of the human community, the well being of human society. I need the words of my neighbor as much as my neighbor needs my works, you might say. 
So we're going to see that we need to pursue both kinds, and the value, I think, today is the two kinds of righteousness provides Lutherans with a way of handling that issue of good works and sanctification, as well as the comfort of the gospel, namely, for salvation. Now what I mean by that is this: Very often, Lutherans in particular, are accused of being so neuralgic about any talk of good works; namely, that any talk of good works would automatically be interpreted as works of righteousness. It's better not to talk about them at all. In fact, there is an old joke, I suppose, about the difference between the way Lutherans and Catholics teach the Ten Commandments. The story goes this way. Catholics say that God wouldn't have given us the Ten Commandments if we couldn't keep them so keep them. Lutherans, on the other hand, say God gave us the Ten Commandments to show us that we couldn't keep them, so don't bother trying. Well, there's a little bit of truth, I suspect, in that. 
The two kinds of righteousness provides us a way for, on the one hand, maintaining the salvation as the work of Christ alone and received through faith alone. But it also provides us a way of encouraging good works. It answers the question of why do good works. Not for the sake of God, but for the sake of your neighbor. God doesn't need them. But your neighbor does. 
Question 45
>> NICK: You have used the phrases righteousness of faith and righteousness of works. What are the different characteristics of these two doctrines? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: I use the language passive righteousness of faith and active righteousness of works primarily to capture the two kinds of righteousness. In point of fact, the Confessions will use a variety of other terms. For example, instead of the righteousness of faith, we may speak of Christian righteousness, or the righteousness of the Gospel. On the other hand, for the righteousness of works, you might find language like civil righteousness, philosophical righteousness, ethical righteousness, and the like. 
Allow me now to maybe unpack those individually. First, we'll consider the passive righteousness of faith. In Luther's introduction to his Latin works, he recounted his reformation discovery some 20 years earlier. In doing so, he indicated that he was wrestling with the phrase, righteousness of God in Romans 1:17. And that prior to his discovery, he understood that phrase, the righteousness of God, to refer to an active righteousness that God demanded from us. And this caused him no end of struggle because what that meant is, not only did the law require a righteousness of works from us, but now the gospel also demanded an even higher righteousness from us, thereby making its attainment all the more impossible. 
Luther's discovery occurred, he indicates, when he realized the just shall live by faith. In other words, the righteousness of God revealed in the gospel is not a righteousness that God demands from us, but a righteousness that God bestows upon us. To use his language, a righteousness with which God clothes us, if you will. Therefore, it is a passive righteousness. 
Now the righteousness with which God clothes us is a righteousness acquired for us by Jesus Christ. Here you may pay attention to the many prepositional phrases throughout the Apology, particularly those that emphasize we are righteous because of Christ, on account of Christ, for the sake of Christ. All of those are to indicate that the righteousness that Christ acquired for us was accomplished, particularly through his passion, suffering, and death upon the cross. And this is a primary focus of Melanchthon in the Apology. Indeed, he will frequently speak of Christ as our propitiator or atoning sacrifice. In fact, those are among his favorite titles for Christ. For Christ to be a propitiator is basically to say that He is almost like a lightning rod that attracts the wrath of God and dissipates it until it is no more. Or, perhaps, to use the metaphor from Luther, the righteousness of Christ is like an umbrella that protects us from the heat of God's wrath. 
Now as we move on through the Lutheran Confessions and move on, particularly, to the Form of Concord, you find an increasing stress also upon the act of obedience of Christ, namely, Christ's fulfilling the law in our stead, thereby achieving righteousness for us also so that his total obedience, active and passive, his entire life, is the foundation of our righteousness. One might say with regard to his obedience to the law that the active righteousness of Christ in keeping the law becomes our passive righteousness through faith. 
With this new understanding of the righteousness bestowed upon us, Luther realized that in Christ, God has flung open the doors of his heart to us and revealed the depth of his love for us. You might say that Christ, to borrow the language of the Large Catechism, Christ is a mirror of the father's heart. Apart from Him, we see nothing but an angry and terrible judge. That Christ has revealed the depths of the father's love for us in such a way that by giving access to God for us, the Gospel shows -- Luther realized that the Gospel shows that the work of Christ and the work of salvation is not rooted in an arbitrary plan of God. Instead, when God acts to save, you might say, God is acting in character so that the righteousness of God means that God does what is right for Him to do, or God acts rightly, you might say. In this case, God acts rightly because what is right for God to do is to save. Or put it in other language, you might say God is acting in character. In more theological language this is often referred to as the proper work of God, whereas his wrath is described as his alien work. That is to say, the Bible will say that God is love. This goes to the heart of his character. It will never say that -- the Bible would never say that God is wrath. Yes, God will get angry. He’ll get ticked off. He will become -- he can be moved to wrath, it’s not intrinsic to his character, you might say. 
The Spirit of God then bestows the righteousness obtained by Christ in a promise. A promise is the most frequently used word for expressing the Gospel within the Apology. It seems to be preferred over the etymological meaning of *Orit that we often translate as good news. I think maybe this is partly because news implies information about something that happened yesterday. It doesn't necessarily affect me today, unless I choose to act upon it. Promise has a couple of benefits to it. One, it highlights the unity of the Gospel in the Old and New Testament. Then both testaments, the promise has to do with the forgiveness of sins. In the Old Testament, it’s the forgiveness of sins on account of the Christ who will come in the future. In the New Testament, it’s the same forgiveness of sins, but on account of the Christ who has come in the past. Promise also has the advantage of bringing out the personal dimension, one might say, of the relationship between God and human beings because it is God speaking to us, addressing us, if you will. 
Thirdly, promise has the advantage that it deals both with the present as well as the future. In other words, the promise looks ahead to the eschaton, to the final judgment so that with the righteous of Christ bestowed upon us, you might say that we have experienced or gone through the final judgment ahead of time, or put it another way, one might say that the future judgment on the last day will be identical to the judgment that God has rendered upon us by declaring us righteous on account of Christ. 
Finally, the promise has one additional benefit: God binds himself to the promise, you might say. When he promises, he commits himself. He will stick to it, and he will keep it, just as the United States government may issue bonds or promissory notes that say backed by the full faith and trust of the United States government. One might say, the promise of the Gospel is backed by the full weight and commitment of God himself. 
Now a promise seeks a response. A promise seeks to elicit trust in the one who promises, which is another, I think, advantage to the language of promise for the Gospel, because, you see, trust is the only proper response to a promise. Trust makes use of the promise. Thus, promise makes use of the person and work of Jesus Christ. It is the means by which humans grab a hold, apprehend, or embrace the benefits of Christ’s all-sufficient work. And you might pay attention to the many terms that Melanchthon will use to describe faith as ascent, to embrace, to grasp, to lay hold of and the like. 
Trusting the promise is not an accomplishment we perform, however. You see, even in the human world, the trustworthy elicits our trust. They do not command it or compel it. Similarly here, God’s trustworthiness elicits and creates our confidence and our trust. You might say God stands by his word. He keeps his promise, on account of His faithfulness, not on account of anything that we do. 
Now, faith as confidence, faith as trusting the promise is not only an intellectual activity. This is one of the things you'll find Melanchthon is having to grapple with because as long as his opponents think of faith as a mental activity, everyone will agree that it's not going to save because even devils might believe that Jesus lived, that he died, and even that he rose from the dead. Rather, Melanchthon is going to push a point that faith involves our entire being, if you will, the intellect, the will, the affections. It involves an orientation of our entire being toward God. But it's an orientation that is oriented toward God in such a way that it seeks to receive what God gives. In other words, one might describe the relationship with the passive righteousness of faith as God gives, we receive. Luther described this one time by using the analogy of the parched earth, or the parched ground receiving rain from the sky. The parched ground does nothing to acquire or to earn or merit this rain. It's simply that the rain falls out of the heavens and nourishes and satisfies the parched earth. In a similar way, faith is thrown totally upon God's resources. It simply receives what God gives and in doing so, one might say, it let’s God be God. 
You might notice, particularly I think around Paragraph 48 in Apology 4, Melanchthon will say that faith is that worship that receives God's gifts. Now this is not to say that faith is an easy thing. Faith trusts the promises in spite of all appearances. Here is where the example of Abraham and Sarah enter, and I think in many respects, one could argue that they are the favorite example of informers for the righteousness of faith because despite their advancing years, despite being past childbearing years, when God promised them a child, they clung to that promise. They believed that promise, in spite of all appearances to the contrary. In other words, they clung, you might say, to the revealed God, to God revealed in his promise, over and against the hidden God, the God hidden in the fact that they hadn't had a child for so many years. And they come to God why? Because they knew that God is faithful to his promises. 
Well, that's a brief, maybe not so brief, summary of the righteousness of faith, but it highlights the primary components or the essential ingredients, I think, that belong or characterize the passive righteousness of faith. 
Now when we turn to the active righteousness of works, we're entering into the realm of human relationships. And here, you might say, there are as many types of righteousness of works as there are relationships. For example, there is a civil righteousness. This is a righteousness that I attain in the eyes of society and the eyes of government. It involves obeying the laws of the land. There is an ethical righteousness; this might be the kind of righteousness that I attain, not only in the eyes society, but perhaps in the area of economy and the business world in dealing with employers and employees. It's acting according to a certain code of conduct. The Confessions will even speak of a ceremonial righteousness. This is the kind of righteousness that one might think about when we speak of people being good church members. What do we mean by that? Well, we mean that they got to church on a regular basis. They probably attend Bible studies on a fairly regular basis. They are actively involved within the church in attending different meetings and being part of different groups. In our own day and age, we might expand it to include even sort of a righteousness that credit agencies recognize. That is, maintaining a good financial record or credit record thereby being considered a good credit risk. So, like I say, there are as many kinds of righteousness as there are human relationships. 
In every one of these instances, however, that righteousness is achieved by something we do. It depends upon our performance. It depends upon us acting according to a standard, a code of ethics, a moral code, that has been established either by an employer, by the government, by a peer group and the like. As a result, we are dealing, then, in the area, you might say, of the first article of the creed. We're dealing within the realm of human reason, relying upon natural law, the 10 Commandments that are grounded in natural law, in terms of how we are to conduct our lives with one another in such a way that it furthers the well being of the human community. Being a good father to further the well being of my children. To be a good husband for the well being of my wife. Being a good citizen to further the well being of my community. Things along those lines. 
Because it’s rooted in first article theology, you might say, Melanchthon will argue that when it comes to a righteousness of works, you know, you might not do much better than to turn to someone like Aristotle for guidance on how to achieve a righteousness of works in this life because he provides a good observation, you might say, of how things work in this world. And so you’ll find in the Apology, Melanchthon times citing the *micomachean ethics of Aristotle saying, when it comes to ethical or philosophical righteousness, you can’t do much better. 
Well, when you turn to Aristotle's *micomachean ethics, he identifies three critical components, you might say, for how one acquires virtue or righteousness. The first is that one has to make a decision to act in a certain way, to act according to a certain norm. It's a way of recognizing that the choices we make do matter in our daily life. One has to choose to act in a certain way according to the standards of a craft or according to a particular code of ethics and the like. 
Secondly, one has to, then, develop the habit of acting in a certain way. In other words, you develop a habit through practice and through repetition. For example, if I choose to or desire to be considerate, a polite person, a gracious person, and then I need to develop the habit of saying please and thank you and those types of courtesies and practice them over and over again until they become second nature with me. In athletics, we call this developing muscle memory. But it’s developing that kind of habit that, in a sense, might even form one's character. In terms of a craft, Luther will use the example of a shoe cobbler that has to do with developing the practices of the trade over and over until one becomes proficient. 
Thirdly, to become righteous requires that one perform these tasks at the highest level not once, but for a lifetime. One act of bravery does not make a person a brave man or a brave woman. It's a lifetime of acting that way. To borrow an analogy from the realm of sports, you might say one good play at shortstop does not qualify a player for the Hall of Fame. It’s performing at that kind of a high level day in and day out for 10, 13 or 15 years of a career that one who qualifies for the Hall of fame or for, you might say, a career or lifetime achievement award. 
Now we can illustrate all three of these simply by using the example from tennis. Everybody is potentially a tennis player, but we're not tennis players yet. We have to make the decision that we want to be a tennis player. Then we acquire instruction on how to do that, how to set our feet, how to hold the racket, how to swing it. And we have to practice it over and over again. As we perform at a high level, eventually, we might be considered by others, hey, you're a pretty good tennis player pretty. 
 Now these components of how one becomes righteous within our world do, by and large, apply and work for a whole variety of activities. Notice, however, they are rooted in a particular anthropology, a particular view of man. This is going to be really important because while it works very well for our human relationships, it will become dangerous if one uses this model in our relationship before God to seek righteousness from God. 
Well, the anthropology that works well and underlies the righteousness of works is an anthropology that divides the human being into reason, will, and the affections, the emotions, the bodily appetites such as hunger, thirst, as well as the other emotions. And the conception is that the reason provides the will with the information necessary to act. The will, then, has to act upon the information that it receives in order to pursue righteousness or not to pursue righteousness, but virtue or righteousness is always located in the will, whether we choose to do something or not. You might say it's a voluntary, and in the process, one tries to keep the emotions somewhat in check so that we don't act upon our emotions as much as we act upon reason. Again, this seems to play out pretty well. In the world of everyday activities, I have to admit when it comes to making purchases at the store, I do not like being an impulse buyer. I don't like buying something on an impulse at the checkout because I later regret it. I prefer, especially when it comes to large purchases, to sleep on it for a day or two, lest I suffer from that disease called buyer's remorse, you know, acting on impulse. But the anthropology is very important here, and we'll see it play out when we get to the theology of original sin. It's the anthropology of reason, will, and the passions.
Well, again, in a brief summary form, those are the primary components of what we might call an act of righteousness of works. They are very helpful and very important for how we live our lives among one another day in and day out. But they are absolutely no help and no assistance when it comes to attaining righteousness in the eyes of God. 

Question 46
>> DAVID: Melanchthon frequently refers to such things as first grace, congruent merit, condign merit, the *habitus of love and the like in the theology of his opponents. How do these concepts fit into an overall understanding of salvation in the late Middle Ages? 

>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: You know, that's a very good question because students run across this kind of terminology throughout the Apology, and without a broader understanding of medieval theology on where these terms fit or these concepts fit, it's hard to grasp, perhaps, what Melanchthon is talking about. The first thing we need to realize is that medieval theology was not monolithic. Coming out of the Middle Ages, the church had any number of conflicting theological currents. In particular, there were two schools of thought that probably vied with one another for the understanding of justification. One school of thought could be referred to as the *via antiqua, the old way. This would be grounded in the Augustinian *Thomistic tradition, the tradition of Thomas Aquinas. 
The other school of thought was known as the *via moderna, the modern way. This was grounded, particularly, in the thinking of William *Ockham and Gregory *Beal. Now, we'll first take a look at the *via antiqua and its scheme of salvation. We have to realize that whether we're talking about *via antiqua or *via moderna, all of them work with a two-step or two-stage approach to salvation. The first involved a movement from a state of sin to a state of grace. The second involved a move from a state of grace to a state of perfection. Now in the *via antiqua, the movement from a state of sin to a state of grace began, basically, with one's baptism. In baptism, one was given grace, if you will. Now grace, here, is going to be thought of primarily as almost a substance that is infused into us. I might use the analogy, today, although it might be a little bit unfair, but I think it gets at the idea, the analogy of grace almost as spiritual steroids. Grace is something that's strengthens one and equips one to develop the habit of love, the habit of loving God. Or we can think of a booster shot, or grace as the knowledge of the gospel that is poured into us. Now, that involves the movement from a state of sin to a state of grace. 
Once one has been equipped with that grace, one can began practicing love, if you will, developing the habit of love. Now, why love? Love is seen as the greatest of all the virtues by late medieval theology, in part, because of Paul's statement, grace, faith, and hope abide. The greatest of these is love, or love, faith, and hope abide. The greatest of these is love. 
On a deeper level, it was considered that God is love, and if we are to be saved or to become righteous, we need to become like God. Therefore, we need to become loving people. So one now in a state of grace devotes one's life to developing the habit of love. And you'll run across that phrase many, many times within the apology. The hope is that by performing this habit of love, at a high level, at the end of one’s life, one might be declared righteous; that is, one will have achieved righteousness. This, then, will be called condign merit; or you might say, full merit; that is, one receives a person into heaven. He accepts that person, receives him, and beatifies him. 
Now, you can note that there is, you might say, a progression. Righteousness is something we achieve, but we also have to be very careful. We sometimes talk about Roman Catholics as seeking salvation by works alone. Well, that's not quite correct. They would rarely, if ever, acknowledge that outside maybe in the popular mind. One could never be saved by works alone. In fact, within the Thomas Aquinas tradition, they might say, we're saved by grace alone. Why? because the works by which we attain righteousness are grace-assisted works, grace-supported works. They are works that are assisted by grace and performed in a state of grace. Had God not provided that context, they would do us no good. 
Now, let's move on to *via moderna. As you recall when I talked about the *via antiqua, I said the movement from a state of sin to a state of grace begins with baptism where God gives us grace. And for Aquinas, this was given freely. Well Gabriel *Beal and William *Ockham asked the question: If we earn final merit, if we earn final beatification or final acceptance by God, if we earn that by doing acts of love with the help of God's grace, shouldn't we earn something by doing acts of love without the help of God's grace? So they sort of backed it up a step and said, what about the non-Christian who tries as hard as he can to love God. Yes, he's going to fall short, and it's not going to save him. But theoretically, one could love God with all one's heart, but it's extremely difficult. So they coined the phrase *faqua quad in est, which means do what is within you. Or you might say, do the best that you can. Or I might even contemporize it by saying; God helps those who help themselves. It might be analogous to telling my child, you have to clean up your room. Make it spotless, every item of clothing picked up, every window dusted, everything vacuumed including under the bed. If you do that, I'm going to give you $20. They clean their room. I go back in and inspect it and say, you know what? It's not perfect. You missed this, and you missed that. But you know what? You gave it good faith effort. I'll give you $10. 
Well, what they suggested is that by doing what one can in a state of sin or a state of nature, that God rewards that, not with final merit or final acceptance, but he rewards it with that first grace or that first dose of grace, for lack of a better word. In other words, that first dose of grace which Aquinas said is given freely in baptism, *Beal and *Ockham said, that is called congruent merit, that it is an appropriate merit or a fitting merit or maybe kind of like a half merit. It's like, well, you gave it your best shot. It deserves at least this. 
So doing what you can then acquires that first grace. Now you're in a state of grace, and everything else works in the same way that it did within the *via antiqua, or within the Thomas Aquinas system. You earn that first race for *Beal and *Ockham, now with that first grace, you can begin doing acts of love with the assistance of grace on the way towards acquiring condign merit, or the full merit, full acceptance by God at the end of your life because you have become a loving person. That is, you have become righteous. In that instance, the declaration of justification is really more of a descriptive word than a performative word. In other words, it describes what you have, in fact, become. Whereas, for Luther and Melanchthon, the word of justification is a performative word. It creates the reality that it speaks about. So when God declares us righteous, He, in fact, makes as a righteous, or we really are righteous on account of his word. 

Question 47
>> DAVID: Does Melanchthon's distinction between two kinds of righteousness provide him with the resources for diagnosing the fundamental flaw in the confutation's understanding of salvation? And if so, how? 
>> DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: Here is where I think a lot of the fun begins in the study of the Apology, that is to say, how does Melanchton go about critiquing or diagnosing the fundamental flaw in the position of his opponents? In brief, he diagnosis it by saying that the fundamental problem is a failure to distinguish between two kinds of righteousness. In other words, they operate as if there's only one kind, or a single kind of righteousness that avails both in the eyes of human beings as well as in the eyes of God. 
I think in Melanchthon's view you might say what his opponents have done is they have taken the active righteousness of works on a horizontal sphere and flipped it on its head, thereby turning it into a basis for our righteousness also before God. You might say, rather than thinking in terms of two axes, they think of righteousness only in terms of a single continuum by which we ascend from earth up to God in heaven. One might even think of it as an extension ladder. So in other words, what they have done then, is they have adopted the Aristotelian pattern for how we acquire virtue; namely, by practice and effort. They’ve taken that pattern which applies to our lives and our human relationships and made it the basis for acquiring righteous also in the eyes of God. 
You might say that what they have done is they've taken an Aristotelian chassis for acquiring righteousness and then powered it with a sacramental engine. Now what I mean by that is they've taken the pattern that we have to choose to do what is right. We have to practice it over and over again at a very high level and do it over a lifetime. But, they've notched it up a couple of degrees. In other words, when it comes to our works, and the laws and the standards by which we achieve righteousness, they have added to, you might say, the Ten Commandments, additional works that go above and beyond the Ten Commandments as necessary for acquiring perfection or acquiring righteousness before God. 
Again, if we can use the analogy of a vertical continuum, or an extension ladder from earth to heaven, you might say that at the bottom of this extension ladder lies the (inaudible), lies the profane world, the secular world. At the top of the continuum or at the top of the ladder lies the sacred world, the world of God. And the goal is then, to move from the bottom, from the profane, up to the sacred. 
Now, at the bottom, then, lie such works as are commanded by the Ten Commandments. These kind of works lie within the power and ability of every person or every Christian. And they take you so far up the ladder. If you want to go all the way to the top of the latter, there are additional works that were called evangelical councils. Most famously, these would include the vows of poverty, chastity and obedience. They might also include additional works established by the church as necessary for acquiring righteousness, whether they be pilgrimages, indulgences, or those kinds of works, observing different feasts and fasting and observing a distinction of foods and the like. So you end up with a distinction between two kinds of work. You end up with two levels of works, I might say. You have a level of works that sort of is available and possible for everyone, but then you have the higher level of works that you need to progress to if you want to achieve righteousness or perfection. 
Well, how does one do that? That requires one's total dedication and total effort and total concentration. And, therefore, they are best accomplished within certain spheres of life or walks of life or vocations, one might call them I suppose, such as monastic orders. By entering a monastic order, one can and devote oneself entirely toward the attaining of righteousness without the distractions of everyday life. This then meant that some walks of life, some human endeavors, became regarded as superior to others. You might say then, that fasting for God becomes more valuable than cooking for a family. In other words, you have to dedicate yourself entirely to God by entering a monastic order. Well, what does this do except create sort of a two level –- two levels of Christianity? You have your spiritual Christians, you might say, your perfect Christians, and then you have your more secular Christians or the profane. So they would distinguish, then, between two levels of Christianity, two levels of works, two levels of attaining righteousness, or I should say, two levels of walks of life. 
Well, to help one up the letter, if you will, is where the sacraments came into play. Not only with baptism but with the remaining six sacraments, each one of them provides you with a dose of grace, an infusion of grace, to enable one to love God more easily. 
What role does Christ play in this scheme? Well, in the opening paragraphs of Apology 4, you see that Melanchthon asks this very question. Melanchthon will end up answering this by saying, not a whole lot. Basically, Christ will play the role of acquiring that grace for us by which we then can seek to love God with undivided attention. In other words, the grace which assists our words, that's what Christ won for us upon the cross. Now this grace that He won for us upon the cross was simply the recovery of a grace originally given to Adam and Eve in creation. It was known as a stabilizing grace. We may talk about that a little bit later on. But for Melanchthon, that too radically limits the role of Christ. It's simply placing Christ and the sacraments into a particular scheme or slotting them, you might say, somewhere on this continuum of soft of giving us a lift up to God. 
So that's his diagnosis. One confuses the two kinds of righteousness or one conflates the two kinds of righteousness into only one kind of righteousness. I dare say that this remains a perpetual problem for Christians, even down to this day. I somehow can't help but wonder whether when you hear people talk about such things as, now that you have accepted Jesus as your savior, make Him Lord of your life. There’s a sort of two-stage progression to the Christian life. Now you're saved, but now you got to move on to become perfect or sanctified which brings you even closer to God. Or, perhaps, within the neo-Pentecostal movement, there tends to be a way of speaking that speaks about a water baptism for justification. Again, that gets you saved, but then you need a Spirit baptism for sanctification. Well, in my ears, that sounds very similar to this movement of sin to grace. Okay, you’ve moved from a state of sin, now you're in a state of grace, but now let's press on up the ladder, if you will, to a state of perfection or sanctification by what we do or what we accomplish. 
For that reason, Melanchthon is going to urge the distinction between the two kinds of righteousness as the key to both preserving the work of Christ in all its glory and, hence, providing sinners with complete and total comfort in Christ, as well as preserving the value of human activity in performance of works within our daily lives. And he'll do that, as we'll see, in a way that does not make one type of work or one type of law superior to another kind. 

Question 48
>> How does the Apology help us preserve the comfort afforded by the proclamation of the righteousness of faith alone so as not to deny the value or necessity of good works?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND:Okay.The two kinds of righteousness are not alternatives between which we must choose as I think Melanchthon vowed his opponents as doing rather the two kinds of righteousness are two simultaneous dimensions of human identity which serve different purposes.And for which reason must be kept distinct. In fact, only by distinguishing them can integrity of each of them be maintained.
In Luther's great Confession of 1528, which was wrote as a last will and testament, Luther expressed this with striking clarity by declaring to be holy and to be saved are two entirely different things end quote.We are saved through Christ alone but we are made holy both through faith and through these defined foundations or our vocations of everyday living.
*Gerald Ebling and 20th century theologian expressed it well when he wrote that it is only by recovering a proper understanding of justification I would say the proper distinction between two kinds of righteousness that truly lets creation be creation and redemption be redemption.
By confusing the two, Melanchthon thought that his opponents, in fact, did damage to both or I should put it more strongly undermined and destroyed the integrity of each.
Well, how do we then maintain the integrity of the passive righteousness of faith in such a way that it provides sinners with the comfort that is theirs in Jesus Christ?  Well, both Lutheran minds can agree that the first and most important thing that Christians must do is that they must learn to ignore the law of God.
Isn't that something? In other words, when it comes to righteous in the eyes of God, the law, no matter how valuable it is for human living, for life within the human community, and no matter how much it preserves and protects and promotes life within the human community, the law only hinders us when it comes to the righteous of God.
Luther's treatments particularly in his disputation with doctrine of man and his disputation on justification highlight this kind of paradox tremendously.
So when it comes to righteous in the eyes of God we must seek a righteousness beyond the law and indeed, ignore the law. Nothing is -- knowing the law I suspect is extremely counter -- ignoring the law I suspect is extremely counter-intuitive for a human being it runs counter to our entire human experience within this world.
Works according to the law, like I say, contribute to the well being of the wider society by them we can attain a civil righteous, we can attain a good credit rating. We are regarded as good parents and spouses in faith and ignoring the law within the wider world leads to trouble.  But the counter intuitive character of passive righteous of faith alone does not explain why human beings consistently and continually seek to be justified before God by virtue of their works.
Now, this is really the Reformers turn to the doctrine of original sin, to explain why it is that the opinion of the law clings to our hearts. Luther puts it bluntly. Human nature is corrupt and blinded by the blemish of original sin. It is not evil to imagine or conceive the justification above or beyond works. Why? Because in the fall we became and sought our independence from God. Having fallen into that independence I suppose one could say that there is no one else and nothing else to rely upon except ourselves and our works. In other words, for the Reformers, human beings were not created to be independent from God. But definition, we are depend end contingent beings. What do we have that we have not received? We depend on the air we breathe the water we drink the food we eat for life. We take these away and we die. That is to say as human beings we are originally created, that we were created as dependent creatures who receive and live from the gifts of God. The fall into sin then was a fall from faith into unfaith. It was a refusal to receive God's gifts, a desire to be autonomous and self determining and independent and self sufficient.
Having become that, one has no one and nothing else to rely upon except one's own works and one's own achievement. With this diagnosis of the human condition, Melanchthon stresses very strongly then that the human reason not only became dimmed in the fall, it became blinded. And the human will was not simply weakened in the fall. It became enslaved to sin. And yet even though human beings have a little vestige of the knowledge of God or awareness of God as Augusta indicated that thou has made us for thyself and also rested until we find rest with you, oh, Lord well, even though they have that knowledge, they turn that knowledge of God whether it's actual knowledge of God even the review knowledge of God, they turn that knowledge of God into an idol.
That is the human heart becomes a perpetual factory of idols fabricating idols on our own terms that is idols from whom we seek approval by what we do or what we accomplish. Now, that's not what he applies to pagans. Indeed, when they came to the medieval theology, Melanchthon will argue quite strongly as Luther himself did that people took the knowledge of God, followed the Holy Spirit and turned God into an idol you miss in a striking fashion and they worshiped God as an idol. What does that mean? They sought to rest heaven from God by means of what they accomplished by means of their works. In other words, they made God work on their own terms. They sought to put God into their own debt. Well, this is where the distinction of law and Gospel come into play. Because such a person, such a fallen creature, cannot be reformed. Such a fallen creature must be killed. And so law and Gospel as the works of God killing and making alive become the means by which God kills the old Adam within us, kills the old creature, and then creates a new heart of faith that receives the gifts of God. This becomes the particular burden of Article 12 of the Apology where you'll find this stressed very strongly and consistently. And this has become in many respects the genius of Lutheran theology for the last 500 years. The distinction of law and Gospel provides sinners with comfort in the eyes of God by we might say the law providing us with a diagnosis that renders us impotent and helpless in the eyes of God.
Be sure when you read the Apology you'll note whenever Melanchthon stresses the law of God in revealing sin he's not talking about the second table of the law he stresses – he points they consistently miss the first commandment of the law, namely that they didn't consider such things as ignoring God, getting inpatient when God doesn't answer prayers as quickly as we want, grumbling against God's acts or inaction. They would consider that as sin or going to the very core of what sin is all about. So the law then becomes a diagnostic tool whereby it reveals our sin.
I might use the analogy of about ten years ago when I was playing soccer with some students I went to kick the ball into the goal the first year student who was playing goalie dived to block the goal and instead landed on my leg. And I Thought I had a Charlie horse block the ball -- or a bruise. And it really hurt so I hobbled about 200 yards down to the field house. I put some ice on it. And the pain didn't go away after about an hour so I called my wife she came in and took one look at it and said you're going to the hospital I said no I've got class tonight wrap it up I'll be fine. She went out and got two rather large burly looking men and said you're going to the hospital I went to the hospital they took some X-rays. And they said you fractured your knee in three places you are having surgery tomorrow with I think four pins inserted. Once I saw the X-ray, I said okay I Got a problem. In a similar way, the law diagnoses the first commandment idolatry of -- of a heart or diagnosis of the hearth is a factory of idols you might say.
Once we are laid low, demolished annihilated the Gospel comes in to revive us and make us alive by proclaiming their righteousness of Christ, the benefits of Christ given to us in the Gospel. Now, this is the critical thing that the Gospel is not just simply the story about Christ but the purpose of Christ's life namely for the forgiveness of sins. You see Melanchthon doing this in paragraphs 48 to 60 of Apology 4. But note the Gospel is not simply a word of information. For the Reformers and the Gospel does what it speaks about. The Gospel gives that about which it speaks. It accomplishes that about which it speaks. So it's a performative work. Now, here is where we get into the issue of what some might call forensic justification. Very often Lutherans are accused of having to view justification that says God says you're righteous but we all know you're not as if it's illegal fiction. As if it's simply a way of -- as if it was simply a veneer. He says we are but we know we're really not. 

Well, my colleague Jim *Vellick has an analogy that I think is very helpful to illustrate how the Gospel creates a new reality. It's an analogy derived from baseball. A few years ago the St. Louis Cardinals had a home run hitter on their roster by the name of mark McGuire. Mark McGuire hit probably as many home runs as he hit singles. He was not a particularly fast runner on the bases but if you can imagine for a moment, McGuire hit a single he's standing on first base for whatever reason he gets it in his head that he's going to try to steal second base. The pitcher throws the ball to home plate. McGuire Breaks for second the catcher received the ball, throws it to the shortstop the shortstop tags McGuire out three feet before he touches the base and the umpire yells safe. Now what happens? Assuming it's a home game you're going to have a riot. What happens? McGuire gets up and stands on second base. Why? Because the umpire's word created the reality. He really is Safe. It goes into the record books as a stolen base. o matter how many times the instant replay shows that he was out, the reality is, he is safe. 

Similarly for us. No matter how many times we may replay for ourselves an instant replay of our lives and our sin, the fact of the matter is, we are righteous. We really are. God's word creates a new reality. And for that reason, faith clings to that external word. It change to the word that is outside of us rather than the works that are inside of us. It clings to the external word because that word does what it says. And there in lies the comfort of the Gospel for sinners and therein we learn to ignore the law.
Now, one last illustration. My colleague, *Bob  Corwith, like's to tell this story. And it goes to our distinction of Gabriel Bell and *William Auckman.Three men one time appeared before saint Peter at heaven's gate. Thomas Aquinas and Gabriel Bell and Martin Luther. Peter goes up to Thomas Aquinas and says why should I let you into heaven. Thomas pulls behind him a large sack and says look at all of these works that I have performed with the assistance of God's grace. Peter then goes onto Gabriel Bell and says why should I let you into God's heaven? He then pulls out a large sack of works and says look at all these works that I performed without the assistance of God's grace. Peter moves onto Martin Luther and says why should I let you into God's heaven Martin Luther pulls out a document from his vest pocket and hands it to Peter and says here is my birth certificate. Peter received it and says that's nice. Where are all your works. And Luther goes, oh, I thought I was supposed to leave those behind on earth.
Question 49
>> I think I'm understanding you but let me try the question somewhat in reverse. What guidance does Melanchthon give us for affirming the values of pursuing the righteousness of works in such a way that we do not obscure the righteousness of faith?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: If we acknowledged a paradox in the previous question and answer or previous discussion, then we must learn to ignore the law of God when we come into the presence of God. Now, as we turn towards the question about how do we exhort good works or how do we speak about good works so as not to obscure Christ or the righteousness of faith, we find another paradox here Luther and his disputation of man acknowledged that God rewards the very works that he condemns.
Now, think about it in the presence of God, God condemns human works as done in his sight and kills those that bring their works to him as a result we bring all of our works behind on earth when we come into the presence of God.
On the other hand Luther then goes onto say the riddle is astonishing because God rewards the very righteousness which he himself regards as in equity and wickedness unquote. So the righteous that God condemns, we bring it to him as a basis for righteousness before him. While on earth, he rewards it for the sake of other human beings.
Melanchthon also emphasizes that the righteousness that God condemns in his presence is a righteousness that God honors even with material wards -- rewards here on earth and within the human community.
Well, there in lies -- there lies within this paradox a fundamental and radical reorientation by the Reformers. As an Augustinian monk Luther's theology had been shaped by a strict discipleship that was directed by the need to escape from this world. remember the vertical continuum of escaping from the secretary collar or pro vein world and ascending up into the sacred world. As a result this world, our possessions our works within this world had no inherent dignity, let alone spiritual significance.
The road was seen as the hierarchy of the natural and the supernatural which the natural was subordinate to the higher spiritual state of perfection which brought us nearer to God. Now this was certainly the thinking that had been around since Augustine and Thomas equinus. But in the 1520s it seems to me lute they are develops a greater appreciation for what we might call the first article of creation or the things of this world.
You can see it in a number of areas for example the fourth petition in the middle ages the fourth petition give us this daily bread had often been interpreted with reference to Christ or to the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper or perhaps even to the world Luther does that the early in the 1520s but after 1525 give us this daily bread basically means give us food, the stuff that we need for life here on this earth.
He does that -- you see that kind of a progression in a number of other areas, as well. A greater appreciation for creation. I think part of it has to do with him uncovering or thinking through or unpacking the ramifications of the Gospel. So that as he -- we see through the 1520s there is a growing significance and appreciation for such things as marriage and parenthood and law and worldly government. In other words, you realize that the Gospel does not remove us from creation. The Gospel does not take us out of our body or take us out of this world. To the contrary, the Gospel opens up the world as God's creation and the field of our labors that the various spheres of daily life with the Reformers what they might have called the vocations or different estates through which we live, in fact, become the arena where faith is exercised.
You know the sanctification is not found in rising to a higher level of spiritual existence. Rather sanctification is found in our daily activities. By this method was no longer did one regard some works as bringing us closer to God than other works that one carries out the work of a husband or wife or parent or child or employer or employee or neighbor is doing as spiritual of a work as that of a monk, in fact, a more spiritual work because these works are actually commanded by God. That I Demand thee of thigh church their authorized works. This is something that I think perhaps we ourselves fail to grasp even in our own day and age. I think there's a tendency in our day and age for people to think that by doing certain activities at church, being on certain committees is somehow they are really serving the Lord In doing those works. Perhaps a greater fashion or as having greater value than the works that they carry out in their daily life. Those are works that we have to do but by doing something in church, they are serving the Lord. Well, for Luther serving the Lord You're also doing that in these daily activities no matter how ordinary or mundane they might be.
In other words, as *Darrett Furley once put it, once a person has been cured of all heaven-storming ambitions, one suddenly finds God's creation to care about and to care for. Well, what this means then is good works are directed toward other ends. Good works have other purposes. God doesn't need our works. Our neighbor does need them. And so Melanchthon will in the Apology demonstrate that such thing, you know, how medicine serves health, meteorology serves navigation, ethics serve state, the construction of law serves society. Rhetoric assists writing and oratory. Even the observance of churchly traditions conserve the body. The habit of going to church develop say a habit that puts us in the place where the word of God may break into our lives. The habit of developing – bowing our head folding our hands in prayer. The habits of reading the scripture are all good for us, God for our body. They don't safe. But they are good for us by providing a context in a setting for which the spirit can carry out his work through the word.
So when you get to the latter half of the Apology you'll find Melanchthon saying the marriage is good because it serves this. Monasteries might be even be good because they serve education. Celibacy might be good in that it gives one more time for study. But none of these is better than another in the sense of bringing us closer to God. They might be better works than others in terms of the benefit they provide our neighbor. But they are not of greater value than another when it comes to righteousness in the eyes of God.
Well, what this means then is that there is no longer a need for Christians to instrumentalize their neighbor. What I mean by that: As long as one is working with a -- viewing life  with God through a scheme of works, everything one does is serving a means to end. In other words, I love my neighbor, Sue my neighbor in order to acquire righteousness for myself in God's eyes, in order to further my way on the path toward justification.
Well, you now, that we are free from all heaven storming ambitions and our righteousness entirely on the count of Christ, we don't need to use our neighbor or our works as a means to an end or as a means for serving ourselves in our own progress towards salvation.
In other words, good works are good in and of themselves in serving our neighbor is a good act in and of itself. It also frees us to some extent from the -- having to always struggle with the question of the motivation behind our actions. Our neighbor's need is a sufficient call from God to act. Well, by contributing to the welfare of others, our good works enter into the creative work of God and foster God's own agency within the world. And this is where that paradox comes in. God rewarding the very works that he condemns.
In other words, as a launch catechism expresses it, creatures are the hands, channels and means through which God bestows our blessings. For example he gives to the mother breasts and milk for her infant or gives green all sorts of fruits from the earth for sustenance things no creature could produce by himself.
Well, our good works enter into that creative work of God in such a way that we might even be regarded as co-workers of God within first article creation. One could say that we become the masks of God, the -- the masks of God by which God bestows all blessings upon other people. When my wife takes care of me, she is God's instrument of blessing for me in the sense she's the mask of God or the glove on God's hand, if you will. 
And this in and of itself is good so that all that we do is now freed up for the sake of our neighbor as we enter into the work of God. We don't need it for ourselves in terms of righteousness in the eyes of God. 
So unlike medieval biases marriage vows now take priority over rheumatic vows, families take priority over monasteries. In addition to serving and supporting human life within our communities these structures that marriage and family and occupation and government provides and the arenas in which faith is exercises and sanctification gross. Now, Melanchthon illustrates this with a story in the latter half of the Apology. A story about a man named Anthony. He has a dream in which he asks God to show him an individual who has made great strides in his sancification or has made great progress in his walk with God. He asks God to show him an individual so that Anthony might have a basis for comparison to see how far he himself has progressed in his own life of sancification. 
Well, God shows him a -- shows him a Schumacher in the city of Alexandria as a basis of comparison. When Anthony goes to have a look and to check out this Schumacher, he did not see or hear anything special other than the fact that the man prayed in the morning for the whole city and then paid attention to his business. Went about his craft of making shoes as best as he could for his customers. That was it. The lesson being one walk of life is no better than another for attaining righteousness before God. Instead, whatever walk of life we find ourselves, give it your best effort for the sake of your neighbor. And in that process, our faith is exercised as we are thrown back upon God to trust in him to provide us for that which we cannot achieve.
Question 50
>>Why does Melanchthon see the inability to fear and love God as the key to understanding original sin?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: There are a number of reasons why Melanchthon spends so much time on the first commandment particularly the early upon the requirement that we fear, love, and trust the God of all things. The language that he probably borrowed from Luther's own catechism that was published only years prior to the Augustine apology. But the fundamental reason once again can be traced to the question of anthropology or the doctrine of what it means to be a human being and what the fall -- what kind of an impact the fall into sin had upon the human being. Once again we are going to have to revisit the anthropology of the late middle ages.
As we had talked about earlier, it was in anthropology that assumed the human being is divided into reason, will, and the affections and that these are organized in a hierarchal fashion with reason on the top and passions on the bottom. The reason for this is because in large part when one asked what is it that distinguishes human beings from the animals, where in does the image of God exist. The most frequent answer given was that of reason. The intellect. The rational capacities of the human being.
So that puts us more into the image of God. Makes us more like God, if you will, bi separating us from the animal creation. On the other hand, if you were to ask what is it that we have in common with all of the other non-human creatures, with all of the animals, one would probably respond by saying it has to do with our instincts, our emotions or passions, our sensual desires and the like.
Now, when you take this anthropology and then place it into a framework that advocates only one kind of righteousness and considers life to be based on a vertical continuum rising from the secular world, the profane world all the way up to the sacred world, well, then you have the human being is seen as one who is traveling through this earth on his or her way toward achieving union with God or righteousness in God's eyes. Well, this anthropology then implies as a certain tension within the human person themselves. In other words, reason draws us towards God you might say out of this world or away from this world while our passions our emotions our I think stinks tend to attach us to this world.
They provide pleasure and enjoyment in the things of this world. So sometimes the distinction would be made between using the things of this world as tools in our pilgrimage with heaven being my home versus enjoying the things of this world. For example, it's one thing to eat a banana for the sake of nourishment to replenish the potassium within our bodies. It’s another thing, however, to have a banana split. See, that kind of thing we tend to enjoy, relic and that sort of attaches us to this world rather.
than attach us to God there by creating divided loyalty. Now, within this scheme one might sense a little bit of a neoplatonic framework at work. But we also have to admit when it comes to the affections or passions, they are not regarded as evil, per seethe are seen instead of being a little more chaotic or unruly as I indicated sort of attaching us to this world rather than attaching us with an undivided art to God. Well in the Garden of Eden, it was conceived that Adam and Eve worked in such a way that the reason provided the will with information upon which it was to act. And the will in turn kept our passions, our emotions, under control. You might say kept them in check, if you will, so that they did not gain control over us a in attaching us to this world. Well, to help Adam and Eve did that medieval theology argued that God gave Adam and Eve a special gift of stabilizing grace already in the Garden of Eden following their actual creation. And this stabilizing grace helped them maintain the proper balance.
Now, also I should perhaps point out if reason draws us towards God as we are -- we are made in the image of God, passions draw us toward the world. The will or choice is the key to virtue or advice, right rightness or unrighteousness because the will has to make the decision as to what it will pursue and how it will then act.
For that reason in late middle theology, nothing is a sin until the will acts upon it. So if certain desires are not necessary sinful in and of themselves until you act upon them. Now, what happened then in the fall is Adam and Eve lost this gift of stabilizing grace. As a result they lost the proper balance between reason, will, and their affections. And you might say the hierarchy become upside down so that more often than not, the will obeyed the passions, the emotions, the desires of our body rather than obeying the dictates of right and reason. And one can see then in the analysis of sin all through middle ages that this applied to all sorts of activities, whether it was sexual, sex in itself wasn't bad, rather what was to be shunned was the emotions, the passions and the enjoyment of pleasure attached to it. The same thing applied to fine clothing, good food, good wine, anything pertaining to the enjoyment of this world.
As we indicated earlier then, within the late medieval scheme, Christ reacquired that gift of restabilizing grace so we can regain balance and put things in proper order once again. Now, Melanchthon's fundamental problem with this is that sin is defined only as an act of the will, something you choose to do or not to do. So it is seen in Article 2 of the apology, he'll complain about how his opponents are confusing Christian righteousness with philosophical righteousness. In particular he's saying that doll upon air is to the he will's own principle that nothing is a sin unless you act upon it. So what does that mean for such things as doubt about God and being indignant when God doesn't answer prayer as quickly as we want, perhaps even getting angry with God, not loving God and the like? Well, those things are lodged in the affections, if they are, then they are not considered sin in and of themselves until you act upon them.
Instead, he saw late medieval theology focusing on the real defining love of God primarily in terms of external actions that the will decides to undertake. In other words, external worship, going to church, doing pilgrimages, these external acts of devotion or devotional actions.
And as a result for Melanchthon he sees late mid evil theology as ignoring a far deeper ailment within the human person because for late medieval theology, when man or human beings lost the stabilizing grace, reason became darkened but not blinded and will was weakened but not rendered helpless or incapacitated or impotent.
Instead original sin left man in its weakened condition you might say much in the same way polio will leave a person its affected in a weakened condition. Someone may be entirely healed from polio but their body is still somewhat weakened as a result of it. So that's how the human being was pictured or conceived. I should also point out then within this scheme faith was often placed into the intellect. It was the knowledge. There was a historical knowledge about what Christ has done in the past. See, for that reason, it could not save in and by itself. Why? Because righteousness is located in the will, not the intellect. So faith could provide the will with the proper knowledge it needs on which to act. And on which to act means to carry out acts of love.
Well, Melanchthon records the human being not in terms of compartments or divisions. I honestly think the Reformers thought the human being more holistically and relationally than substantively.
In other words we're dealing with the human being as a whole, not with different parts of the human being and how sin affected those various components. In some ways I suspect Melanchthon would actually prefer to use the biblical language for the human being when the Bible talks about the human heart. I think for him, the human heart might be a way of capturing all together the intellect, the will, and the passions and sort of bundling them into one package. But very often he's willing to work with the anthropology with his opponents in terms of saying okay if you're going to consider faith it has to be both in the intellect and the will. Or more to our point, that such things as love for God, fear of God, doubt about God, that these things are not inconsequential. In fact, they go to the very heart of sin or righteousness. They go to the very heart of the fall and what God redeemed us to be.
The point being about these particular emotions or affections as they were often called is that they lie outside of our control. In other words, one can't make a decision simply to trust or one can't make a decision "I'm going to wake up this morning and love this particular person, this particular woman with all my heart.” We talk about falling in love. It implies that there's something about it that's outside of our control. It happens. And when it happens, it captures us totally in such a way that it consumes our thoughts and our actions. I mean, think about how someone acts who has recently fallen in love. All they can do is talk about their beloved. For example, how her eyes sparkle like the stars. Hour her hair shimmers in the sunlight. And on and onto the point where friends might get tired of hearing about it. Well, for Melanchthon these affections that go to the heart of the first commandment lies outside of our control. But they are the very things that define our relationship with God. They lie outside of our control in that we don't -- we are unable incapable of choosing to trust, choosing to fear or choosing to love God. We are helpless. We are incapable of doing it. So really the heart for -- the key tothe doctrine of original sin for the confessions and the apologyin particular is what Luther called the bondage of the will. The will turned in on itself in such a way that this is incapable of turning towards God.
Well, when one starts looking at sin primarily in terms of the first commandment rather in terms of the second table of law, one realizes the depth to which human beings fell in the fall into sin and how totally devastating the impact of the fall was upon the human beings so that there is no way out apart from the Holy Spirit turning us around, killing us, and making us alive through the promise of the Gospel.
So when you go through the apology, be sure, especially in Article 2, note how frequently Melanchthon argued that his opponents minimize sin. They trivialize sin. They regard it as an inconsequential matter by limiting sin only to the acts of the will. To the decisions that we make. There by, ignoring sin as a disease that infects and abuses our very nature as human beings.
Question 51
>>Article 4 of the Apology seems long and redundant. Is there any way I can follow the line of argument in Article 4 or was Melanchthon simply in the habit of repeating himself over and over?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: You know, Article 4 of the Apology is the lengthiest article in the Apology taking up as much as one-third or one-half of the entire Apology. Personally, I think it's one of the masterpieces to be found in the entire book of Concord. I can't say that that was always the case in my thinking. When I first began reading it probably 24 years ago, I have to admit that I found it somewhat tough going. At times I thought "My goodness Melanchthon is overly repetitive. He seems to be saying the same thing over and over again.” You almost want to say "Let's move onto the next point.” Sometimes he seems to be meandering and you may wonder "How can I follow his argument?” When I started looking around for various outlines, I found as many different outlines of the Apology as there were individuals who had read it.
Some outlined it primarily in terms of a theological system. Others tried looking for verbal cues within the Apology and the like. Well, the fact of the matter is, Melanchthon knows what he's doing. He was trained as a humanist. He is a very careful writer. And the Apology, in fact, was written over a period of nine months. There were times on the way back from Augsburg one instance on a Sunday in *Altinberg when they were at *Spalentine's house. Luther had to actually take the pen out of Melanchthon's hand at the dinner table and say look Phillip even God rested on the Sabbath. The text actual history of the Apology shows that Melanchthon spent more time revising and rewriting the Apology Article 4 than any other article in the entire Apology. He was trying to find the best arguments with which to counter the charges of his opponents. He was trying to find the best way of arguing convincingly and persuasively the Lutheran case for justification. I think the key -- I don't think. I know. The key to understanding the Apology or you're saying Melanchthon's writing style or Melanchthon's argumentation is to take a look at Melanchthon's textbook on rhetoric.
he had already written a textbook on rhetoric back in the early 1520s.What I Find most interesting is that in the year 1531, the same year in which the Apology was published, Melanchthon published a new edition of his book on rhetoric. And many of the examples that are in that addition come straight from the Apology and/or vice versa. In other words, when he provides examples of definition or how to demonstrate the various parts of a thing, he'll bring into it examples from the article on repentance and so forth.
Well, what dawned on me is that maybe we have here a guide or a key to reading Melanchthon's own writings. In other words you might say well did he practice what he preached? Now, the discipline of rhetoric basically is the art of per situation. In the lit middle ages you had two -- well in the classical tradition there were at least three steps or building blocks towards learning how to think and speak as an educated person. The first was grammar. Grammar tended to look at small blocks of text. The second would be dialectics. Dialectics were -- involved the art of teaching especially by making proper distinctions. Dialectics or logic would be used very often in disputations it provided a way for people to talk with one another in the search for truth. Rhetoric, on the other hand, dealt with large blocks of material. It tended to look at a text holistically and was as I indicated designed for per situation. One of the key things about humanism particularly in Melanchthon is rhetoric comes to the forefront perhaps even ahead of dialectics or maybe better yet, dialectics now serves rhetoric rather than the other way around.
Well, when one uses Melanchthon's rhetoric, it does, in fact, help unfold the Apology so you can say "Oh, now I understand what he's doing here. He’s using this kind of an argument here. He’s using this kind of a distinction here." Well, we'll briefly summarize for you some of the basic features of rhetoric, particularly as it applies to the Apology. Melanchthon argued that the first important thing is to decide what kind of Chandra you're going to be dealing with there were three major Chandra’s in rhetoric one was called the judicial  gayness, the judicial kind of treatise it was called the *Gaytis unicoli. It tended to deal with facts particularly about the past. The second kind was called the demonstrative gayness. This often involved prescribing praise and blame to individuals. The kind of rhetoric one might use at eulogies or what happens when a roast is held in honor of another person. There would be a roasting. A third kind or treatise or speech is the deliberative kind. This deals more with the future. It's the kind of argument that you might find in Congress where people are arguing what will be the impact of this bill? What will be the effects of this law?
Well, the Apology of the Augsburg Confession is seen in the judicial gayness. It’s in very looseness a legal style of writing that Melanchthon adopts here. And that makes perfect sense, given the political and legal context of the died of Augsburg. They are addressing the Roman Empire the holy Roman emperor Charles the fifth they are appealing a decision that he has rendered in the recess of Augsburg.
Well, in using the judicial gayness, one can outline a speech in several categories or into several divisions. For example, one always opens a speech with what Melanchthon calls an exordium. I suppose we would come it an introduction. In the introduction one is to lay out what you would call the status of the issue. The question of the issue. Exactly what is it that we are dealing with? What’s the point of controversy? One might also include within the exordium or introduction certain words of *Benevolencia. This is a certain praise where you try to render the audience well disposed to hearing you. And this is often done by the heaping and a little bit of praise upon the audience. You’ll find very often Melanchthon speaking about the emperor as his most gracious highness or we know that the emperor desires to be fair minded. We know that the emperor has the best interests of the church at heart. Trying to render him well disposed.
The exordium might also include an *intentia. This is a device which is to retain the attention of the hearer so they hang with you especially when the argumentation gets perhaps a little bit dense. The most common form of intentia that Melanchthon uses is the glory of grace in the comfort of sinners. This highlights the importance of the issue the importance of what's at stake pastorally. Now, as you go through the Apology, you'll find him over and over saying here is what's at stake. The glory of Christ the glory of his work the comfort afforded by the Gospel to sinners. It's a way of him saying "Now, hang in here with me because here's what's at stake."
Following the exordium you then lay out the *narratio, the narration in legal cases. This would often be a review of the events that brought us to the point where we are now in a court of law. Well, you'll see the narratio especially in Article 4 in Apology especially from Paragraph 5 to Paragraph 47.In this Melanchthon reviews the position of his opponents. And he then lays out the theses that he is going to then argument he first lays out a minor thesis regarding his critique of his opponent's position. And then he builds up to where he lays out the thesis that he is going to argument. And you'll find this basically Paragraphs 43 to 47.And especially in the last line of Paragraph 47 he comes -- it comes very clear that at stake or the critical issue is the distinction between Christian righteousness and philosophical righteousness.
Following the narratio where you lay out the thesis, he then moves to the category called *Confamatio. This is the providing the evidence or confirming or strengthening or providing the data and evidence for your thesis. Now, in his rhetoric Melanchthon says this is the most difficult part of any speech. What you then have as you move through the Apology is Melanchthon first makes the case that faith just at this identifies Paragraph 48 through Paragraph 60.He does so by emphasizing the importance of the promise and that faith alone receives the promise, much of what we earlier discussed regarding the passage of righteousness of faith before God.
Then in Paragraph 61 of Samuel 2 he picks up this theme that faith alone justification. Now having looked at faith and the definition of faith saying it's not historical knowledge you misunderstand what you mean by faith. Faith is to embrace the promise. He now takes a look at the word solo. He says we don't mean solo? Well, he says we don't mean that faith alone somehow excludes any role of the sacraments and creation of faith nor are we excluding works as the fruit of faith. So he's clarifying and strengthening arguments for why we say faith alone in these two sections he argued primarily on the basis of definitions. What is faith? What are the parts of faith? What do we mean by alone? What do we not mean by alone?
Following that section he knows moves into strengthening the thesis that we are justified by faith alone by arguing both by scripture and then the corroborating witness of the church fathers this takes us all the way up to approximately Paragraph 120.
Following that, he then advocates that faith produces good works, a spirit produces new spiritual impulses within us. And he now talks about the relationship between faith and works.  Well, this goes all the way up until about Paragraph 182. At that point he introduces a new phase to the discourse or the treatise. It’s called the *confutotsio that is a refutation of his opponent's arguments. Interestingly, this is the largest part of Article 4.It runs at least from Paragraph 182, 183 all the way to Paragraph 400.So you can see that it's at least half of the entire treatment of Article 4.
In some regards, Melanchthon spent more time revising this section than any other because he was trying to find the absolute best way of handling the opponent's Bible passages as well as their texts. Now, when you read his rhetoric, he will discuss a variety of devices or approaches that you can use to dismantle the position of your opponent’s. Sometimes he'll argue on the basis of grammar. Sometimes he'll argue they have drawn a faulty conclusion from a premise. Sometimes he will argue that they have simply confused the concepts and definitions. I think the thing that I appreciate most about what Melanchthon does in this section is the fact that he takes on -- takes very seriously the Bible passages that his opponents sited in the confrontation.
Because while we often sometimes characterized in late medieval teleologist relying on tradition alone, the authors of a confrontation went out of their way in an attempt to refute the Augsburg Confession on the basis of scripture alone. They literally cite hundred s of Bible passages.
What I respect about Melanchthon he doesn't simply ignore them. Sometimes I think in suggestions and debates today we, in fact, find the passages we like and ignore the passages that someone else cites and then it becomes almost a matter of whoever has more Bible passages on their side wins. For example, take the debate over infant baptism. Very often we'll cite Matthew 28 baptize all nations it doesn't say all over the age of 12 or 13 all means all. On the other hand someone who believes in believer's baptism will say yes but you know what Christ says repent and be baptized repent comes first that means one has to make a decision with reason and an act of the will.
We might respond well if you go chronologically Matthew 28 says baptize and then teach baptize comes first teach comes second they might respond by saying you know what, you don't have any examples in the New Testament of an infant being baptized. We might respond, well, you do have households mentions in the book of acts it included children and non-mission field, adults always get baptized first. My point being I think very often we allsort of collect passages on our side. But not always interact with one another. Melanchthon takes head on the passenger's side by opponents and says here is how you properly understand it. Perhaps the best example comes from I Corinthians 13.Faith hope and love abide the greatest of these is love. From that Melanchthon points out love is the greatest virtue, therefore lust just at this identifies.
Faith might be a beginning or starting point but love just if Iidentifies Melanchthon says fine but let's take a look at thatpassage in context. When we look at it in context you know what? Paul is not dealing with how we are justified before God. He’s dealing with a problem among the Corinthians who are squabbling with one another. They have controversies with one another. Disputes with one another. And in that context of our relationships horizontally you might say, love is the greatest virtue. Why? Because love learns to bear the weaknesses of a neighbor love learns to overlook minor problems. Love doesn't get worked up over every little thing that may bother us. Love is the greatest virtue for human relationships because love is that which binds us to one another. That doesnot follow, though, that love is, therefore, that which binds us to God and just at this identifies us before God. That’s simply one example. Other times you'll say they are relying on faulty translation of your own in bringing in their interpretation of particular Bible passage and the like.
At the end of the treatise then he comes to what you might call a conclusion or in rhetoric a *Parotsial. Parotsial is to contain a restatement of your thesis along with maybe a brief summary of your major arguments and then it's to include perhaps some strong expressions of emotion in order to move your readers to agree with you. So throughout the Apology, Melanchthon uses rhetoric in part to persuade and appeal to the emotions. He uses logical dialectics in order to teach, to demonstrate false arguments and the like.
Well, when one gets a pretty good handle on that, it becomes tremendously helpful in understanding every article of the Apology but especially Article 4and Article 12 both of which are written almost as complete treatises or speeches in and of themselves.
Question 52
>>So if Christians have been forgiven, why do they still suffer many of the same calamities of life that non-Christians experience? Do the two kinds of righteousness provide help in understanding this, also?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: That is a very good question. If we're forgiven, why do Christians still suffer the common calamities of life. I might at the outset suggest that we not confuse these common troubles of life, loss of children, health, jobs, things along those lines as referring to the caring or bearing of one's cross. I think the New Testament of bearing one's cross to suffering on account of the Gospel. But in the article on repentance, Melanchthon examines his opponent's position that divine repentance is three parts. At the very least you had contrition, confession, and satisfaction.
Well, he deals with the first two in paragraphs 1 through 98.But then he turns the question of penance, doing pen ants for suffering or making recompense, if you will, in other words, the view almost seemed to be -- now, I may be characterizing alittle bit at this point -- that we sin and yes, we are forgiven. But there is still something that we have to pay back. An analogy might be that if a neighbor boy breaks a window or my son breaks a window playing baseball, he may come to me and say Dad I am really sorry I broke the window I would say I forgive you but you're still paying for the window.
Well, that seemed to be the approach, also, towards God in the understanding of repentance or the understanding of doing penance, namely, we may be forgiven but God still imposes a penalty upon us or a punishment. And we have to pay off. So the view was that Christ may have taken care of our eternal punishments and so in repentance, absolution would commute the eternal punishment into a temper punishment. And those temporal punishments we have to pay off in this life and if not in this life later on in purgatory.
8: The Lutherans didn't adopt that Confession approach. They argued instead repentance has only two parts, namely contrition and faith. And with faith in the Gospel, all sins and all punishments are forgiven. Removed as far as the east is from the west. So it was only natural the question arises: Then why do Christians still suffer the basic calamities of life? Does it mean that God is somehow punishing them?
This section provides some of Melanchthon's best pastoral counseling in how to grapple with these kinds of questions. He acknowledges that God may well impose them upon us, however, they are never to be regarded as punishments on account for sin for the purpose of paying off our sins. Instead, they may be regarded at best as I suppose what we would call chastisements or mortifications of the flesh. That is they are means by which God continues to attack the old Adam within us so that the new Adam may arise stronger each day.
The question -- but the entire question of the calamities of life or the common troubles of life in our day and age perhaps is expressed often in what theologians would call the question of theodicy. The question is -- theodicy is really in a sense a question about God. Namely if God is an all loving God, he doesn't want us to suffer. And if God is all powerful, he can certainly remove that suffering. Well, suffering exists. Suffering is a reality in daily life. What does this mean? Well, one might conclude either God doesn't want to remove it, which calls into question his love or can't remove it, whichcalls into question his power and authority. Indeed, in the last couple of decades the movement known as process theology has gone in that direction, that God is not an all powerful God in other words he can provide a vision what he would like us to become and perhaps encourage us and help us along the way.
Now, I've got to be honest. While this theodicy question is a major question in light of the Holocaust during World War II in Germany, the killing fields in Cambodia and the massive suffering that we've seen throughout the 20th century, thetheodicy question is not one that Lutherans has ever been good at answering. It’s not one we're entirely comfortable with. I think the reason for that is this: To attempt or reconcile God's wrath and power is in any many an attempt to explain God. It’s to explain God and why he's doing what he's doing and perhaps it's even an attempt to absolve God from all responsibility within human suffering. In other words, it's not his fault. In other words, how could God allow innocent people to suffer? He may not have caused it. But you know what, he didn'texactly stop it, either. Like I say, you either end up with an attempt to limit God's power or perhaps to limit his love.
Lutherans I think have tended to follow more the approach that you find in the complaint psalms where David and the people of Israel simply complained to God and saying, "God, why do the righteous suffer and unrighteous prosper?” They don't necessarily get an answer that satisfies their logic or reasoning. But they are clinging to God in that very complaining or arguing.
To put it another way: Melanchthon is going to stress that in the midst of it, we have to cling to the God who has revealed himself in Christ and in the Gospel. And we have to cling to that God over and against the God who is hidden in suffering and the tragedies of life and even in the atrocities of history. Something Luther would call believing in God against God. So we cling to the God revealed not in the world over and against the world who is hidden in suffering about which we can't explain or rationalize a way. So a second section of Apology 12 I think has some tremendous counsel and guidance in how to think about the everyday problems that Christians continue to encounter, even though they are righteous in God's eyes.

Question 53
>>What principles guided the confessors in determining which matters of church order and tradition they eliminated and which ones they kept? Did Luther and Melanchthon always agree? Are today's Lutheran theologians uniformly supportive of the 16th Century decisions?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: Now we come to the issue or the matter of what you might call church traditions, practices, ceremonies or in contemporary parlance we might even say worship styles, architect you'll styles and the like.
This is incredibly important issue -- it's an incredibly important issue. Indeed, it's over the issue of practices that the diet of Augsburg was arguably convened. In other words, it's because the Reformers had instituted certain changes in how the congregations operated and how they practiced and did so without the authority or the approval of the local bitch op that precipitated something of a crisis. And so when the Reformers came to Augsburg, the first thing they produced with an article was dealing with the last five articles of the Augsburg Confession, all which dealt with practices. You know, can we eat -- can we receive the Lord's Supper in both kinds what about the marriage of priests, what about Confession, the sacrifice of the mass and the like?
I think one could perhaps also argue that it's issues over-practice that often create the largest controversies within a congregation or church. Sometimes I wonder if you -- you could probably change doctrine and get away with it. But change a practice, something that's been done a certain way for many years and that creates a little bit of an uproar.
So the issue of practices, ceremonies, and worship styles is both important in the Augsburg Confession and the Apology it is taken up most directly in Article 15.And there I think we find some very helpful guidance and approach that can help us in our day, as well. Now, these practices are often referred to as *Audafra within the church. "Aphram Concord introduces that term and devotes an entire article, Article 10, to that subject. 
It's always defined as -- they are defined as church rights which are neither commanded nor forbidden by the word of God. We might include either demand nor forbidden by the Lutheran confessions. In other words, they were humanly devised practices devolved and approved by the charge as an empirical Christian community in order to help govern and guide its life as a Christian community.
In our own day, we are very often -- we very often struggle over debates about staying with more traditional practices, sort of historic practices versus going with more contemporary styles, if you will and very often what I find in the debates going on today is that various sides will run back to the confessions and they'll pick out one item or another and make it sort of the foundation, the exclusive foundation, for what they do. For example, we might go to Article 7 of the Augsburg Confession where it says it is not necessary for the two units of the church to agree on all ceremonies and the like and say therefore I can do whatever I want the danger is that as Americans we tend to be incredibly individualistic. In other words, we are accountable to ourselves. We like to do things our own way regardless of what others think or what others do.
Others may run to another text and say the confessions maintained this practice and didn't change it one bit and so neither are we going to change it. Well, I think a fundamental thesis that I would have that is entirely consistent with the Lutheran confessions particularly Article 15 of the Apology is while many of these practice are indeed Audafra I would also argue not all Audafra are created equal. In other words, some are better than others. We are dealing with the realm of what human beings devise or create or invent in order to express their faith. And some do it better than others.
Well, I think we can probably identify four principles that guide Melanchthon in his thinking about these matters. And which also can guide us in our daily needs, as well.
The first one is that practices and ceremonies and traditions are to be geared towards the teaching of the Gospel. In other words, Gospel centered. But there's a strong pedagogical dimension in the way in which the Reformers treat this. Whether it has to do with chanting of the psalms. Whether it has to do with examining youth publicly for the purpose of admitting them to Holy Communion. There’s a strong pedagogical element about teaching them of Christ or about Christ. Now, key elements of this, or the key aspects of the Gospel will include the historical narrative in particular the incarnation, death and resurrection of our Savior. A distinctively Lutheran documents like the Augsburg Confession or Apology also draw out the benefits of this narrative.
These benefits are delivered at a particular place at a particular time. Lutherans participate in the sacrament as theword and the word is sacrament not by observing them but by receiving them through faith.
Well, with that implies that whatever we do ought to confess the Gospel in all of its phonus. One example might suffice. While every contemporary psalm that we use today might not lay out the full Gospel as I just summarized it, I would argue a whole lot of them ought to. In other words, the focus of -- on Christ is not simply on Christ as a power in my life. The focus of our singing, our hymns, our songs, is upon the historical narrative of what Christ did within history in time for our sake.
A second principle is what I would call the principle of catholicity Lutheran confessions are not terribly innovative or let me put it another way. If there's a dirty way in the Confession it's probably the word new and improved. In other words, there tends to be a conservative dimension to them ofwe're possible abiding by the practices of the whole church -- where possible. There’s a recognition that church is bigger than me as an individual or larger than a few of us as a congregation. The church extends across both time and space. And so there's a concern to demonstrate that Lutherans are not sectarian. They are not isolationists. They are not withdrawing from the church. Instead what they are practicing, what they are doing, is what the church has always done. What’s kind of interesting about this is that in the latter articles of the Apology, Melanchthon will often turn the tables on his opponents and he'll say you know what that practice about priests not being married that's an innovation of the last 3 or 400 years. Through most of the church's history, that was not the case. Similarity with the issue regarding receiving community only one time, that's a recent innovation. And so the Lutherans would argue that they were, in fact, returning to the ancient practices of the whole Christian church.
Now, that's not to say that they didn't recognize some variations. They obviously acknowledge that in some cases within the early church Easter was celebrated on one day and in other places Easter was celebrated on a different day. But as a rule, there is a concern to demonstrate their connection and continuity with the whole church. And I think that's important particularly with an American context and particularly for the Missouri senate so that we also don't portray ourselves as withdrawing or being separatist or isolationistic or secretarial. In fact, by using the creeds, by using the common lectionary, even through the use of investments we are in the sense demonstrating our connectedness to the larger church that exists outside our doors.
The third principle is that of cultural sensitivity for mission for lack of a bet are word. The Reformers and Melanchthon, they are very sensitive to the need for contextualizing the faith within the life of their people. Therefore, you have the shift from the Latin to German particularly with hymns and also with the clergy so people might understand the Gospel as it is pro claimed there. Perhaps the document within the Lutheran confessions that best illustrates this is Luther's small catechism. Luther wrote this particularly for the pastoral significant geneses of the parish life particularly in rural areas. And he contextualizes it by casting the very form and language of the catechism into terms that the common people can understand.
This ranges from the variety of rhetorical or pneumonic devices that Luther uses such as alliteration and assonants and rhythm and balance in order to not only make the content pleasing to the ear but memorial to the heart. Why? Because over 80% of the people for whom the catechisms was intended could not read. In other words, 80 to 90% of the people in Luther's day were basically were illiterate. They can know only what they can remember. You might say their memory is their book. He cast the catechism in a language to make it memorable. He writes it for the ear more so for the eye.
Similarly to that end, he uses very concrete imagery rather than abstract language. For example, house and home, wife and child food and drink. He could have said family and nourishment and used more abstract language like that or lively hood instead of field and cattle but that evoked in the mind the imagery of rural economy and the livelihood of the average farmer or average peasant and there would be imprinted both upon the mind and upon the heart.
Similarly in a second article that created task redemption not in the language of justification. In fact, justification is never used in the small or large catechism. Instead he portrays the work of Christ along the lines of a battle between Christ and Satan. It’s almost as if he draws a picture before the student's eyes of a battlefield. On one side of the battlefield lies Satan and all of his alleys and arm he's line up from horizon to horizon. You and I lay behind enemy lines of prisoners of war. Christ goes out to the battlefield to do battle with Satan As David fighting with go lie I can’t. He con inquiries Satan goes behind enemy lines frees us takes us to his kingdom where we live every lasting in everlasting innocence righteousness and blessingness.
Even the very question Luther asked, "What does this mean?” Literally the German * Vosstaff, that is what this Timothy *Langwart suggests Luther probably learned this question from his son Hans. Watching Hans go around the house and asking what's that? That’s a table. What’s that? That’s a window. So he uses a child's question regarding his text. What’s that? Namely, you have no other gods. What’s that? You will fear love and trust in God above all things. So contextualization is very important.
Finally the fourth principle is that of collegiality or consensus. There is a concerted desire on the part of Reformers to do things together so that the church isn't splintered into a thousand pieces. So adopt as much as possible commonly agreed upon practices.
This is perhaps one that is most foreign to us today. And again, in our American individualistic context. For example, this is how it might play out. Take a circuit of pastors. One pastor is exploring the option of going to Communion at the age -- first Communion at the age of maybe in fifth grade rather than eighth grade Communion. Well, in one sense one can say the congregation is autonomous and can do whatever it wants. On the other hand we have a bond and commitment to one another. This may say he may go to the brother and say this is what I'm thinking about doing and they may say can you hold off implementing it until we have a chance to educate our congregation as to why you're doing and perhaps why we're not and develop policies of how we might receive your members at our altar particularly those who are younger than the age which we confirm and the person might say we can hold off for maybe six months.
It may be somewhat of a burden. But that's okay. You know what the last paragraph of Article 15, Melanchthon says we gladly willingly observe *Audafra even though it may be somewhat burdensome to us. But we'll do so for the sake of Concord for the sake of harmony, which is more important than anything else.
Well, these are four principles. And I think the key is that those Audafra that are best for the church to go for are those that take into account all four simultaneously. I think we sort of get out of balance when we only choose one or two of the four and run with them. So it becomes so contextualized, we lose all connection with our catholicity. Or we become so autonomous we lose sight of our bond with one another as a church body or even as a congregation. I tend to liken these four principles almost two four tires of a car.
Ideally for the car to go forward in the most efficient manner possible and to arrive at its destination is for all four wheels to be touching the pavement simultaneously. And not to be riding on two wheels or one wheel or three wheels.  So all four need to be hitting the ground simultaneously. In other words, all four principles need to be evident, if you will, in our church architecture, within our worship services, and the like. I think that's what it means ultimately then to try to do things in a confessional way that is to be guided by the principles so the forth by the confessions themselves in such matters.
So I would encourage you then as you look at Article 15 and articles 22 through 28 to see how these principles are played out in the life of Lutheran parishes in the 16th century.
Question 54
>> I have heard some Lutherans affirm some three sacraments and others affirm two. Why does there appear to be some confusion on this point? Does the Apology help resolve this matter?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: Within our Lutheran church is there a tradition. Most of us learn what a sacrament is from the questions prepared by our senate attached to Luther's catechism. So most of the us learn the classical definition of a sacrament as perhaps containing at least three parts. Namely, there is a commanded institution to do it. There is a promise of the Gospel that is attached to the sacrament. And thirdly, there is a visible element. When you use this definition and its three parts, one then would arrive at the conclusion there are only two sacraments that fit this definition. Namely baptism and the Lord's Supper. Baptism has the command of God it has the promise and forgiveness of sins and it has a visible element mainly the water. The same thing applies to the Lord's Supper it has the institution of Christ the pro mission of remission of sins and its visible elements include the bread and the wine.
But interestingly enough many people who read Article 13 of the Apology for the first time are a little surprised if not shocked to see Melanchthon saying "Well, you know, you might consider there being three sacraments namely baptism, the Lord's Supper and absolution."
Well, the difficulty lies -- the difficulty of the other two sacraments or three sacraments lies in the fact that the word sacrament is an Ecclesiastical word. It’s not a biblical word and therefore the Bible does not provide us with what a definition with what a sacrament is. Instead it presents us with baptism us it presents us with the Lord's Supper it presents us with absolution in the office of *Atite. The word sacrament is a category devised by the church in part to help summarize what it is that these have in common and what is it that makes them different from other forms of the Gospel, especially the oral proclamation of the Gospel.
As a result the definition of the sacrament can be determined by the church and has changed from time to time. For example, one of the most common definitions in the middle ages that most Reformers adopted was that which came from Augustine. Namely when you add the word to an element or to a right, it becomes a sacrament. Well, already Luther in the catechism would revise that not only adding word to the right but it has to contain an institution. God has to command it to be done.
Well, Melanchthon in Article 13 of the Apology recognizes the different definitions. And he's willing to work with a definition that emphasizes the command of institution of God and the promise of forgiveness or grace. You see, right there, that will rule out a number of the seven sacraments that have been identified by the medieval church. For example, Melanchthon will note, yes, marriage has a command of God and you know what? It even has his promise. But it's not a promise of the forgiveness of sins. It’s not a promise of eternal life. Instead it's a promise that God will bless the marriage. Similarly prayer is a command of God and prayer has promises from God but it doesn't have the promise that the act of praying will acquire a forgiveness of sins.
And so to go through the sacraments that way and say "Well, does this have a command from God and does it have a promise of forgiveness, if not, it's not a sacrament. But that's the basic definition Melanchthon works with.
So, it would certainly include baptism and it would include the Lord's Supper. But for Melanchthon, it could also include absolution. Because in absolution, the pastor says in this steady and by the command of my Lord Jesus Christ, I forgive you all of your sins. The office of the *Atite has the promise of God regarding the forgiveness of skins. Now, it doesn't have a visible element. I suppose Melanchthon might argue maybe it has a physical element, maybe sound. That sound that strikes the ear rather than sight that strikes the eye.
But in the end to be honest it really doesn't matter which definition you go with and it's really not a doctrinal issue that deserves controversy or division within the church whether or not there are two sacraments or three sacraments. We can simply agree on which definition we prefer to work with. And our tradition -- in our tradition we have these two definition. Command, promise of forgiveness and visible element. If you areone with that definition, we have two sacraments if you run with Melanchthon's definition, command the institution of God, promise of forgiveness, then we can certainly include absolution. One of the advantages of doing that might be to highlight the value or the importance, the comfort of absolution. And I suspect when we think of only three sacraments, absolution sort of gets lost in the shuffle. And yet, it's a very important means of grace that actually delivers the forgiveness of sins to us, something perhaps we've lost. That is the importance of absolution, in fact, private absolution within the practice and the history of our church.
So we can work with either definition. In one sense the definition is not important. What it is important is what we say about the means of grace and what these individual means of grace accomplish within our lives.

Question 55
>> I remember reading in the Apology about the veneration of saints. Is there a proper way to honor the saints or our departed loved ones in heaven or to draw upon their lives for encouragement?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND:  Article 21 on the invocation of saints is a particularly interesting one. For example, Article 21, in fact, occurs in part of Augsburg Confession Apology that is Sunday the session dealing with articles of doctrine. One might initially think that the issue of invocation of saints would be an item to be covered under a section dealing with practices or abuses I'm not sure exactly what that might mean I suppose we could surmise that Lutherans, in fact, have a doctrine about saints.
Well, be that as it may, a far greater importance is the substance of the article as well as its value for us today. I think Article 21 can provide a great deal of assistance for how we go about teaching and dealing with the Bible stories, whether we deal with them in Sunday school, vacation Bible school, or even adult Bible classes.
Because immediately right off -- right at the outset, Melanchthon highlights through reasons why we can venerate or honor the saints might be a better way of expressing it and how to do so.
The first thing he emphasizes is that we ought to give thanksgiving for them, namely for their example -- for them being examples of God's mercy. In other words, when we see God being merciful to his people, rescuing them, for giving them, we can give thanks that we have an example such as they where God has demonstrated his faithfulness and goodness that we might take comfort from that, as well.
The second reason for honoring the saints according to Melanchthon, is for the strengthening of our own faith. In other words, the Bible does not overlook or white wash the blemishes and the sins and the stains of its saints. It portrays them in all of their sinfulness at times. And so when we see someone like Peter, an individual who denied his Lord three times and we see that Christ for gave him and restored him, that that in turn can strengthen our faith that if Christ for gave a sinner such as Peter, who denied him, or David with regard to Bathsheba or even Saul prior to becoming the apostle Paul. So also will he deal with us in terms of for giving us and restoring us to his favor and grace.
Third, we can then imitate the saints. And here I stress first and foremost imitate the faith. So with regard to the example of Abraham Who clung to the promise despite the fact that he and Sara were beyond childbearing years, that provides an example and encouragement for you and I to also cling to the promises where in God has revealed himself.
These three principles or approaches to honoring the saints I think can provide us with a very evangelical or Gospel centered way of dealing with Bible stories that they don't have to be dealt with an immoralistic manner is I Fear often is the case.
It's one of the reasons why we in the Lutheran church do honor various saints with our *vinergy and/or worship services be it St. Paul or Saint Peter or Titus or Mary Magdalene. It provides us an opportunity to go into practice these three principles that Melanchthon highlights. So you'll notice within our hymnal in addition to major feasts or festivals we also acknowledge or observe or commemorate minor festivals dealing with God's saints within the Bible or outside the Bible, whether it be Saint Augustine or Martin Luther.
 Melanchthon proceeds to discuss the entire question of invocation dealt with how we honor the saints now raises the question do we therefore call upon them. Are they mediators between God and us? Well, he begins first by laying out a definition of a meditator. And notes that there are two types of mediators. On the one hand there's a mediator of propitiation and on the other hand a mediator of intercession. A mediator of propitiation is one who has been authorized by God to either remove our sins as in the case of expatiating our sins or to remove the wrath of God. And there we have the concept of propitiator again or an oratorian sacrifice.
Well, within -- in this regard, Melanchthon then mixed a very strong case there has only been one who has been appointed to be the mediator between God and man and that is the man Jesus Christ. He alone has been appointed to be the sack official lamb for the sins of the entire world and to defect the wrath of God off of us and upon himself.
The second kind of mediator, however, is a mediator of intercession. This is a kind of mediator who can pray on behalf of us. You might say go to God in prayer to pray for fellow Christians. And someone whom we might approach in terms of asking them to prayer for us.
Well, clearly Melanchthon is going to have to take up the topic of what about asking those who are in heaven to prayer for us. In other words, first of all, he dealt with the issue of mediator/propitiator or mediator/propitiation where he says Christ alone has been designated to be our propitiator therefore, Mary is not and none of the saints are mediators of propitiation. But the question now arises: Can they be mediators of intercession?
Interestingly, by the way, in the Lutheran/Catholic dialogues of the last 20 years, one of the approaches or understandings that has emerged is that the Catholic's involved in those dialogues have argued increasingly that calling upon the saints is not to call upon them as mediators of propitiation but mediator of intercession. This is a very intriguing argument. In other words, the contention is just as you and I go to one another here on earth and ask someone to pray for us, be it a pastor, be it a parent, be it a spouse, so also Christians can approach saints in heaven and ask them to pray for them, be it their departed father, grandparent, or someone else. The point being is in this way the entire church is praying, the church militant on earth as well as the church triumphant in heaven. Kind of an intriguing argument.
The flaw I think in the argument that Melanchthon would highlight is well, it's possible -- he's even willing to concede that even the angels may pray for us. However, that we are not there by to conclude that we should ask them to do so. In other words, there's no command in scripture exhorting to us to go to either a departed saint, one who was in heaven or an angel and ask them to pray for us before God. We have those kinds of commands with respect to Christians and saints within the church militant here on earth. We do have the command to prayer for one another.
And Paul will express his prayers for those whom he writes. And to whom he writes. So I think that's how Melanchthon would probably deal with it is say well, it's possible we don't have any clear data on it. And we certainly have no command. But we do have the command to pray for one another.
But I think this raises a contemporary question for us regarding prayer and regarding the issue or the question of asking others to prayer for us.
And I'm going to frame it this way: Why? Why do we ask others to pray for us? Afterall, it is not the prayer of a single sinner that avails much before God, but as long as one is praying in faith, does God not hear that prayer and answer? So I'm kind of wondering then why it is we ask others to prayer for us? Why is it we have prayer chains and things along those lines?
Perhaps deep down, there may be unintentionally a mistaken notion that for lack of a better word there is power in numbers. I can illustrate this with an example from my own wife's experience approximately eight, nine years ago. Her boss at work came to her and said "Betty, God has just got to answer our prayer.” Now, she had recently had a son who was severely injured in a go cart accident. And she said to my wife God has got to answer my prayer we've got the Baptists in north county praying and the Catholics in south county praying and the Lutherans in west county praying.
It almost sounded as if, you know, the more numbers one has, the more one can lobby God and therefore, the more inclined God is to answer. Or take example a prayer chain. Perhaps it could give the unintended impression that if we prayer 24 hours a day around the clock, 24/7, somehow we're going to wear him down until he answers.
Now, to be sure the Bible does talk about being persistent in prayer in large power strengthening our faith that we do cling to God's promise that he will hear and answer. I’m not saying that these practices are necessarily bad. But I am perhaps suggesting that we can unintentionally at times fall into a certain way of thinking that is more leaning towards having to cajole God or having to compel God or having to wear him down rather than relying upon the promise and simply pray in faith.
That still doesn't answer the question why then do we pray for one another? Why do we ask others to pray for us? Well, again, it cannot be either because of these power in numbers or that by somehow asking the pastor to pray he's closer to God and God is more likely to answer. I suppose a large part of the answer simply lies in the point that Paul often raises that this is one of the ways by which we bear one another's burdens. In other words, as in care for one another, as we bear each other's burdens, how better to do that Reformers to take those cares, anxieties, and burdens to God in prayer.
So Article 21 while it deals with the invocation of saints, it's something that I don't think is a major controversy within our church body today and at times may seem to be an antiquated issue of 500 years ago. And nevertheless it still seems to raise some important questions and provides some important principles to provide us in how we think in our own prayers by individually and corporately as a church.
Question 56
>>Would it be all right if I moved on to the Smalcald Articles? Why were the Smalcald Articles needed when the Lutherans already had the Augsburg Confession and the Apology?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: The Smalcald Articles and it's companion piece the treatise on the power and primacy of the Pope in many regards can be considered almost as an appendix to the Augsburg Confession and the Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Especially the treatise in the part and primacy of the Pope especially when it was officially adopted in 1537in a meeting of the Smalcald League.
The Smalcald Articles were prepared particularly to respond to the very real likelihood that Pope called was going to convene a Christian church council in the city of *Montua in the following year.
Now, in order to put the Smalcald Articles into the proper context as they seek to address this council, we need to broaden our horizon a little bit and perhaps go back to 20 years earlier. Lutherans have been calling for a church council for almost 19 years now. Mark Edwards in his book, Luther's last battles, points out that the Lutheran call for a council served the emerging Reformation movement very well on a number of fronts. Acknowledging at the same time what -- you know, that the call for a council was genuine and sincere the issue. But one of the byproducts of that call for council is that it bought the Lutherans you might say it bought them a certain amount of time within which that movement could spread.
Edwards points out that the call for a council served the Reformation as I indicated at least three ways. First, it created the widespread impression both in Germany and throughout in Europe that the issues in dispute between Luther and Rome would remain undecided until a council met and resolved them. In other words, as long as Luther and his colleagues continued saying "Look, this can't be handled in a political fashion. This cannot be handled by force. We need to have a council deliberate these matters, discuss these matters and resolved them.” So it created the widespread of impression that this matter is not going to be settled until a council is, in fact, convened. It served the movement in a second way, as well. It served the Reformation movement by gaining the support of certain reform-minded sat lix, especially within conciliate circles what  do I mean by conciliate circles? Even within the Roman church that was an ongoing debate as to what was the highest authority within the church the paper see or the council? As a rule popes tended not to look councils and were reluctant to convene councils because more often than not, their power would be diluted by the council or things that they wanted perhaps might be overruled by a council. 
Well, that's the very reason why conciliates are advocates of councils liked councils and they felt it provided a larger voice for the church. So by calling for a council, the Reformers were able to reach out and appeal both to reform-minded Catholics that says yes, there are many abuses. Luther is right. These need to be corrected. As well as the conciliatory said yes, the proper way to resolve these is within the context of a church council.
So as a result many Roman Catholics were willing to join their voices with the Protestants in calling for a general council. Finally, the call for a council served the Reformation movement, as I indicated, by securing time for it to spread and to take root. And it provided through a certain extent legal justification for armed resistance if there were an attempt to reimpose the old faith by force.
In other words, it would look badly if Charles or others tried to reimpose the Catholic faith upon the Protestants while the appeal for council is still pending. So as I indicated, it bought them some time.
Now, the Lutherans have been calling for a council rather consistently ever since the year AD 15.In 1518 following Luther's meeting with Cardinal *Kitine at Augsburg, he then issued an appeal for a Christian council. Similarly, 1520, following the publication of the paper bowl *sergio domina meaning arise oh Lord a wild boor is trampling in the vineyard, a bull threatening Luther with excommunication should he not repent within a certain span of time.
Following that, Luther once again issued the appeal for a church council to debate and settle these issues. When we get to the Diet of Worms in 1521, it is reported that someone said "The whole world is crying council, council.” In other words, it's an imperial diet of political assembly. Theoretically one could make the argument that the only thing the emperor could decide is the issue of whether or not to use armed force to implement Pope Leo the tenth excommunication of Luther. In other words a Diet of Worms about a month before they met Pope excommunicated Luther and then commanded Charles to carry it out, namely to apprehend or to capture Luther and bring him to Rome or do whatever is necessary.
He was not to hear Luther, to give him a hearing or to give him a trial. In fact, the *papero legit on Ash Wednesday during the Diet of Worms made the point that either the emperor or the princely estates were competent to judge whether it is a matter this is a matter to Rome to deal with and Rome had dealt with it.
Well, Luther was given a quasi hearing inasmuch as Fredrick *Wise had made the case that *Chero of the fierce grandfather Maximilian in that German subjects were to be given a hearing on German soil before they are judged. But throughout that assembly, that diet, the call for a council had come through loud and clear. 
Following a Diet of Worms, the Lutheran princes found themselves in a peculiar position. The edict of worms have been an issue declaring of Luther to be an outlaw his reforms were not to be promulgated and spread and anyone who helps him come under the edict. So the princes found themselves in the position of having to -- on one hand if they impose the edict too harshly they risk rebellion among the peasants in their own territories. On the other hand if they don't implement it, they risk incurring the wrath of the emperor and coming under they detective of worms itself.
So in the next few diets, the question is what to do about they detective of worms, the Diet of *Numberg they met to consider what to do with. One tactic that was adopted rather consistently is to say "Look. We can't enforce it as it is right now. We need to have either a church council or a national German assembly meet in order to debate these issues, the abuses, and a matter of Luther."
At the Diet of *Numberg 1524 the diet for which is famous for Pope *Adrian's admission that the church had been at fault for many of the abuses that had arisen but nevertheless recommend that they detective be in force once again the princes turn up a list of 101 grievances to present to the paper representative and insisted that the council be called.
The same thing applied to the Diet of Spire in 1526.And also in 1529 the second dire of spire. Indeed at these diets they even managed to rest the concession from emperor Charles the fifth that he would urge the Pope to convene a council as quickly as possible. Indeed, the stipulation was after the first Diet of Spire, within 18 months, if at all possible.
Well, obviously that did not come to pass. Then we move to the diet of Augsburg. You will recall in a preface of the Augsburg Confession, one of the tactiles that Charles Brook adopted was to try and have the emperor keep himself from deciding a religious issue. That was outside his jurisdiction or that properly belonged to the church.
And there by, to insist that the Lutherans were on the same side of the emperor. They both wanted a council to be convened. And both wanted a council to be convened the only one from stopping it or preventing it from hoping was the Pope. Well, these calls for a council continued to take place throughout the early 1530s.And finally in 1537, it looks like it's going to happen. The Lutherans may finally get what they want. But that may prove to be something of a double-edged sword.
Nevertheless, elector John Fredrick on December 11, 1536 asked Luther to prepare a list of items that they might take with them to any council. And the list of items was to include those things that they could discuss for the sake of peace. And it was to include a list of items on which there could be no compromise. 
Luther prepared this memorandum, if you will, in the latter half of December. Discussed it with the council or a committee of theologians. And they took that to the meeting of *Somocag in February of 1537 for consideration as perhaps either the Confession of faith or the theological platform of a Smalcald League should it attend a council.
Now, in the end, Luther's Smalcald Articles was not officially adopted by the Smalcald League though it was signed by a great majority of the theologians present. There are any number of theories and hypotheses as to why the Smalcald League did not officially adopt them as is his statement. Some think because Luther wasn't -- that Luther was too hard on the papacy. I'm disinclined to go that route because when they asked Melanchthon to draw up an appendix to the Augsburg Confession to replace the Smalcald Articles, Melanchthon is just as tough, if not more so on the papacy than Luther was.
The most likely possibility is that in the Smalcald Articles, a number of theologians wound up disagreeing with each other than the way in which Luther formulated an article on the Lord's Supper. Because there had been a debate and a controversy you might say the Germans and south Germans Especially those who were closer to Switzerland regarding the real presence. A year earlier in 1536 a Wittenburg Concord seem to bed to be signed which seemed to arrive at a form of agreement or compromise between them. Luther’s strong language for the Lord's Supper particularly his emphasis that the ungodly, non-Christians receive the body and blood of Christ when they received the Lord's Supper whether or not they had faith appeared to have provoked some of the discussion and disagreement.
The end result was that for the sake of the unity of a Smalcald League they choose not to go with the Smalcald Articles instead all of the princes resubscribed to the Augsburg Confession and the Apology of the Augsburg's Confession in order to take that to the council to what they intended the treatise on the powered primacy of the papacy. Because that was one of the topics that many felt had been omitted in the Augsburg Confession and needed to be dealt with at some point.
Question 57
>>How did it happen that secular authorities such as a political alliance of princes and cities -- I'm speaking of the Smalcald League -- take up the theological questions of what to say at a church council?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: If you recall, the entire Luther question has also been a political question from the very beginning. We’ve highlighted this a number of times. Particularly as we talked about the various imperial diets of political assemblies that convened and deliberated over the issues, especially as related to the edict of worms throughout the 1520s.Also the edict of worms being an imperial edict did imply the threatened use of force. So all through the 1520s, there is hanging over the heads you might say of German princes the possibility of war and hence, the possibility of having to resist the emperor by force or not resist him.
This became increasingly acute at the second Diet of Spire in 1529 as you recall, that's where the Lutherans issued their *protesttoxial their appeal to the majority decision which basically annulled the recess of the first Adam Spire in 1526. Already then they began to grow increasingly concerned about the emperor's reaction and whether or not he would seek to use force to bring other things back line.
So immediately following that diet, they began exploring the possibility of forming a political alliance sort of a defense league like NATO, among the Protestant princes. But because they worked on the same assumption of Charles, that any political alliance presupposed a unity of faith, a unit of con investigation, the commercial of theologians to draw up a series of articles as a possible basis for the alliance. And out of that came from Luther the -- what are known as the *Shawaba Articles. One of the source documents for the Augsburg Confession itself.
Well, that served Saxon politics well enough. Phillip of *Hesay -- however, Lange Phillip of *Hesay further to the south was very desirous to somehow bring the Swiss into the alliance if at all possible. Now, the Swiss are led primarily by their former *Ulrich Schweney. And he and Luther had clashed quite harshly over the Lord's Supper in 1528.Luther's great Confession of 1528 is pretty much written against Schweney's doctrine of the Lord's Supper.
Well, in an attempt to bring them together he, in fact, managed to convene a meeting held in *Marburg in October 1529 when both Schweney and Luther sat at the same table together. And there they hammered out what were known as the March Berg articles unfortunately Luther and Schweney were unable to come to an agreement on the Lord's Supper. Luther recognized already that there was a different spirit about Schweney that it wasn't simply an issue of this one teaching but it was an entire world view an entire scripture. If I have to put it somewhat crassly, I think Luther sniffed out a latent neoplatonic approach to scripture whereas Luther tended to approach them with more of umbray I can world view steep as he was in the Old Testament. So as a result the Swiss did not come on board and plans for a broad Protestant alliance had to be suspended, particularly because when the emperor's summons to the diet of Augsburg came in Jan of 1530, it caught everyone off guard and by surprise. Moreover the tone of the summons was incredibly conciliatory with the result that optimism arose that "Well, maybe we can hammer things out. It appears as if the emperor wants to work things out and is wanting to find some kind of a compromise or some kind of a solution.” So plans for a Smalcald League were put on hold if you will.
Then we have the diet of Augsburg, cardinal cam pens you'll urging the use of armed force, the use of iron and fire to bring the Lutherans to line. We have the very harsh recess of Augsburg threatening military, you know, force against the Lutherans should they not adopt the confrontation by April 15th, 1531.
So immediately following the diet, discussions resume about the feasibility and the theological justification for resisting the emperor militarily should it come to that. And the Smalcald League comes into existence as a defense alliance, if you will. And remains intact throughout the 1530s. So when the emperor -- I'm sorry; when the Pope, Pope Paul, issues or announces that he was going to convene a council, it is both a theological issue as well as a political issue. One might say why is it you have a Pope that have a church summoning Christians and theologians and pastors to a council.
Well, it's not quite as simple as that because while it is a theological issue and it's to be a church council, the princes were responsible for the church's within their territory. There is a union between the government and the churches.  I suppose in our language today, we can't imagine a governor asking theologians to draw up a Confession of faith.
Maybe a better analogy, however, is to think of the princes of this time as the leading members of the church. Maybe an analogous to the way in which we in our own congregation who are those laymen who often become the president of the congregation or a Chairman of the Board of elders. As a rule I suspect they tend to be leading the members in the community as well as leading members within the church. Those who have leadership abilities, those who tend to be well educated and the like.
But in its inner fashion I think that's the role that the princes had here, as well. At any rate, the Pope has announced the plans to convene a council in *Matwa. Now the question arises for the Lutherans, do you go or do you not go. Now, think about this. They have been wanting a council for almost 18 years. Now they got one. And should you go or should you not? Now, here we have a divided opinion. The princess and the politicians were disinclined toward attending the council. And the rulers, including Luther's own pins, elector John Fredrick. Why? Because the princes were pretty astute politically and they saw the paper council as a legal snare that was going to be set in order to capture the Protestants. Now, what kind of a legal snare? Well, probably on a couple of counts. But I'm going to focus on one particularly.
Elector John Fredrick, according to Mark Edwards in his book "Luther's Last Battles" feared that by receiving the *papalegiat brings the invitation or the summons to attend a council at least diplomatically by receiving him and receiving that invitation -- I should start that over. Receiving that summons in command to attend the council, that that very action would be a task I can acknowledgement that the Pope is head of the Christian church by divine right. In other words, that you are, in fact, a subject of the Pope obedient to the Pope, and there by obligated to attend.
So they saw the invitation of the summons to attend it as an attempt to divide the Protestants as well in terms of the debate about attending or not attending. Moreover and this is another aspect of that legal snare -- once the Protestants agreed to participate in a council, would they not be obligated to support and -- or to support the decisions and the conclusions of that council? Because remember, for 18 years now -- now, they didn't say they would attend the council. They said they would abide by the decisions of the council.
Now, the princes being astute politicians were able to count. And they were well aware that any council that was being convened by Pope Paul would be dominated by a Catholic majority. And that they would dominate the council and determine its outcome. Moreover, they suspected that a lady would have no vote something for which the Lutherans had been advocated the princes in particular, but that they would not have a voice much less a vote within a council. So by attending a council then, Lutherans or the Protestants would lose their right to an appeal following a council.
So those were the concerns of the princes. On the other hand, the theologians led by Luther disagreed. They didn't expect anything good to come from a paper council for sure. On that point they were agreeing with their princes. Nevertheless, they urged their princes not to refuse the invitation because in large part for the theologians, it was a matter of what shall I say? A matter of appearances. A matter of good faith. In other words, we've been wanting a council. We’ve been asking for one every year and now that we get one we say no thank you I don't think we'll come. It wouldn't look too good upon the reformation movement.
Moreover, spiritually and theologically, they felt that it would be a demonstration that they lacked faith and trust in God's ability to protect them or that it might express an  unwillingness to suffer martyrdom should it come to that is to Luther was more than willing insisting that we ought to go to the council and let the chips fall where they may. It’s God's church. At least the word of God would have a chance to be heard within the council.
Well, in this debate and struggle between the rulers and theologians, who do you think won out? The princes did. And they then gave the task to the theologians of justifying the non-attendance of the Protestants. In other words, the task that fell to the theologians of discrediting the council that was to be convened.
And it's a task that Luther then threw himself into with any number of writings, especially in 1537, 1538 culminating with his great treatise on the councils and the church. Now, theologically, one has to admit that Luther in his cause for a council had a very different conception of a council than his opponents did in terms of the composition of a council, in terms of the basis on which the decisions of the council would be convened and so forth. So he would have two very different approaches to a council.
Well, Luther is going to adopt several strategies in discrediting the council that was to be convened. One is intended I suppose for the masses, the common man on the street. And that was through the use of sarcasm and wit. The other was through the use of his rhetorical argument. And it's probably in these years that Luther spends more time doing intense historical work on past councils and their actions and their activities than he ever did so before. And in some ways both of these approaches come together in his writings I'm going to give you a couple of examples that Mark Edwards cites in his book.
The first one is -- has to do with the council of constands that had met 100 years earlier. You may remember that this is the council of which the reformer John Huss was burned at the stake. Well, in one writing Luther rebaptized the council of constands with a different name. He calls it the with standing council or the resisting council. Why? Because as he looked into the deliberations and proceedings, one of the debates that took place was over the Communion in both kinds, that is getting both the bread and the wine, the body and the blood of Christ to laypeople.
And he discovered in the council's findings or midst, that they did acknowledge that the Lord had instituted supper in both kinds and that the disciples received if in both kinds. But then it had the phrase nonetheless, this notwithstanding we are going to give Communion in one kind only, that is the bread or the host.
So Luther says they have to acknowledge what the script tours themselves say but deliberately consciously reject it with that phrase "Nevertheless this notwithstanding", this being the words of Christ's institution. So Luther goes on into a fairly heated discussion about the council actually rejecting the clear words of scripture. In fact, one of his approaches through all of this was to demonstrate that just like popes, councils can err or make mistakes when not guided by the word of God.
Well, I'll conclude this particular answer to the question with what we might regard as a little more lighthearted story that Luther told for popular consumption. But one which he felt had been used by the papacies through the centuries to support its authority not to mention the authority of the council. This has to do with the legend of Saint John Christison. Saint John Christison in the early church was renowned as a preacher. In fact, very often icons of Chris Son proper tray him with a golden wing around his mouth for his golden tongue, for his fierce speech, his rhetoric and his preaching. One, particular legend of Saint John Christison retitles the Legend of Saint John Christison, the *Ligend instead of legend. I’m going to read it as its laid out in Mark Edwards book. It goes as follows. It’s pretty spectacular when you think about it. "Before Christison's birth a soul suffering the ago knees of purgatory informs the hope that he will be released only when Christison has sung 16 masses. Once Christison is born, he is raised by the Pope. Originally a very inept student, he acquires not only marvelous learning by Chris Kissing the lips of the portrait of the virgin but also the gold ring about his lips, hence his name Christison, golden mouse.
After celebrating his first mass at the age of 16, he fleas into the wild where he lives as a hermit. The emperor's daughter is then conveyed to his hermitage by a great wind after a period of chased cohabitation the couple prompted by the devil make love both are stricken with guilty and Christison to remove temptation from his sight pushes the princess off a cliff.
In penance for this heinous crime, he begins to walk around on all fours and turns into a hideous animal. After many years, the emperor has another child. But the baby refuses to be baptized by the Pope insisting that Christison should perform the right. Meanwhile, a hunter has captured Christison and thinking he has captured some rare beast has brought him to the emperor. When the beast is presented to the Court, the baby recognizes him to be Christison and ands the saint has done sufficient penance. Christison regains the form of a young man. The princess is found to have miraculously survived her fall and to have been preserved by God through all of the intervening years and Christison finally performs 15 more masses and releases the soul from purgatory."
Well, like I say the sensationalism in the tract was very popular and printed frequently throughout Germany. And while obviously Luther calls it a lie, it does for Luther contain certain key points regarding authority and particularly the role of masses, the *expoprato character of masses and their ability to spring souls from purgatory, in other words, stories of legends such as this, in fact, perpetuated promoted and supported what Luther considered to be devilish errors, spiritual poison, undermining faith in Jesus Christ.
So through a series of popular tracts, as well as more academic treatises and books, Luther, as others, wend about calling into question the value of accounts so as composed and convened by the Pope in its present form.
As a result, as we all know, though the Smalcald Articles in the treatise and power and the premise of the Pope were prepared Lutherans did not, in fact, attend the council. For that matter the council was not convened in 1547 or 1548. Instead it was put on hold either with issues of where to hold it, issues of location, and the council has now finally convened until it is brought into session in the town of Trent following an the heels of Luther's death in 1546.

Question 58
>>Often the Smalcald Articles are called Luther's last testament. Was he near death and if so, with what illness was he plagued? How did it affect the outcome of the meeting?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: The Smalcald Articles do, in fact, have something of a two-fold or double character. On the one hand they were prepared as a memorandum of a number of issues that might guide the deliberations at the council between the Lutherans and the Catholics.
On the other hand, Luther also prepared it as many scholars now acknowledge and recognize as something of a last will and testament. Now, it was not uncommon in the 16th century that if one was facing death, that one draw up a last will and testament. But perhaps a little bit unlike our day and age, some of these last wills and testaments not only included a list of material possessions that a person desired to bequeath to their descendents, it would also include a confession of faith as a way of saying "Not openly do I bequeath my material possessions, but I bequeath to you that which is my greatest treasure, this confession of faith."
And you can see this even in the preface to the book of Concord as a whole. There is a solemn recognition if you will that what one confesses, we -- one has to give account for before the judgment seat of God. But also that what one confesses is what a person desires to bequeath to their children, to their spouse, to those who come after them.
Well, Luther had done this at least one time prior to 1537.The most famously it is called his great confession of 1528.This is a fairly lengthy treatise. And two-thirds of it are devoted to the debate over the Lord's Supper between Luther and sween knee. Luther expounds in great lengths the words of institution. But at the very conclusion of it, Luther includes in the last will and testament in which he confesses his faith organized around the three articles of the Apology's creed. At that time he was -- he was not sure that he would survive the illness.
In fact, from the mid 1520s to the end of his life, Luther suffered from a variety of ailments from intestinal problems, kidney stones, ringing in his ears, and the like. In 1536 – the end of 1536 and beginning of 1537, Luther was severely ill. Most historians speculate today that it was a cause or the illness was related to a severe, severe case of kidney stones. In fact, it got to such a point that the prince's called Luther's wife Katie from Wittenberg to Smalcald fearing he was, in fact, in his final days.
William rustle and perhaps the only major -- has written perhaps the only major book about the Smalcald Articles, the history and theology of English. He entitled it the Smalcald Articles Luther's last will and testament. He will provide you with all of the -- how shall I say it?-- medical and gory details about Luther's illness to the point where indicating that, you know, they tried getting Luther back to Wittenberg to die. And about halfway to Wittenberg, the kidney stone finally passed and he has a statement there from Luther an exclamation of joy and praise to God.
Well, he also points out that the illness was so severe that in the original manuscript, the first half of the Smalcald article is written in Luther's own hand but about halfway through the Smalcald Articles it's written into different handwriting different style there by rustle speculates Luther's secretary at that point took over and Luther dictated the remaining of the Smalcald Articles.
So it was very real illness. Very severe. That Luther was unable to take an active part in the deliberations of the Smalcald league itself. Once again, Melanchthon, along with other Wittenberg's theologians had to take the lead or play that role.
So we also have to then read the Smalcald Articles not only as a memorandum for the princes on what we might discuss at the council what we cannot compromise but also to read them as emphasizing Luther's -- the heart of Luther's faith. The heart of his confession of faith as to what he wants to leave behind for prosperity.
Question 59
>>I can tell Luther's first chief article is important. What exactly is its role in the Smalcald Articles? I’m wondering if it also provides us with a stage for evaluating our contemporary theology and practice.
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: Before I say a word about the use of that phrase, first and chief article in the Smalcald Articles, I would like to set it in a larger theological framework or wider outline of the Smalcald Articles themselves. The outline in itself is rather intriguing because if we do consider the Smalcald Articles as Luther's last will and testament, he did write them in the same format or within the same framework he did in 1528 where he used the three articles of the apostles creed. Rather it takes place more in the context or in the line of John Fredrick's commission to him to prepare a list of things on which they might -- about which they might discuss for the sake of peace and those things on which there was no compromise. So Luther divides the Smalcald Articles into three parts.
Part 1 deals with those matters about which the Lutherans and Catholics agree. Those matters about which there is no dispute. This is the Trinitarian Christological Confession of the early church as laid out in the creeds. So in part 1, he first deals with the Trinity. And then he moves to a discussion of a person of Christ, namely these two nay tours within one person. These all Christians had agreed on as they were set forth not only in the creeds but the seven ecumenical councils. But there is one little intriguing item here. At the very end of part 1, Luther basically states that these articles are Catholic and there is no disagreement between us and the Catholics on these because both sides confess them.
Now, the intriguing bit of trivia is that in the original handwritten manuscript Luther had both sides believed and confessed these articles and then in his handwriting it crossed out the word believe. Almost as if to suggest or at least to have -- express some doubt in his mind, well, we both confessed them. We have this same creeds -- we have the same creeds. But I don't know whether my opponents believe them entirely or not. That might be -- sound like a harsh thing to say. And certainly Luther can't look into their hearts. But I think the reason for that doubt or skepticism is because in Luther's mind if one hold to the trinity particularly the Dee et tee of God and if Christ is God and Christ is the one who suffered and died for us then God saved us what's left? In other words if his opponents, in fact, agreed on the Confession of Christ and the context of the trinity, they would also accept the cortical that speaks about the forced sufficiency of Christ's work. Well, that's part 1.These are the articles on which both sides agree or both sides confess.
Part 2 moves into a discussion of the reformation insight of justification on account of Christ and faith alone. Here Luther opens by summarizing the doctrine that justification. If you wanted to use contemporary language here you might say he immediately sets forth the core value of Lutheran theology when he declares it that Jesus Christ our God and Lord Was handed over for our -- handed over to death for our trespasses and was raised for our justification. And that's it. 
Well, in faith he was certainly remarkable about these few perhaps opening part 2 is that Luther provides no extended treatment or explanation or exposition of the doctrine of justification. He simply lays out a few Bible passages and that's it.
It's sort of surprising because in other places such as in his work against *Latimus, he expounds the document justification at great length. It may well be that he felt he had written plenty on the subject. His writings were well known. it was enough simply to lay out these Bible passages about Christ being handed over to our trespasses and raised for our justification. It may also be, though, that he felt that on this particular point, there was no compromise and no negotiation.
This is what he calls the first chief article. And you can almost use a highlighter when you read the Smalcald Articles and highlight every time he uses that kind of expression especially in part 2 it arises over and over and over again. So immediately after he discusses the -- I should say summarizes the document justification, he then uses it -- how shall I say it? I suppose as a criterion for analyzing and evaluating a number of practices, devotional acts, within the Roman church of that time. And he uses it to reject these practices on the grounds that they come into conflict with this first chief article regarding the work and redemption of Jesus Christ. So for part 2 he deals with that practice that he sees lying at the heart of the Roman church's position justification by works and the authority of the pay pass see. That is the mass. By mass he doesn't mean the celebration of the Lord's supper per se but rather all of the rights and ceremonies that had arisen to accompany it including those practices that he sees flowing from it as from a source such as the private masses sit on behalf of the dead or on behalf of those in purgatory or the pill grim ages or the monasteries and ultimately the papacy itself.
I'm kind of intrigued by this language of first and chief article I think in our day and age it says something in part about how we think about doctrine as a whole. In other words, Luther has what you could call an organic approach to doctrine. He doesn't see doctrines as individual isolated teachings like pearls on a strand. They may touch one another. But they really have nothing to do with one another. In fact, I think as a whole, the book of Concord hardly ever uses the word doctrine in the pleural. It always speaks of doctrine in the singular. There’s one doctrine. It’s organic. In fact, the book of Concord stands within a tradition of volumes in the latter half of the reformation that were known as -- a volume of document collection documents would be known as a corpus *doctrina a body of doctrine. And then the individual what we would call the doctrines would be referred to as articles of faith.
Now, article comes from the Latin word articulus and sometimes can refer to the joints that connect the various parts of our limbs -- or connect our limbs together. My colleague, Robert Cobb, likes to play with this analogy of a body of doctrine and has suggested that you might consider a doctrine as like a human body. And using him body as an analogy, the article on justification would be the head article. You might say the head of the body or the heart of the body. All the other articles of faith would be different limbs on the body and the likes.
So you might have the leg of baptism. The other leg of the Lord's supper. You might have an arm of original sin and free will. Another arm of eschatology and the like. Well, the value of thinking about theology in this way is that it shows us that what affects one part of the body can ultimately affect the whole body. So suppose someone denies infant baptism. Is it possible for the body to go on living?
Well, yes, it is. However, the cutting off the leg of baptism is going to cripple the body or make the body hobble and not function as it was intended. Not fire on all cylinders if you will. At the very least cutting off a limb can introduce an infection to the body that can ultimately affect the head or to induce a major headache if not a fever or another ailment along those lines.
So -- and no one would say well, okay. We don't have this leg and we don't have that arm but that's okay. We still have the head. No. Eventually, like I say, an infection or even gangrene would set in that would ultimately kill the whole body but short of that the body is still severely injured and hobbled. You know, I can't imagine for a second you know, in the working or dealing with my wife, if my daughter was ill with 103 fever, you know, and we're fretting over her and sweating over her and suddenly I turn to my wife and said "Well, honey, at least she's alive" well, I would do so at the risk of my own life. Yes, she is alive but we want her to be healthy.
Well in analogous fashion when we look at doctrine either ours or those of other churches, yes, the head has to be there, the Gospel in all its purity. But we want the whole body to be healthy. And where there's an infection in one part of the body, it can affect the entire body.
This analogy by the way is useful for another purpose. Very often when you look at the tradition of Lutheran dogmatics and for that matter the confessions themselves, you will find that every document doesn't deal with the same topics to the same length as it does in another documents. In other words, the Augsburg Confession deals with 17 articles fairly comprehensive covering the entire Apology's creed when you get to the form of Concord it doesn't deep with the topic of the Trinity per se. It doesn't really deal with the topic of the church per se. It touches things that involve the church in article 10. But instead it picks up something on article 6 about whether sin is part of our creative nature or not something the Augsburg Confession did not deal with. And some dogmatics that deal with a special topic on marriage and others they don't. Well, partly the reason for again returning through the analogy of the body, when one part of the body is injured, if I cut my leg or I sever my arm, all of my attention is going to be focused on that injury.
And as a result I will not be paying as much attention to other limbs on my body or other parts of my body. I’m focused on that injury. Well, similarly here. So that in the early church, the creeds focused on that part of the body which was most injured mainly who was God? How do we think about father, son, Holy Spirit? that needed attention. That didn't deal at great length -- maybe at least not in the way the reformation did with say the work of Christ or the redemption of Christ or even the doctrine of the church.
On the other hand, you get to the reformation they deal with the doctrine of trinity fairly quickly. They confess what has been confessed before. But they don't deal with it at great length at least night on a Confession of rights. Instead they focus on the work of Christ. So it's something to keep in mind in our day and age in terms of identifying where we need to focus our attention.
Similarly here in the Smalcald Articles Luther's attention is fastened on those practices that literally are severing the head from the body, there by undermining Christian knit tee itself. Well, following part 2 then, Luther goes on to part 3. And here we have a list of topics that seem a little bit more traditional in the way that the Augsburg Confession does them. Here we get treatment on sin, law, Gospel, repentance, baptism, Lord's supper, church, and so forth.
He indicates that these are articles about which we can discuss. Now, that did not mean that Luther believed we could compromise on these articles. I suspect it was more along the lines that we can discuss for the purpose of clarifying what we have said and what we have not said, making sure both sides understand each other correctly, perhaps elaborating and  expounding on what is intended or what are the ramifications and why.
So the Smalcald Articles overall are fairly unique both in terms of their structure but I think we could safely say one of the most important contributions is the way in which Luther uses that first chief article as an organizing principle for theology and hence a criterion particularly for what belongs in the center. Now, he never uses it to replace the Bible per se but does use it to say what lies at the center and heart of the Christian faith and what does not.
Question 60
>>Did Luther and Melanchthon agree with each other on the status of the papacy? Were there any differences between them? And while I have the floor, is the term anti-Christ appropriate to use today?
>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ: The question you are asking here is a very important one. Because it also touches the ecumenical discussions that are being laid between Lutherans And Roman Catholics. If we go back to the study of the pa pass sees and at Luther's position and that of Melanchthon we have two places we have to go to. The first one is the Smalcald -- the first one is in the Smalcald Articles the second chief part article 4 there Luther speaks of the anti-Christ explicitly and then also in the treatise that the appendage to the Augsburg Confession but found as a 1537document of the Smalcald Articles.
You might recall me saying early on in our study here as we've discussed the Augsburg Confession that Luther took the position about the Pope as a very firm one and that he believed and was convinced that the Pope was teaching things against scripture. And we may recall that on many occasions, he did speak out very had he mentally that the Pope was saying these things erred in contradiction with scripture. And one of the important statements that the Lutherans had always made and one of the wishes that they expressed continuously was that of having a free council that means an ideal of where they could come together with the papacy and he would give them a fair hearing that they would be allowed to express in a Democratic way their opinions about theological issues.
Luther being so adamant on the papacy and that it was going wrong and that it was usurping a position that went against Jesus Christ is one that he held throughout his life. You could say, perhaps, that as the years progressed, he was getting a little more disgruntled earlier on about whether the Pap pea sees was willing to give them a hearing. And I think to a degree, as the years went by, he was so disgruntled that he was no longer to accept the papacy and perhaps Melanchthon was.
So in 1530, we had say that Melanchthon was mildly criticized by Luther for not expressly addressing the pay pass see and the Augsburg Confession. Melanchthon sought immediately after the Augsburg Confession to address that issue and that led to the treatise.
If you look at Luther's statements in the Smalcald Articles, we can see that there he goes directly to address the pay pass see with then four other malpractices in the church. Believing that the position of the Pope goes against the chief article of all Christian faith, namely that we are saved by Jesus Christ and that we are said through faith alone.
Luther thus believed, according to the statement in second Thessalonians 2:4 that the Pope was someone who was usurping I will legitimate control and was taking the position that really is only Christ's he was passing all kinds of laws and rules over Christians which they should follow even though they are not expressly stated in scripture. For example, the *bonunsamtum in the 13th century claimed that Christians if they do want to be saved had to believe in the supremacy of the Pope.
In a section in the Smalcald Articles, Luther is able to prove that 500 years of Christian knit, the early years of Christianity, there Christians managed to live without the supremacy of the Pope so there is a historical August minute to be used here that does tell us that the pay pass see assumes a supremacy that is not given by divine right. This letter of Europe *Deveen is an important one. It means that there is no text in scripture that reminds us of the supremacy of the Pope. Melanchthon addresses such scripture text quite explicitly in the treatise. We can see for example some texts in which he does it. He mentions for example Luke 22 verse 24 through 27 where he says that nobody will Lord over each other. Those apostles were told no one is supreme. Even here on earth as it will be also in heaven.
He goes onto John 20 verse 21 and Melanchthon says there that all apostles were sent out as equals and not one above the other into this world. And he goes to Galatians 2 verse 6 and tells us that Paul rebuked peter for going against the doctrine of justification and the freedom that we Christians have of not being bound by sir couple significance and the laws of the juice.
In first Corinthians 3, Paul reminds the Christians of core rink that they are over the supremacy of individuals such as that of Paul or Apollus and in Matthew 16 where Jesus asked the disciples who do you say I am, he's not directly speaking only to Peter but that question is being answered By Pete tar on behalf of every disciple so even that text where it says the keys are given to you, Peter means really for one thing that they are based on the Confession and not on the personal Peter and secondly, also, that question asks every disciple and not only Peter himself. He answers it on everyone's behalf. And for that very reason in Matthew 18 we can say the keys are given to all of the disciples. And finally in John 21 verse 17, there we read the passage of feeding my sheep that is given to Peter, yes, but later on we also see that that duty to feed the she'd sheep and the flock of Christ is given to all disciples, as well.
And so we can say that historically speaking from Luther's position, in the Smalcald Articles and also Melanchthon that goes into the treatise at great length to prove historically speaking and not only from scripture that pay pass see is something of a legitimate institution if it claims to be there by divine right. 
Melanchthon and Luther don't really disagree on this. Both are willing to concede that if there is a supremacy of the papacy, then it must be given by human rights. What do they mean by that? I think they imply here that there can be a Democratic ruling in the church where the pastors come together and say we want to have someone who is supreme over us. But let us not forget, the highest office in the church is really that of a pastor and not that of someone above them, unless it's Jesus Christ.
So Melanchthon and Luther do agree on the idea that it may be given such supremacy, on the condition, however, that the papacy would change.
Here Luther And Melanchthon I think disagreed a little bit but it was one of realism. I think ma I think will than still entertained a certain idealism here in this question so when it came to the signing of the Smalcald Articles, he added a certain statement that I would like to read to you. Melanchthon writes there, "However, concerning the Pope, I maintain that if we would allow the Gospel, we, too, may for the sake of peace and general university among those Christians who are now under him and might be in the future grant to him his spear over the bishops by which he has by human rights.” That would not really go theologically against what Luther says. But Luther in the Smalcald Articles has says he cannot believe that the Pope will ever change himself from disclaiming a position by divine right to something that is given to him freely by the choice of the pastors and priests present and given over by the human right -- given the role. I think Luther was more realistic than Melanchthon.
Now, we may ask is the term anti-Christ is an appropriate term for description for the papacy today. Let’s keep in mind that the reformers were always clear that they were not addressing each individual Pope here as a person. They were looking at the institution itself. They saw that over the history, that this institution had manifested itself to a degree that it was not willing to change at all. And that it usurped history arguments. It had taken scripture texts and appropriated it to itself so it was seen as an indelible character in the church which means it was not willing to change at all.
So addressing the papacy by the name anti-Christ really is addressing the institution, something that has fixed itself over history into a position that was controlling the church. It was more than just an individual standing up here or there at random throughout history and saying "I am speaking against Jesus Christ." No. This was an institution that was established firmly and would remain for time to this very day claiming certain things that they were, saying something to Christians that was I remember reconcilable with scripture and the papacy in saying this also claimed infallibly that what it says would not err. I think to a degree these claims of the papacy today have not changed.
They are the same as they were in the 16th century. So in terms of applying Luther's interpretation to today's context, I think that it is still the best interpretation we have of second Thessalonians two verse 2.We should be careful, however, that we there by not abstain from dialogue of other Christians, we draw them to the attention of the arguments used in the treatise and in the Smalcald Articles and there by hope that in such dialogue, they would be brought back to their recognition, that there is a supremacy perhaps of someone over other pastors but that that can only be given by human right and not claimed by divine right based on text and scripture.

Question 61
>>How is enthusiasm the source, power, and might of all heresy according to Luther. To put it another way, what does it mean for us today when Luther says that God does not want to deal with human beings except for the external word and sacrament?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND: You know, it's kind of interesting when we move from one century to another century how words change their meaning I suppose from one decade to another.
Such is the case with the English word enthusiasm. I know in context we think of that as being energetic, pumped up, ready to go, passionate about something I suppose. Well, it's being used to translate a word that has a very technical meaning in the confessions to refer to a particular doctrine or a particular approach to theology especially when it comes to how do we know something is from God or not.
More recently the cold wing edition of the book of Concord might translate it as raving or ravers. Well, what are we talking about here? This is an issue that goes to the question of what is the source of our teaching? What is the basis for our theology?
And along with the doctrine of justification came a very strong emphasis among Lutherans for -- or by Lutherans upon the word. In other words, not only in justification do we look outside of ourselves at Christ as opposed to looking inward at our progression and holiness, but in looking outside of ourselves to Christ, where do we find Christ but in the word?
And so there is this character to our faith that is *extronos, that is outside of us. And it is focused on what we call the external world, the *externum verbum. And for Luther then, he tended to see a common theme between his opponents in roam and the more radical reformers of the reformation. And what they had in common is that both groups tended to rely upon their own imagination or you might say their own raving for theology. In other words, if you ask a question where did you get that stuff? They would not be able to say within the word. They would have to say in a council and from the pope or from tradition or from my experience on the other side.
Now, the radical wing of the reformation by the way, did accuse Luther of replacing a flesh and blood pulp with a paper pulp. By the paper pulp they meant the Bible. So they tended to move in a direction that strongly emphasized a direct communing between the believer and God meaning no mediation whether it's the mediation of a priest, or the mediation of a Confession, or in some cases, even the mediation of the Bible.
Well, in the Smalcald Articles, one of the most lively sections to be found -- and I think most important is under the section of repentance where he has a lengthy discussion on enthusiasm. And he identifies it as lying at the root of all false doctrine. In other words, if you ask why did Adam and Eve fall into sin, the answer was they were deceived by false doctrine they were led away from the word of God to believe something else, something Satan had told them that they would be like God but only -- the difference between good and evil. And Luther then traces how this has adhered to the human race ever since Adam and Eve and is the cause of all false doctrine. And for him, false doctrine causes spiritual deaf station. Actually harms. It hurts. It can even kill a person spiritually.
Now, the reason I'm raising this and the reason I find it particular important is when we turn to our American contexts, I think one can make a strong argument that the religious environment within America is largely based on the radical wing of the reformation. Because you see, in Europe, Rome had legal recognition -- legal right to exist within the empire. Lutherans achieved that in 1555 at the peace of *Halsburg.*Calvis achieved it at the *Aphelia in 1648. One group that never achieved it, never gained it was the radical wing of the reformation. The wing descended from the anti-Baptists. So they are the first ones to come to America for religious reasons because they had been persecuted both by the state and by the church. So when they arrived in America, they emphasized that we want freedom from the state and freedom from the church so we get individuals like Roger Williams emphasizing the conscious as the meeting ground between God and man. William pen emphasizing the conscious of the divine spark. And what all that implies is there's a direct revelation of God to me in such a way that religion becomes very privatized in any attempt to teach, to speak of confessions to peach of pastored is to potentially interfere with that direct communication within God and man.
And I think that is very characteristic of the religious mentality of Americans today. We find people saying "Well, listen to the voice of God inside your head.” Or you know, that we can worship God in a fishing boat out on lake he is wold as we can within a church. So that the idea of enthusiasm that God does not meet us at a particular location, particularly in the word or in baptism or during the Lord's supper, by simply commune -- but simply communicates himself directly to us apart from a written word or spoken word. Where Luther would have been something to raise red flags in our mind and if at all possible to avoid.
So this section is very important. Because it highlights then that we are -- our theology has to be tied to the word and nothing but the word.

Question 62
>>Does Luther imply that a believer loses the Holy Spirit every time he or she commits a sin? How does his example of David relate to this question? And what about Saul of the Old Testament?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND:I believe that your question is addressing paragraphs 43 and paragraphs 44 in part 3 of the Smalcald Articles. In this particular section under repentance. In this section Luther concludes with these words "Therefore it is necessary to know and teach that when holy people aside from the fact that they still have original sin and also daily repent of it and struggle against it, somehow fall into a public sin such as David who fell into adultery and blaspheme against God at that point faith and the Holy Spirit have departed."
Well, the question often arises then I suppose every time we sin does the Holy Spirit leave us? Every time we sin, do we fall from faith? Well, I might begin by affirming first and foremost that we cannot say absolutely positively that such is the case. In as much as we cannot look into the heart of any individual to determine whether faith is present or not and whether the spirit is still alive and kicking, if you will. But we might think of it, also, in the following fashion: I think a key sentence is the one that follows that paragraph I just read. "The Holy Spirit does not allow sin to rule and gain the upper hand so that it is brought to completion. But the spirit controls and resists so that sin is not able to do whatever it wants."
Something very similar to this is also addressed in Article 2 of the Concord. First of all, Luther is not addressing the question of sins of weakness I suppose as we call it. Now, it might help if I put that into a little bit of an anthropological context.
Namely the Christian is composed of an old Adam and a new Adam. The unregenerate person as well as the regenerate person. And these two are engaged in an ongoing battle with one another. One might also liken it to the battle of the bulge during World War II in France where at one point the German forces might forge forward and make an offensive thrust. And then a few days later they would get pushed back as a counter offensive would ensue and they would go back and forth in terms of where the enemy lines lie.
Well, I think an analogous fashion, that's maybe what occurs within the Christian battle between the flesh and the spirit. So when it comes to the flesh you of sins and weakness, Very often I suspect that a person may have a sudden flare up in anger, if you will, or lose one's temper. But just as quickly, the Holy Spirit charges back in so that the individual says "Oh, I'm sorry. I didn't mean to lose my temper."
See, in other words, you might say a sense of pushed out and then maybe the spirit comes in to produce contrition and Confession. And then very often our life is an ongoing series of those kinds of skirmishes or battles.
Now Luther is talking not so much about sins of weakness but as he calls it public sins, specifically mentions, adultery, murder, and blaspheme against God.
Maybe if he used that battle of the bulge analogy and push it a little bit further it would run something along like this: As long as we struggle with temptations, as long as we wrestle with it and recognize that something is wrong and repent of it and seek to amend our lives, you could say the spirit is alive and kicking. In other words, that is the very fact I wrestle with temptation, that I struggle with it is evidence of faith and evidence of the spirit at work.
Well, it may be that I continually plan out a sin. I carry it out. And do it in such a fashion over and over and over again that I reach a point where the struggle ceases. Where the struggle simply stops and it doesn't bother me anymore. Well, at that point I would say: Time to worry. It may well be the spirit said "Fine. Have it your way.” Now, again, we cannot look into other's hearts to see whether or not this has happened. Or even within our own hearts, it may at times be difficult to discern.
But I think it is somewhat helpful to realize that as long as the struggle is there, you know that the battle is engaged. When the struggle ceases, then it will be time to worry. In the meantime, however, once again, this ties in with enthusiasm.
David has pulled away from God's word. Therefore, it's all the more important for us to be in God's word and stand firm lest we may fall. In other words, stand firm on that word. And again, I would not say that what I just shared is dogma or doctrine. It’s perhaps more a hunch as to how things work. Certainly Luther is on target when he says they have won openly and publicly and intentionally blasphemes God and the like that basically what you're saying is "Get out of here Holy Spirit and get out of here word.” And that's a risky thing to do.

Question 63
>>The Lutherans struggle to find bishops who ordain their pastors. How did they overcome this problem theologically and what does this mean for how Lutherans obtain pastors today?
>>DR. KLAUS DETLEV SCHULZ: Your question that you have just asked reflects a practice in the time of Reformation that gradually came about. As you know, the Lutherans had relied always on the consecration being performed by bishops. That is as long as they were in together within their own Catholic church, it was possible to continue the practice of being ordained by bishops. And as you know, Luther and other theologians during the time of the reformation who gradually grew into the Lutheran movement were ordained by bishops. However, the problem was that many of these bishops remained within their own Catholic church for obvious reasons I think they considered themselves as being affecters of the hierarchical system in their own Catholic church. They benefited from the great wealth that had been accumulated in the church, monasteries and so forth. They had a dig any identified position. And there was no reason really to change and come over to the Lutheran reformation.
So what to do now. Luther addresses this problem in the third part of the Smalcald Articles, the 13th article. There he clearly says that he does not want to get rid of the practice of order being ordained by the bishops. I don't think we should be as radical as some theologians say that the reformation once to rid totally of the state us of the bishops. Where they were coming over, they could come and ordain individuals. However, that was not the case. So what should one do theologically now. I think Luther answers it quite clearly. He draws attention to the history of the church and then he says already at the time of *Sipron and others, they said that we will ordain ourselves. What does that mean?
They perhaps relied on the local pastor or priest or performed the ordination of those present. Melanchthon takes a similar position in his treatise. There also he says that the keys have been given to the church principally and immediately, a very important statement theologically speaking because it tells us that the keys to ordain, that means that they are handing over the keys to an individual through the practice of ordination means that that right has been given immediately and principally to the church and not to this or that person in office that means to the hierarchy itself either to the pay pass see or the bishops alone.
So if it comes down to the crunch, I think they believe clearly that the church had the right to do it and negotiate and find a solution to the problem if there was no bishop to ordain individuals.
Melanchthon goes at great length to explain this idea that the church my ordain and he also says that we as pastors will do it, if we have to. Melanchthon also mentions an emergency situation at the closing of his treatise. That is he refers to an example used by the great theologian Augustine where two individuals are sitting in a boat and where someone becomes the pastor of another one and absolves them of their sins that is an emergency situation. And we should not forget that very fact that it is nothing about an emergency situation.
That means that if all normal circumstances fall our way, one could perhaps resort to the idea that they are Christians all over in the world who may assume the role of pastors. However, the reformation was not that desperate. It still had pastors. It still had Luther and Wittenberg and others who could perform the ordination. So it was within the realm of pastors and those ordained that did perform the ordination on behalf of the Christian church. 
There is admittedly a lot of church custom and condition in this treatise here as it is reflected in the history of the church. It means some churches try to maintain the ordination performed by a bishop or a regional overseer in conjunction and in connection with the congregation. Others try to prefer to do it only with a pastor. Somewhere in the month sorry senate, it is usually the custom that a district president ordains. So there are a number of practices here. But one factor remains I think in the treatise. It is that the right of ordaining has been given to the church and not to only a few individuals in the hierarchy of the church those of the pay pass see and of the priests.
Question 64
>>Do the Augsburg Confession, Apology, Smalcald Articles and treatise serve as a roadmap for ecumenical relationships today?
>>DR. CHARLES P. ARAND:I really like the question that you posed. Because I think at times within our Lutheran circles, we too often think about these confessional texts almost as abstract statements of doctrine apart from their historical context. And we can use them exclusively for the purpose of handing on the faith which isn't at all a bad purpose. But by losing sight of the historical context, we lose sight of the fact that these were produced in an ongoing conversation with one's opponents.
The diet of Augsburg, the Lutherans and the Catholics are discussing and debating -- maybe not getting very far – on issues of doctrine. And the Smalcald Articles are prepared for the purpose of going to the council. Indeed, Lutherans continue to debate with the Catholics and are trying to find some form of reconciliation some form of conciliation all through the 1530s up until 1542 and even a little ways after that.
So the documents produced in the midst -- there are documents produced in the midst of conversation. I think that has a couple of ramifications for us.1:It is important for our Lutheran confessions and should be for us today to be engaged in ecumenical conversation with others. If we aren't always as involved in an officially synodical level as we would like to be, we also have to recognize, though, that our people are engaged in ecumenical conversations each and every day. Whenever they engage in interdenominational Bible studies or prayer breakfasts, they are more likely than not engages in ecumenical conversation. And the question rises have we equipped them for that conversation? What are to be the goals and purpose of that conversation?
Are they simply to say oh, well we say the same thing in a different way or yeah we disagree but that's okay or is it to convert them? You know, have we even thought about the purposes of such conversation. And then when we talk about it and how you go talking about it.
I think the confessions particularly the Augustine Apology provide a good case study on how to go about that. For example, one begins by listening. Listening so that you'll understand the other side is accurately and as fairly as possible. Listening so you know the exact point of difference or the point of controversy between them. If you were to summarize the other person's position you could say yes, that's exactly what I am saying.
By both sides doing this, one has the opportunity of removing caricatures and stereotypes and the like. One can also, see, especially in the Augsburg Confession an attempt to go as far as possible in extending the hand of fellowship as one can go. I can't say that it was really a negotiating document in the way that labor negotiations take place where one side makes a proposal way over here and the other side makes the proposal way over here. Where both sides recognize that they are going to probably meet somewhere in the middle. The Augsburg Confession is written in a very conciliatory fashion in such a way that in some respects I think Melanchthon almost hardens their minds because to borrow a line from the musical Oklahoma -- I'm dating myself but to borrow a line from Oklahoma in the Augsburg Confession you might say he's gone about as far as you can go. In other words, he's tried recasting or tried forming a Lutheran position as far as he can in reaching out to his opponents. But in doing so, he can't go any further. That’s why I say, in some ways almost hardened.
But by looking at the Augsburg Confession and in the computation and in the Apology, one can get a sense for how that dialogue took place. Sometimes there wasn't as congeal as we would prefer it today in the 21st century but you can still see how they argue and use the scripture and passages and the like.
Finally, in terms of these texts being ecumenical, we should bear in mind, the Augsburg Confession was never intended to be simply and exclusively a Confession of the Lutheran church. The former Concord describes the Augsburg Confession as a creed for the entire Christian church to some extend the Lutheran proposal was to offer the Augsburg Confession as the next ecumenical creed. To that end, they sent a copy of it down to the patriarch of the Eastern Orthodox Church. For that end they shared it with John Calvin that agreed with a large portion of it, in fact, he subscribed to a 1540 slightly revised edition of the Augsburg Confession. It formed the foundation of the 39 articles at the ancient. It was very influential. Well, in many ways I think we need to take up that banner once again in our day and age to say we have something to offer the wider Christian church.
Even as we need to listen to their critiques of us, we have something to offer that they need to hear. And they are the confessions. In particularly the Augsburg Apology and Smalcald Articles help us to identify what that is and how we go about expressing it.
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