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THE FORMULA OF CONCORD

[FIRST PART]
Summary Content ‹Epitome›

of the
Articles in Controversy

among the theologians of the Augsburg Confession, set
forth and reconciled in a Christian way, according to the 

direction of God’s Word, in the following summary.
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Christ on the Cross with Angels

Albrecht Dürer dramatically shows that the blood Christ shed on the cross and
its saving benefits are given to us in the Sacrament of the Altar. Without the
shedding of blood, there is no forgiveness of sins.
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3
EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

TO THE FORMULA OF CONCORD
I will rather lose my head and suffer Wittenberg to be battered down than

submit to a demand that violates my conscience.

—Elector John Frederick the Magnanimous

F
ollowing Luther’s death in 1546, it seemed that the shining light of the Gospel
would be snuffed out. Threats from without, and controversies within, endan-
gered the Lutheran Church. The survival of Lutheranism was a result of God’s

gracious work through brave laypeople and pastors who refused to compromise the
teachings of God’s Word. The story from 1546 until 1580 (when the Book of Con-
cord was published) is one of courage and cowardice, weakness and strength. All
Christians and, most important, all who bear the name Lutheran need to learn about
this struggle for the truth.

The controversy that raged for thirty-five years concluded with thousands of lay
leaders, pastors, and theologians agreeing to live in harmony with one another on the
basis of a common confession of the faith, the Lutheran Confessions, as contained in
the Book of Concord of 1580.

Only four months after Luther’s death (February 18, 1546), the pope and the
Holy Roman Emperor, Charles V, entered into a secret agreement to crush the Re-
formation and force the Lutherans back under the pope’s authority (June 26, 1546).
Their agreement stated:

In the name of God and with the help and assistance of His Papal Holiness,
His Imperial Majesty should prepare himself for war, and equip himself with
soldiers and everything pertaining to warfare against those who objected to
the Council, against the Smalcald League, and against all who were addicted
to the false belief and error in Germany, and that he do so with all his power
and might in order to bring them back to the old faith and to the obedience
of the Holy See. (Bente, 219)

The Emperor tried to keep the situation secret, but the pope issued a public de-
cree on July 4, 1546. It stated:

It has always been our concern how to root out the weeds of godless doctrines
which the heretics have sowed throughout Germany. . . . Now it has come to
pass that, by the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, our dearest son in Christ,
Charles, the Roman Emperor, has decided to employ the sword against these
enemies of God. And for the protection of religion we intend to promote this
pious enterprise with all our own and the Roman Church’s possessions. Ac-
cordingly, we admonish all Christians to assist in this war with their prayers
to God and their alms, in order that the godless heresy may be rooted out and
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444 FORMULA OF CONCORD

John Frederick the Magnanimous (1503–54)

The scar from the wound that John Frederick suffered in the Battle
of Mühlberg (1547) is dramatically visible in this period woodcut.
He was captured and lost his title and holdings. He was repeated-
ly threatened with death if he would not recant his Lutheran con-
fession. He steadfastly refused to recant.
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the dissension removed. . . . To each and all who do these things we grant the
most complete indulgence and remission of all their sins. (Bente, 219)

The fate of the Gospel hung in the balance. Powerful forces were moving to crush
the Lutherans. Shortly after the emperor and the pope had reached an agreement on
how best to deal with the Lutheran problem, the Smalcaldic War broke out in Ger-
many. The military power of the emperor and pope proved too much for the Luther-
an princes. The threat of war caused some who had previously confessed their alle-
giance to the Augsburg Confession to remain neutral or, even worse, to betray their
fellow Lutherans. Maurice, duke of Saxony, actually joined the emperor. On April 24,
1547, the armies of the Smalcaldic League were crushed at the Battle of Mühlberg.

The elector of Saxony, John Frederick the Magnanimous, was taken prisoner and
sentenced to death. He received the news of his death sentence while playing a game
of chess with his fellow prisoner, Duke Ernest of Lüneburg. John Frederick took the
news with remarkable courage and peace. He did not believe the emperor would ex-
ecute him, but responded by saying that if he was to be killed he wanted time to put
his affairs in order and send a final message to his wife and children. Then he looked
at Ernest and said, “Let us continue the game; it is your move.”

One Lutheran territory after another fell to the emperor. Torgau was taken and
the imperial armies marched on Wittenberg. It surrendered without a fight on May
19, 1547. Emperor Charles himself entered the Castle Church in Wittenberg, where
Martin Luther was buried. As he stood at Luther’s grave, his soldiers urged him to ex-
hume the remains of the heretic Luther and burn them. Charles said simply,“I make
war on the living, not on the dead.” This was truly a remarkable reaction, consider-
ing how long Charles had been struggling with the Lutheran Reformation. In 1521
he had heard Luther utter the famous words “I cannot and will not recant.” Twenty-
six years later Charles’s military defeat of Lutheran territories was complete.

The Augsburg Interim
Though Charles had won a military victory, he realized that only the mass

slaughter of hundreds of thousands of people could eliminate Lutheranism. He
chose instead to pursue political and ecclesiastical compromises. Some Lutherans
were willing to go along with his plan. The emperor issued a series of commands on
May 15, 1548, that became known as the Augsburg Interim. He ordered all Lutheran
rulers and ministers to obey his orders and do nothing to oppose them. They were
not to teach, preach, or write against the Augsburg Interim in any way. It was called
an “Interim” because the document was intended to govern Church matters until all
things could be settled formally at a general Church council.

The Interim allowed the Lutheran clergy to marry and to celebrate the Lord’s
Supper by giving the people both the consecrated bread and wine, but it demanded
that they immediately restore a number of specifically Roman ceremonies and cus-
toms. It demanded that they acknowledge the pope to be the head of the Church by
divine right and to receive again the authority of the Roman bishops. It insisted that
they again receive Roman doctrines and practices, such as transubstantiation and the
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seven sacraments. It denied or omitted the doctrine of justification by grace through
faith alone. Ironically, the pope was not satisfied even with this. He demanded total
rejection of everything Lutheran, which made many Lutheran rulers and ministers
realize that they had nothing to expect but total persecution if they submitted to the
Augsburg Interim.

Tragically, Philip Melanchthon was willing to compromise with Rome for the
sake of peace. His courage failed him, and he soon became the leader of a group of
Lutherans who were called “Philippists” by their opponents. They looked for ways to
compromise with Rome, believing that through compromises on points they con-
sidered nonessential, they could preserve the Lutheran Church. It was clear, though,
that the future held nothing but further compromise. It looked as though all was lost
and Rome would eventually demand that all Lutherans renounce their faith and re-
turn again to the false and damning doctrine of Rome. Melanchthon and his fol-
lowers were even willing to accept the Augsburg Interim’s compromise of the doc-
trine of justification, allowing it to state that we are not saved by grace through faith
alone, but that justification is in part based on a person’s renewal and life. This teach-
ing was a total denial of everything Martin Luther had struggled and worked so hard
for! Melanchthon did not believe that he was compromising on justification and re-
garded his concessions to Rome as a responsible response at a time of crisis.

Throughout Germany, Charles and his Italian and Spanish troops enforced the
Augsburg Interim brutally. Cities that did not accept it were deprived of their liber-
ties. Constance fell after a courageous defense and was annexed to Austria. Magde-
burg resisted the armies of Charles the longest and was outlawed three times. It was
never conquered. Its citizens sent their response to Charles: “We are saved neither by
an Interim nor by an Exterim, but by the Word of God alone” (Bente, 222). Pastors
who refused to follow the regulations of the Augsburg Interim were removed from
office and banished; some were imprisoned and some were even executed. In
Swabia and along the Rhine River, some four hundred pastors went to prison rather
than agree to the Interim. They were exiled, and some of their families were killed
or died as a result. Jacob Sturm of Augsburg presented a list of grievances to the
local Roman bishop, who responded, “If necessary, one might proceed against
heretics also with fire.” Sturm responded, “Indeed, you may kill people by fire, but
even in this way you cannot force their faith” (Bente, 222–23). Some preachers left
for England. But even still, the Interim was not accepted as widely as the emperor
and pope had hoped.

In northern Germany, the stronghold of Lutheranism, territories such as Saxony
fiercely opposed the Interim. Many cities rejected it entirely. Elector Joachim of
Brandenburg gathered three hundred pastors to sign the Augsburg Interim. One old
pastor, named Leutinger, standing in front of the author of the Interim, Agricola,
said,“I love Agricola, and more than him I love my Elector; but my Lord Jesus Christ
I love most” (Bente, 223). Then he took the Augsburg Interim document that he had
been told to sign and threw it into flames of the fireplace. A layman, Margrave Hans
of Küstrin, threw the pen away that he was handed for the purpose of signing the
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Interim, saying, “I shall never adopt this poisonous concoction, nor submit to any
council. Rather sword than pen; blood rather than ink!” (Bente, 223). In the region
of Mansfeld, Luther’s home territory, the leaders there told the emperor that if he
tried to force them to adopt the Augsburg Interim, the preachers would all leave and
the people would revolt and kill their leaders.

One of the greatest heroes of this time was the ruler of Saxony, Elector John Fred-
erick the Magnanimous. In spite of the great pressure on him, he refused to compro-
mise his faith. He quietly, but firmly, refused to accept the Interim for his land. The em-
peror offered to lift the sentence of death on John Frederick, but again he refused. The
elector said,“I will rather lose my head and suffer Wittenberg to be battered down than
submit to a demand that violates my conscience” (Bente, 224). Charles V realized the
precarious political situation he was in. He may have defeated the armies of the Luther-
an princes on the battlefield, but he could not force the people or the princes to re-
nounce their faith. He realized he could not simply kill entire populations.

Charles kept Elector John Frederick of Saxony in prison, trying to pressure him
to change his mind. Repeatedly Charles threatened and appealed to John Frederick.
Finally, John Frederick wrote Charles:
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Emperor Charles V, 1547

In 1547, Charles defeated the Lutheran
Smalcaldic League. The pope urged
him to punish Lutherans harshly wher-
ever he found them, even to the point
of killing them. Charles knew there
was such widespread support he
would not be able to carry out the
pope’s wishes entirely. Instead, Charles
opted for diplomatic efforts to turn
Lutheranism toward Roman Catholi-
cism. This strategy failed after a num-
ber of years of bitter controversy.
Charles ended his years a broken man,
abdicating his throne and going to live
in a monastery in Spain. Ironically,
when Charles entered Wittenberg with
his conquering army, he was urged to
exhume the remains of Martin Luther,
buried in the Castle Church. It is re-
ported that he said, “I make war on the
living, not on the dead,” and refused to
allow Luther’s remains to be disturbed.  
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448 FORMULA OF CONCORD

Tilemann Hesshusius (1527–88)

A pugnacious advocate and defender of genuine
Lutheranism after Luther’s death. He opposed
the Crypto-Calvinists in Wittenberg and else-
where, suffered exile, and relentlessly defended
the biblical doctrine of Christ’s bodily presence
in the Lord’s Supper. For example, when he
was ordered to serve Holy Communion with a
Calvinist minister in Heidelberg, Hesshusius re-
fused and tried to wrestle the chalice away from
the man. In Magdeburg he was deposed (1562)
for criticizing false doctrine. Elector Augustus I
exiled him from Jena (1573) for tirelessly attack-
ing the false doctrine of the Crypto-Calvinists at
Wittenberg University. (This was before Augus-
tus I realized the deception by the Wittenberg
faculty.) Ironically, after all his efforts, Hesshu-
sius refused to sign the Formula of Concord and
deterred the people of the territory of Brunswick
from signing it because he wanted false teachers
mentioned by name. He also criticized Gnesio-
Lutherans, such as Flacius, for their error con-
cerning original sin.

Sibylla (1512–54)

The courageous and faithful wife of John Fred-
erick the Magnanimous. After her husband’s
defeat (1547), she was instrumental in organ-
izing the defense of Wittenberg. Charles V ex-
iled Sibylla and her sons (the Lords Regent of
Electoral Saxony) in Weimar, where John Fred-
erick was imprisoned. They were not permit-
ted to stay with him, and at various times they
were deprived of any contact with him.
Charles V pressured Sibylla by threatening her
husband’s life and the lives of her sons, at-
tempting to force her to support the Interim
and compromise her Lutheran confession.
Sibylla encouraged her sons to be true to
Lutheranism. She chose separation from her
home and husband, rather than compromise
her faith.
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THE FORMULA OF CONCORD

[SECOND PART]
A Thorough, Pure, Correct, and Final

REPETITION AND DECLARATION

of Some Articles of the Augsburg Confession
about Which, for Some Time, There Has Been Controversy

among Some Theologians Who Subscribe to Them,
Decided and Settled according to the Analogy of God’s Word

and the Summary Contents of Our Christian Doctrine.
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504504504 FORMULA, SOLID DECLARATION

OUTLINE

When Jacob Andreae prepared articles in the
Epitome of the Formula of Concord, he con-
sistently presented (a) the status of the con-
troversy, (b) affirmative statements of doc-
trine, and (c) negative statements against
false doctrine. The Solid Declaration does
not follow this same consistent presentation
and is much longer. Therefore, the editors
have provided subheads for the sake of easier
reading and reference. These subheads are
included in the following outline.

Introduction regarding the Augsburg
Confession

The Comprehensive Summary, Foundation,
Rule, and Norm

Antithesis

I. Original Sin
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Pelagian and Manichaean Errors
The Corrupt Nature
Terms and Expressions

II. Free Will, or Human Powers
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Conversion
Negative Statements
Terms and Expressions

III. The Righteousness of Faith before God
The Status of the Controversy
Justification by Faith
The Term Regeneration
The Exclusive Terms
Negative Statements
Our Righteousness
Other Negative Statements

IV. Good Works
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Clarification of Terms
Negative Statements
Preservation in the Faith

Comments on Philippians 3:7–8

V. The Law and the Gospel
Statement of the Controversy
Clarification of Terms
Affirmative Statements
Using Law and Gospel

VI. The Third Use of God’s Law
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Negative Statement

VII. The Holy Supper
Status of the Controversy
What the Augsburg Confession Means
The Words of Institution
Two Types of Eating
Consecration and Administration
Christ’s Body and the Sacrament
Negative Statements

VIII. The Person of Christ
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Negative Statements

IX. The Descent of Christ to Hell

X. Church Practices
Status of the Controversy
Affirmative Statements
Negative Statements

XI. God’s Eternal Foreknowledge and Election
Preventing Disagreement
Affirmative Statements
Conclusion of the Controversial Articles

XII. Other Factions and Sects
Introduction
Erroneous Articles of the Anabaptists
Erroneous Articles of the Schwenkfeldians
Erroneous Articles of the New Arians
Erroneous Articles of the New Antitrini-
tarians
Conclusion

For historical introductions to the Solid De-
claration, see pp. 443–71.
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By the Almighty’s special grace and
mercy, the teaching about the chief articles of
our Christian religion (which under the pa-
pacy had been horribly clouded by human
teachings and ordinances) had been ex-
plained and purified again from God’s Word
by Dr. Luther, of blessed and holy memory.
The papistic errors, abuses, and idolatries
had been rebuked by him. Nevertheless, this
pure reformation was regarded by its oppo-
nents as a new teaching. It was violently
(though without foundation) charged with
being entirely against God’s Word and the
Christian ordinances. In addition, the Refor-
mation was burdened by unsupportable
slanders and accusations. The Christian elec-
tors, princes, and estates ‹of the Empire› at
that time had embraced the pure doctrine of
the Holy Gospel. They also had their church-
es reformed in a Christian manner according
to God’s Word. At the great Diet of Augsburg
in the year 1530 they had a Christian Confes-
sion prepared from God’s Word and deliv-
ered to Emperor Charles V. In this way they
clearly and plainly made their Christian
Confession about what was being held and
taught in the Christian evangelical churches
on the chief articles. They focused especially
on the articles in controversy between them-
selves and the papists. Although this Confes-
sion was received with disfavor by their op-
ponents, still, thank God, it remains
unrefuted and undefeated to this day.

To this Christian Augsburg Confession,
so thoroughly grounded in God’s Word, we
here pledge ourselves ‹publicly and solemnly›
again from our inmost hearts. We abide by its
simple, clear, and unadulterated meaning as

the words convey it. We regard this Confes-
sion as a pure Christian symbol. At the pres-
ent time, this Confession ought to be found
alongside God’s Word among true Christians
‹which pious hearts ought to receive next to
the matchless authority [of God’s Word]›.
They should act just as in former times when
certain great controversies had arisen in
God’s Church. Symbols and Confessions
were proposed, to which the pure teachers
and hearers at that time pledged themselves
with heart and mouth. We intend also, by the
Almighty’s grace, to abide faithfully by this
Christian Confession (mentioned several
times before) until our death just as it was
delivered in the year 1530 to Emperor
Charles V. Whether in this writing or in any
other, it is our plan not to withdraw in the
least from that oft-cited Confession, nor to
propose another or new Confession.

The Christian doctrine of this Confes-
sion has for the most part remained unchal-
lenged, except for what has been challenged
by the papists. Yet it cannot be denied that
some theologians have departed from some
great and important articles of this Confes-
sion. Either they have not understood the
true meaning of the other articles, or they
have not continued steadfastly in them. Oc-
casionally some even tried to attach a foreign
meaning to this Confession. At the same time
they wanted to be regarded as followers of
the Augsburg Confession (and to help them-
selves and make their boast about it). Serious
and harmful divisions have arisen in the pure
evangelical churches from this. The same
thing happened during the lives of the holy
apostles among those who wanted to be

3
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506506506 FORMULA, SOLID DECLARATION

called Christians and boasted of Christ’s doc-
trine—horrible errors likewise arose. Some
sought to be justified and saved by the works
of the Law (Acts 15:1–29). Others denied the
resurrection of the dead (1 Corinthians 15:12).
Still others did not believe that Christ was
true and eternal God. The holy apostles had
to attack these teachings forcefully in their
sermons and writings [Galatians 1:8]. They
did this although such fundamental errors
and severe controversies could not happen at
that time without offense both to unbelievers
and to those weak in the faith. In a similar
way our opponents today, the papists, rejoice
over the divisions that have arisen among us.
They rejoice in the unchristian and vain
hope that these disagreements might finally
cause the downfall of the pure doctrine.
Meanwhile, those who are weak in faith are
‹greatly› offended ‹and disturbed›. Some of
them doubt whether, amid such disagree-
ments, the pure doctrine is with us. Still oth-
ers do not know with whom to side regard-
ing the articles in controversy. For the
controversies that have happened are not (as
some would regard them) mere misunder-
standings or disputes about words ‹as are apt
to occur›, with one side failing to grasp the
meaning of the other well enough and the
difficulty lying in a few words that are not of
great importance. The controversial subjects
are important and great. They are of such a
nature that the opinion of the party in error
cannot be tolerated in God’s Church, much
less be excused or defended.

Necessity requires us to explain these dis-
puted articles according to God’s Word and
approved writings. Everyone who has Chris-
tian understanding can notice which opinion
about the controversial matters agrees with
God’s Word and the Christian Augsburg
Confession, and which does not. Then sin-
cere Christians who have the truth at heart

may guard and protect themselves ‹flee and
avoid› against the errors and corruptions that
have arisen.

THE COMPREHENSIVE
SUMMARY, FOUNDATION,

RULE, AND NORM
By Which All Dogmas Should 

Be Judged according to God’s Word,
and the Controversies That Have Arisen

Should Be Explained and Decided 
in a Christian Way

For thorough, permanent unity in the
Church, it is necessary, above all things, that
we have a comprehensive, unanimously ap-
proved summary and form of teaching. The
common doctrine must be brought together
from God’s Word and reduced to a small cir-
cle of teaching, which the churches that are
of the true Christian religion must confess.
They must do this just as the Ancient
Church always had its fixed symbols for this
use. Furthermore, this should not be based
on private writings, but on the kind of books
that have been composed, approved, and re-
ceived in the name of the churches that
pledge themselves to one doctrine and reli-
gion. Therefore, we have declared to one an-
other with heart and mouth that we will not
make or receive a separate or new confession
of our faith. Instead, we will confess the pub-
lic common writings, which always and
everywhere were held and used as such sym-
bols or common confessions in all the
churches of the Augsburg Confession before
the disagreements arose among those who
accept the Augsburg Confession. We will
confess them as long as there are on all sides,
in all articles, a unanimous adherence to
‹and maintenance and use of› the pure doc-
trine of the divine Word, as the sainted Dr.
Luther explained it.

1

2

8
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10
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507SUMMARY, RULE, AND NORM     507

The Resurrection of Christ

Christ risen from the dead is the hope and joy of Christians. 
We shall see Him face-to-face in heaven.
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1. First, ‹we receive and embrace with our
whole heart› are the prophetic and apostolic
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as
the pure, clear fountain of Israel. They are the
only true standard or norm by which all teach-
ers and doctrines are to be judged.

2. In ancient times the true Christian
doctrine, in a pure, sound sense, was collect-
ed from God’s Word into brief articles or
chapters against the corruption of heretics.
Therefore, we confess, in the second place,
the three Ecumenical Creeds: the Apostles’,
the Nicene, and the Athanasian. They are
glorious confessions of the faith, brief, de-
vout, and founded on God’s Word. All the
heresies that had at that time arisen in the
Christian Church are clearly and irrefutably
answered by these creeds.

3. In the third place, in these last times, by
special grace, God has brought the truth of
His Word to light again from the darkness of
the papacy through the faithful service of the
precious man of God, Dr. Luther. According
to the Word of God, this doctrine has been
collected from it into the articles and chap-
ters of the Augsburg Confession against the
corruptions of the papacy and other sects.
Therefore, we also confess the first, unaltered
Augsburg Confession as our symbol for this
time. This is not because it was written by
our theologians. We confess it because it has
been taken from God’s Word and well found-
ed firmly in the Word of God. We confess it
precisely in the form in which it was com-
mitted to writing, in the year 1530, and pre-
sented to Emperor Charles V at Augsburg by
some Christian electors, princes, and estates
of the Roman Empire as a common Confes-
sion of the reformed churches. By this Con-
fession, our reformed churches are distin-
guished from (a) the papists and (b) other
rejected and condemned sects and heresies.
This follows the custom and usage of the

early Church, just as later councils, Christian
bishops, and teachers appealed to the Nicene
Creed, and confessed it.

4. In the fourth place, an extensive Apol-
ogy was composed, published, and printed in
1531 regarding the proper and true sense of
the oft-quoted Augsburg Confession. This
was done after the Confession’s presentation,
so that we might explain ourselves at greater
length and guard against the papists. This
was also done so that condemned errors
might not sneak into God’s Church under
the Augsburg Confession’s name or dare to
seek cover under it. We unanimously confess
this Apology also. Not only is the Augsburg
Confession explained by the Apology (as
much as is necessary and guarded), but it is
also proven by clear, irrefutable testimonies
of Holy Scripture.

5. In the fifth place, we also confess the
Articles composed, approved, and received at
Smalcald, in the great assembly of theolo-
gians, in the year 1537. We confess them as
they were first framed and printed in order to
be delivered in the Council at Mantua (or
wherever it would be held) in the name of
the estates, electors, and princes. They con-
fessed it as an explanation of the above-men-
tioned Augsburg Confession, in which, by
God’s grace, they were resolved to abide. In
the Smalcald Articles the Augsburg Confes-
sion’s doctrine is repeated and some articles
are explained at greater length from God’s
Word. Besides this, the cause and reasons are
indicated, as far as necessary, why we have
abandoned the papistic errors and idolatries
and can have no fellowship with them. They
also explain why we do not know, and cannot
think of, a way for coming to any agreement
with the pope on these points.

6. In the sixth place, these highly impor-
tant matters also concern the common peo-
ple and laymen. Because they are Christians,

6

7

8

508508 FORMULA, SOLID DECLARATION

3

4

5

406850_4of5b_DW.qxd  4/29/11  11:07 AM  Page 508

72



509

they must distinguish between pure and
false doctrine for their salvation. Therefore,
we also confess the Small and the Large Cat-
echisms of Dr. Luther, as they were written by
him and included in his works. They have
been unanimously approved and received by
all churches holding to the Augsburg Confes-
sion and have been publicly used in church-
es, schools, and in homes. Furthermore, the
Christian doctrine from God’s Word is put
together in them in the most correct and
simple way and explained, as far as is neces-
sary ‹for simple laypeople›.

In the pure churches and schools these
public, common writings have always been
respected as the sum and model of the doc-
trine that Dr. Luther (of blessed memory)
has admirably pulled together from God’s
Word and firmly established against the pa-
pacy and other sects. We want to appeal to
his full explanations in his doctrinal and
polemical writings. We do so in the same way
and as far as Dr. Luther himself has given
necessary and Christian encouragement
about his writings in the Latin preface to his
published works [LW 34:327–38]. He has
clearly drawn up this distinction: God’s
Word alone should be and remain the only
standard and rule of doctrine, to which the
writings of no man should be regarded as
equal. Everything should be subjected to
God’s Word.

Other good, useful, pure books, exposi-
tions of the Holy Scriptures, refutations of
errors, and explanations of doctrinal articles
are not rejected by this point. As long as they
are consistent with the above-mentioned
type of doctrine, these works are considered
useful expositions and explanations. They
can be helpful. What has been said so far
about the summary of our Christian doc-
trine is only intended to mean this: we
should have a unanimously accepted, defi-

nite, common form of doctrine. All our
evangelical churches should confess it to-
gether and in common. Because this Confes-
sion has been derived from God’s Word, all
other writings should be judged and adjusted
to it to determine the extent to which they
are to be approved and accepted.

For this purpose we brought together the
above-mentioned writings: the Augsburg
Confession, Apology, Smalcald Articles,
Luther’s Large and Small Catechisms as the
frequently mentioned summary of our
Christian doctrine. This was done because
these have always and everywhere been re-
garded as the common, unanimously accept-
ed meaning of our churches. Furthermore,
they have been signed at that time by the
chief and most enlightened theologians, and
they have held sway in all evangelical church-
es and schools. Also, as mentioned before,
they were all written and sent out before the
divisions among the theologians of the Augs-
burg Confession arose. Therefore, they are
held to be impartial, and neither can nor
should be rejected by either side of those
who have entered into controversy. No one
who is a follower of the Augsburg Confession
without guile will complain about these writ-
ings. They will cheerfully accept and tolerate
them as witnesses of the truth. No one can
think ill about us because we get an explana-
tion and decision about the articles in con-
troversy from these writings. As we lay down
God’s Word—the eternal truth—as the foun-
dation, we also introduce and quote these
writings as a witness of the truth and as the
unanimously received, correct understand-
ing of our predecessors who have steadfastly
held to the pure doctrine.
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ANTITHESIS OR FALSE DOCTRINE
IN THE DISPUTED ARTICLES

It is not only necessary that the pure,
wholesome doctrine be rightly presented for
the preservation of pure doctrine and for
thorough, permanent, godly unity in the
Church, but it is also necessary that the op-
ponents who teach otherwise be reproved
(1 Timothy 3; [2 Timothy 3:16;] Titus 1:9).
Faithful shepherds, as Luther says, should do
both things: (a) feed or nourish the lambs
and (b) resist the wolves. Then the sheep may
flee from strange voices (John 10:5–12) and
may separate the precious from the worthless
(Jeremiah 15:19).

Regarding these matters, we have thor-
oughly and clearly told one another the fol-
lowing: a distinction should and must by all
means be kept between (a) unnecessary and
useless wrangling (the Church should not
allow itself to be disturbed by this, since it
destroys more than it builds up) and (b)
when the kind of controversy arises that in-
volves the articles of faith or the chief points
of Christian doctrine. Then the false, oppo-
site doctrine must be reproved for the de-
fense of the truth.

The aforesaid writings offer the Christian
reader—who delights in and has a love for
the divine truth—clear and correct informa-
tion about each and every disputed article of
our Christian religion. They show what he
should regard and receive as right and true
according to God’s Word of the prophetic
and apostolic Scriptures. They also show
what he should reject, shun, and avoid as
false and wrong. The truth must be preserved
distinctly and clearly and distinguished from
all errors. Nothing must be hidden and con-
cealed under common words. Therefore, we
have clearly and directly declared ourselves to
one another on the chief and most important
articles taken one by one. At the present time

these articles have come into controversy so
that there might be a public, definite testi-
mony, not only for those now living, but also
for our descendants. We make known what is
and should remain the unanimous under-
standing and judgment ‹decision› of our
churches in reference to the articles in con-
troversy:

1. First, we reject and condemn all here-
sies and errors that were rejected and con-
demned in the primitive, ancient, orthodox
Church, on the true, firm ground of the holy,
divine Scriptures.

2. Second, as just mentioned, we reject
and condemn all sects and heresies that are
rejected in the writings of the comprehensive
summary of the Confession of our churches.

3. Third, within thirty years divisions
arose among some theologians of the Augs-
burg Confession because of the Interim and
for other reasons. Therefore, it has been our
purpose to state and to declare plainly, pure-
ly, and clearly in thesis and antithesis our
faith and confession about each and every
one of these divisions. This means we state
the true doctrine and the opposite doctrine,
in order that the foundation of divine truth
might be clear in all articles. In this way all
unlawful, doubtful, suspicious, and con-
demned doctrines might be exposed ‹dis-
tinctly repudiated› (wherever and in whatev-
er books they may be found, and whoever
may have written them, or who even now
may be ready to defend them). So everyone
may be faithfully warned against the errors,
which are spread here and there in some the-
ologians’ writings. No one should be misled
in this matter by the reputation of any per-
son. From this declaration the Christian
reader will inform himself in every emer-
gency. He will compare it with the writings
listed above, and he will find out exactly what
was confessed in the beginning about each
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article in the comprehensive summary of our
religion and faith. He will note what was later
restated at different times and is repeated by
us in this document. He will see that it is in
no way contradictory, but is the simple, un-
changeable, permanent truth. Therefore, we
do not change from one doctrine to another,
as our adversaries falsely assert. We eagerly
desire to be found loyal to the once-delivered
Augsburg Confession and its unanimously
accepted Christian meaning. Through God’s
grace we desire to abide firmly and constant-
ly by the Augsburg Confession in opposition
to all corruptions that have entered.

I. ORIGINAL SIN

Q
Note: For an annotation on this article, see p.
474. (See also AC II; Ap II; SA III III; FC Ep I.)

Q

[STATUS OF THE CONTROVERSY]
First of all, a controversy about original

[German: inherited] sin has arisen among
some theologians of the Augsburg Confes-
sion. What is it precisely? One side argued
this: through Adam’s fall, mankind’s nature,
substance, and essence are corrupt. Since the
fall, the nature, substance, and essence of a
human being (or, the chief, highest part of
his essence, i.e., the rational soul in its high-
est state or chief powers) is original sin itself.
This has been called “nature-sin” or “person-
sin” because it is not a thought, word, or
work, but the nature itself. From original sin,
as from a root, spring all other sins. So since
the fall, there is now no difference whatever
between the nature and essence of mankind
and original sin because the nature is corrupt
through sin.

1

The Fall
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The other side taught, in opposition, that
original sin is not truly the nature, substance,
or essence of mankind (i.e., a person’s body
or soul, which even now, since the fall, are
and remain God’s creation and creatures in
us). But original sin is something in
mankind’s nature, body, and soul, and in all a
person’s powers. It is a horrible, deep, inex-
pressible corruption of mankind’s nature
and powers. So mankind lacks the righteous-
ness in which he was originally created. In
spiritual things he is dead to good and per-
verted to all evil. Because of this corruption
and inborn sin, which dwells in man’s nature,
all actual sins flow forth from the heart.
Therefore, a distinction must be maintained
between the nature and essence of the cor-
rupt person and his body and soul, which are
God’s creation and creatures in us even since
the fall. These are distinct from original sin,
which is the devil’s work, by which the nature
has become corrupt.

This controversy about original sin is
not unnecessary wrangling. If this doctrine
is rightly presented from, and according to,
God’s Word, and separated from all Pela-
gian and Manichaean errors, then the bene-
fits of the Lord Christ and His precious
merit, also the gracious work of the Holy
Spirit, are better known and praised even
more (as the Apology says). Furthermore,
due honor is rendered to God if His work
and creation in mankind is rightly distin-
guished from the devil’s work, by which
human nature has been corrupted. There-
fore, to explain this controversy in the
Christian way and according to God’s Word,
and to maintain the correct, pure doctrine
of original sin, we will collect from the
above-mentioned writings the thesis and
antithesis into brief chapters, that is, the
correct doctrine and its opposite.

[AFFIRMATIVE STATEMENTS]
1. First, it is true that Christians should

regard and recognize the actual transgres-
sion of God’s commandments as sin; but sin
is also that horrible, dreadful hereditary
sickness by which the entire human nature
is corrupted. This should above all things be
regarded and recognized as sin indeed. Yes,
it is the chief sin, which is a root and foun-
tainhead of all actual sins. By Dr. Luther it is
called a “nature sin” or “person sin.” He says
this to show that, even if a person would not
think, speak, or do anything evil (which,
however, is impossible in this life, since the
fall of our first parents), his nature and per-
son are nevertheless sinful. Before God they
are thoroughly and utterly infected and cor-
rupted by original sin, as by a spiritual lep-
rosy. Because of this corruption and be-
cause of the fall of the first man, the human
nature or person is accused or condemned
by God’s Law. So we are by nature the chil-
dren of wrath, death, and damnation, unless
we are delivered from them by Christ’s
merit.

2. Second, the following is also clear and
true, as Article XIX of the Augsburg Confes-
sion teaches: God is not a creator, author, or
cause of sin. By the instigation of the devil
through one man, sin (which is the devil’s
work) has entered the world (Romans 5:12;
1 John 3:7). Even today, in this corruption,
God does not create and make sin in us.
Original sin is multiplied from sinful seed,
through fleshly conception and birth from
father and mother [Psalm 51:5]. God at the
present day still creates and makes the
human nature in people.

3. Third, reason doesn’t know and un-
derstand what this hereditary evil is [Psalm
19:12]. As the Smalcald Articles say, it must
be learned and believed from the revelation
of Scripture. The Apology briefly summa-
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rized this under the following main points:
a. Because of the disobedience of Adam

and Eve, hereditary evil is the guilt by which
we are all in God’s displeasure and are, by na-
ture, children of wrath, as the apostle shows
(Romans 5:12–14 [; Ephesians 2:3]).

b. Second, original sin is a complete ab-
sence or lack of the created state of heredi-
tary righteousness in Paradise, or of God’s
image, according to which man was original-
ly created in truth, holiness, and righteous-
ness. At the same time, original sin is an in-
ability and unfitness for all the things of God.
Or, as the Latin words read, “The definition
of original sin takes away from the unre-
newed nature the gifts, the power, and all ac-
tivity for beginning and accomplishing any-
thing in spiritual things.”

c. Original sin (in human nature) is not
just this entire absence of all good in spiri-
tual, divine things. Original sin is more than
the lost image of God in mankind; it is at
the same time also a deep, wicked, horrible,
fathomless, mysterious, and unspeakable
corruption of the entire human nature and
all its powers. It is especially a corruption of
the soul’s highest, chief powers in the un-
derstanding, heart, and will. So now, since
the fall, a person inherits an inborn wicked
disposition and inward impurity of heart,
an evil lust and tendency. We all by disposi-
tion and nature inherit from Adam a heart,
feeling, and thought that are, according to
their highest powers and the light of reason,
naturally inclined and disposed directly
against God and His chief commandments
[Matthew 22:36–40]. Yes, they are hostile
toward God, especially in divine and spiri-
tual things [Romans 8:7]. For in other re-
spects, regarding natural, outward things
that are subject to reason, a person still has
power, ability, and to a certain degree un-
derstanding—although very much weak-

ened. All of this, however, has been so in-
fected and contaminated by original sin that
it is of no use before God [Romans 8:8].

d. The punishment and penalty of orig-
inal sin, which God has imposed upon
Adam’s children and upon original sin, are
death, eternal damnation [Romans 3:23],
and also other bodily, spiritual, temporal,
eternal miseries. These include the devil’s
tyranny and dominion. So human nature is
subject to the devil’s kingdom [Colossians
1:13] and has been surrendered to his
power. It is held captive under his sway, who
stupefies and leads astray many a great,
learned person in the world through dread-
ful error, heresy, and other blindness, and
otherwise rushes people into all sorts of
crime.

e. Fifth, this hereditary evil is so great and
horrible that, only for the sake of the Lord
Christ, can it be covered and forgiven before
God in those baptized and believing. Fur-
thermore, human nature, which is perverted
and corrupted by original sin, must and can
be healed only by the regeneration and re-
newal of the Holy Spirit [Titus 3:5]. Howev-
er, this healing is only begun in this life. It
will not be perfect until the life to come
[Ephesians 4:12–13].

These points, which have been quoted here
only in a summary way, are set forth more fully
in the above-mentioned writings of the com-
mon confession of our Christian doctrine.

[PELAGIAN
AND MANICHAEAN ERRORS]

This doctrine must be kept and guarded
so that it may not turn either to the Pelagian
or the Manichaean side. For this reason the
contrary doctrine about this article, which is
condemned and rejected in our churches,
should also be briefly stated.

1. First, in opposition to the old and the
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new Pelagians, the following false opinions
and dogmas are condemned and rejected:
original sin is only guilt, because of what has
been committed by another person, without
any corruption of our nature.

2. Sinful, evil lusts are not sins, but states
or created and essential characteristics of the
nature.

3. Or the teaching that the above-men-
tioned defect and evil are not properly and
truly sin before God, because of which a per-
son without Christ must be a child of wrath
and damnation, also in the dominion and
under Satan’s power ‹unless he is grafted into
Christ and is delivered through Him›.

4. The following and similar Pelagian er-
rors are also condemned and rejected: na-
ture, even since the fall, is said to be uncor-
rupt and that especially in spiritual things it
is entirely good and pure. In its natural pow-
ers it is said to be perfect.

5. Original sin is only outward—a slight,
insignificant spot sprinkled or a stain dashed
on the nature of mankind. Or it is a corrup-
tion only in some outward things. Under and
with original sin, human nature still possess-
es and retains its integrity and power even in
spiritual things.

6. Original sin is not a spoiling or a lack,
but only an outward difficulty for these spir-
itual good powers. It is like when a magnet is
smeared with garlic juice. Its natural power is
not removed by the juice, but only hindered.
Nor can this stain of original sin be washed
away easily, like a spot from the face, or paint
from the wall.

7. Those who teach that human nature
has been greatly weakened and corrupted
through the fall, but that it still has not entire-
ly lost all good in divine, spiritual things are
also rebuked and rejected. They teach that
what is sung in our churches, “Through
Adam’s fall is all corrupt, Nature and essence

human,” is not true, but from natural birth
human nature still has something good in it,
even though it is small, little, and slight. They
suggest human nature has a capacity, skill,
aptness, or ability to begin, to effect, or to help
effect something in spiritual things. About
outward, temporal, worldly things and trans-
actions, which are subject to reason, there will
be an explanation in the following article.

These and similar contrary doctrines are
condemned and rejected because God’s
Word teaches that the corrupt human na-
ture, of and by itself, has no power for any-
thing good in spiritual, divine things, not
even for the smallest things, such as good
thoughts. Not only is this true, but the cor-
rupt nature can do nothing in God’s sight of
and by itself. It can only sin (Genesis 6:5;
8:21).

In the same way this doctrine must also
be guarded on the other side against Mani-
chaean errors. So the following erroneous
doctrines are rejected and so are similar doc-
trines: in the beginning, human nature was
created pure and good, but after the fall orig-
inal sin is infused and mixed with the nature
from outside itself by Satan (as something es-
sential). It is like when poison is mingled
with wine.

Human nature was originally created
pure, good, and holy in Adam and Eve. Sin
did not enter their nature through the fall in
the way enthusiastically taught by the Man-
ichaeans, as though Satan had created or
made some evil substance and mixed it with
their nature. By Satan’s seduction through
the fall, Adam lost his created state of
hereditary righteousness according to God’s
judgment and sentence. Human nature is
perverted and corrupted as a punishment,
by this deprivation or deficiency, want, and
injury, that was caused by Satan. So now
human nature is passed down (together
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with this defect and corruption) to all peo-
ple, who are conceived and born in a natu-
ral way from father and mother. Since the
fall, human nature is not created pure and
good at first, but only afterward corrupted
by original sin. In the first moment of our
conception the seed from which a person is
formed is sinful and corrupt [Psalm 51:5].
Furthermore, original sin is not something
by itself, existing independently in, or apart
from, the nature of the corrupt person. It is
neither the real essence, body, or soul of the
corrupt person or the person himself. Origi-
nal sin and human nature (corrupted by
original sin) cannot and should not be dis-
tinguished as though the nature were pure,
good, holy, and uncorrupted before God,
while original sin alone (which dwells in
human nature) is evil.

Augustine writes that the Manichaeans
teach that it is not the corrupt person who
sins because of inborn original sin, but
something different and foreign in a person.
And so, God does not accuse and condemn
by the Law human nature as corrupt by sin,
but only original sin in it. For, as stated
above in the thesis (i.e., in the explanation of
the pure doctrine about original sin), the
person’s entire nature, which is born in the
natural way from father and mother, is en-
tirely and to the farthest extent corrupted
and perverted by original sin. Human na-
ture is corrupt in body and soul, in all its
powers, as regards and concerns the good-
ness, truth, holiness, and righteousness cre-
ated with it in Paradise. Nevertheless,
human nature is not entirely exterminated
or changed into another substance, which
could be called unlike our nature according
to its essence and, therefore, cannot be of
one essence with us.

Because of this corruption, a person’s en-
tire corrupt nature is accused and con-

demned by the Law unless the sin is forgiven
for Christ’s sake [Galatians 3:10–11].

The Law accuses and condemns our na-
ture, not because we have been created human
by God, but because we are sinful and wicked.
Since the fall, human nature is condemned,
not because its essence is God’s work and cre-
ation in us, but because and so far as it has
been poisoned and corrupted by sin.

[THE CORRUPT NATURE]
Original sin is like a spiritual poison and

leprosy, as Luther says [LW 7:233]. It has poi-
soned and corrupted the whole human na-
ture. So we cannot show and point out to the
eye human nature by itself or original sin by
itself. Nevertheless, there is the corrupt na-
ture, or essence of the corrupt person (body
and soul—the person himself) whom God
has created. (Original sin dwells in a person.
It also corrupts the nature and essence of the
entire person.) And there is original sin,
which dwells in human nature or essence and
corrupts it. They are not one and the same
thing. For example, in outward leprosy the
body that is leprous and the leprosy on or in
the body are not one thing, properly speak-
ing. But a distinction must also be main-
tained between our nature as created and
preserved by God (in which sin is indwelling)
and original sin (which dwells in the nature).
These two things can, and must, be consid-
ered, taught, and believed separately accord-
ing to Holy Scripture.

Furthermore, the chief articles of our
Christian faith drive and compel us to preserve
this distinction. For instance, in the article of
creation, Scripture testifies that God has creat-
ed human nature not only before the fall, but
that it is God’s creature and work also since the
fall. (See Deuteronomy 32:6; Isaiah 45:11; 54:5;
64:8; Acts 17:25; Revelation 4:11.)

Job says:
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Your hands fashioned and made me,
and now You have destroyed me alto-
gether. Remember that You have
made me like clay; and will You re-
turn me to the dust? Did You not
pour me out like milk and curdle me
like cheese? You clothed me with skin
and flesh, and knit me together with
bones and sinews. You have granted
me life and steadfast love, and Your
care has preserved my spirit. [Job
10:8–12]

David says:

I praise You for I am fearfully and
wonderfully made. Wonderful are
Your works; my soul knows it very
well. My frame was not hidden from
You, when I was being made in secret,
intricately woven in the depths of the
earth. Your eyes saw my unformed
substance; in Your book were written,
every one of them, the days that were
formed for me, when as yet there were
none of them. (Psalm 139:14–16)

In the Ecclesiastes of Solomon it is writ-
ten, “And the dust returns to the earth as it
was, and the spirit returns to God who gave
it” (Ecclesiastes 12:7).

These passages clearly testify that God,
even since the fall, is the creator of mankind.
He creates his body and soul. Therefore, cor-
rupt mankind cannot, without any distinc-
tion, be sin itself. Otherwise, God would be a
creator of sin. Our Small Catechism also con-
fesses this in the explanation of the First Ar-
ticle, where it is written:

I believe that God has made me and
all creatures. He has given me my
body and soul, eyes, ears, and all my
members, my reason, and all my sens-
es, and still preserves them.

Likewise, in the Large Catechism it is
written:

This is what I mean and believe, that I
am God’s creature. I mean that He has
given and constantly preserves for me
my body, soul, and life, my members
great and small, all my senses, reason,
and understanding.

Nevertheless, this same creature and work of
God is sadly corrupted by sin. For the materi-
al from which God now forms and makes
man was corrupted and perverted in Adam
and is thus passed along by inheritance to us.

Here pious Christian hearts justly ought
to consider God’s unspeakable goodness.
God does not immediately cast from Himself
this corrupt, perverted, sinful material into
hellfire. No, He forms and makes the present
human nature from it (which is sadly cor-
rupted by sin) in order that He may cleanse it
from all sin, sanctify, and save it by His dear
Son.

From this article, the distinction is now
clearly and indisputably found. Original sin
does not come from God. God is not sin’s
creator or author. Nor is original sin God’s
creature or work, but it is the devil’s work.

If there was no difference at all between
the nature or essence of our body and soul
(which is corrupted by original sin) and orig-
inal sin (by which the nature is corrupted)
one of the following would be true: because
God is the creator of our nature, He also cre-
ated and made original sin, which would also
be His work and creature. Or, because sin is
the devil’s work, Satan would be the creator
of our nature, of our body and soul. They
would also have to be Satan’s work or cre-
ation if, without any distinction, our corrupt
nature was thought to be sin itself. Both of
these teachings are contrary to the article of
our Christian faith. Therefore, in order that
God’s creation and work in mankind may be
distinguished from the devil’s work, we say
that it is God’s creation that a person has
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body and soul. Also, it is God’s work that a
person can think, speak, do, and work any-
thing. For “in Him we live and move and
have our being” (Acts 17:28). But human na-
ture is corrupt. Its thoughts, words, and
works are wicked. This is originally Satan’s
work, who has corrupted God’s work in
Adam through sin. From Adam, sin is passed
down to us by inheritance [Romans 5:12].

Second, in the article of Redemption the
Scriptures testify forcefully that God’s Son re-
ceived our human nature without sin. So He
was in all ways—sin excluded—made like us,
His brethren (Hebrews 2:14–17). Therefore,
all the old orthodox teachers have maintained
that Christ, according to His received human-
ity, is of one essence with us, His brothers. For
He has received His human nature, which in
all respects (sin alone excluded) is like our
human nature in its essence and all essential
attributes. They have condemned the con-
trary doctrine as obvious heresy.

If there were no distinction between the
nature or essence of corrupt mankind and
original sin, one of the following must be
true: Christ did not receive our nature, be-
cause He did not receive sin. Or because
Christ received our nature, He also received
sin. Both of these ideas are contrary to the
Scriptures. God’s Son received our nature,
and not original sin. Therefore, it is clear
from this fact that human nature (even since
the fall) and original sin are not one and the
same thing. They must be distinguished.

Third, in the article of Sanctification
Scripture testifies that God cleanses, washes,
and sanctifies mankind from sin [1 Corinthi-
ans 6:11; 1 John 1:7] and that Christ saves
His people from their sins [Matthew 1:21].
Sin, therefore, cannot be a person himself.
For God receives a person into grace for
Christ’s sake. But God remains hostile to sin
eternally. Therefore, it is unchristian and

horrible to hear that original sin is baptized
in the name of the Holy Trinity, sanctified
and saved, and other similar expressions
found in the writings of the recent Mani-
chaeans. We will not offend simpleminded
people with further examples.

Fourth, in the article of the Resurrection
Scripture testifies that precisely the sub-
stance of our flesh, but without sin, will rise
again [1 Corinthians 15:42, 54–57]. In eter-
nal life we shall have and keep precisely this
soul, but without sin.

If there was no difference at all between
our corrupt body and soul and original sin,
one of the following would be true (contrary
to this article of the Christian faith): our flesh
will not rise again at the Last Day, and in
eternal life we shall not have the present
essence of our body and soul, but another
substance (or another soul), because then we
shall be without sin. Or ‹at the Last Day› sin
will also rise again and will be and remain in
the elect in eternal life.

It is clear that this teaching (with all that
depends on it and follows from it) must be
rejected. For it is asserted and taught that
original sin is the nature, substance, essence,
body, or soul itself of corrupt mankind. It is
taught that between our corrupt nature,
substance, and essence and original sin there
is no distinction whatever. For the chief ar-
ticles of our Christian faith forcefully and
emphatically testify why a distinction
should and must be maintained between
mankind’s nature or substance (which is
corrupted by sin) and the sin (with which
and by which mankind is corrupted). A sim-
ple statement of the doctrine and the con-
trary teaching (in theses and antitheses) in
this controversy is enough in this place for
the chief issue itself. The subject is not ar-
gued at length, but only the principal points
are treated, article by article.
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[TERMS AND EXPRESSIONS]
For terms and expressions, it is best and

safest to use and retain the form of sound
words used about this article in the Holy
Scriptures and the above-mentioned books.

To avoid argument about words and ex-
pressions, which are applied and used in var-
ious senses, they should be carefully and dis-
tinctly explained. For example, it is said that
God creates the nature of people. By the term
nature the essence, body, and soul of people
are understood. But often the character or
disposition of a thing is called its nature. For
example, it is said that it is the nature of the
serpent to bite and poison. In a similar way,
Luther says that sin and sinning are the char-
acter and nature of corrupt mankind [LW
14:169].

Original sin properly means the deep cor-
ruption of our nature, as it is described in the
Smalcald Articles. But sometimes the con-
crete person or the subject (i.e., a person
himself with body and soul, in which sin is
and dwells) is also included under this term,
because a person is corrupted by sin, poi-
soned, and sinful. For example, Luther says,
“Your birth, your nature, and your entire
essence is sin,” that is, sinful and unclean [LW
12:307–8, 310, 348].

Luther himself explains that by “nature-
sin,” “person-sin,” and “essential sin” he
means that not only the words, thoughts, and
works are sin, but that the entire nature, per-
son, and essence of a person are altogether
corrupted from the root by original sin [LW
52:152; 12:11, 351].

A congregation of ordinary people ought
to be spared the Latin words substantia and
accidens in public sermons, for they are un-
known to ordinary people. But learned peo-
ple among themselves, or with others to
whom these words are not unknown, may
use such terms in discussing this subject, as

Eusebius, Ambrose, and especially Augustine,
and also still other eminent Church teachers
have done. For these terms were necessary to
explain this doctrine in opposition to the
heretics. The terms assume a division that
has no middle ground. So everything that ex-
ists must be either substantia (i.e., a self-exis-
tent essence) or accidens (i.e., an outward
thing that does not exist by itself essentially,
but is in another self-existent essence and can
be distinguished from it). Cyril and Basil also
use this distinction.

Among others, the following is a sure, in-
disputable axiom in theology: every substan-
tia or self-existing essence (so long as it is a
substance) is either God Himself or God’s
work and creation. In many writings against
the Manichaeans, in common with all true
teachers, Augustine has condemned and re-
jected the following statement after due con-
sideration and with seriousness: original sin
is man’s nature or substance. Like Augustine,
all the learned and intelligent have also al-
ways maintained: when something does not
exist by itself—it is not a part of another self-
existing essence, but exists, subject to change,
in another thing—it is not a substantia. That
is, it is not something self-existing. Instead, it
is an accidens. That is, it is something acci-
dental. So Augustine is accustomed to speak
in this way constantly: original sin is not
human nature itself, but an accidental defect
and damage in human nature. Before this
controversy, people spoke in this way, also in
our schools and churches, according to the
rules of logic, freely and without being sus-
pected of heresy. They were never con-
demned on this account either by Dr. Luther
or any orthodox teacher of our pure, evan-
gelical churches.

It is the indisputable truth that every-
thing that is, is either a substance or an acci-
dent (i.e., either a self-existing essence or
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something accidental in it). This has just
been shown and proven by testimonies of the
Church teachers. No truly intelligent person
has ever had any doubts about this. There-
fore, necessity constrains here, and no one
can avoid it. If the question is asked whether
original sin is a substance (that is, something
existing by itself and not in something else)
or whether it is a nonessential quality, that
is, something not existing by itself but in
another, one must confess directly and
firmly that original sin is no substance, but
an accident (nonessential quality).

For this reason, too, God’s Church will
never be able to have permanent peace in this
controversy, but instead the dissension will
grow stronger and continue if the church’s
ministers remain in doubt about whether
original sin is a substance or an accident, and
whether it is rightly and properly named so.

If the churches and schools are to be
thoroughly relieved of this scandalous and
very mischievous controversy, it is necessary
that everyone be properly instructed about
this matter.

But if it is further asked what kind of an
accident (nonessential quality) original sin
is, that is another question. No philosopher,
no papist, no sophist, indeed, no human rea-
son, however sharp it may be, can give the
right explanation to this. All understanding
and every explanation of it must be derived
solely from the Holy Scriptures. They testify
that original sin is an unspeakable evil and
such an entire corruption of human nature
that in it and all its inward and outward pow-
ers, nothing pure or good remains. Every-
thing is entirely corrupt, so that because of
original sin a person is truly spiritually dead

in God’s sight [Ephesians 2:5]. All a person’s
powers are dead to what is good.

In this way, then, original sin is not weak-
ened by the word accident (nonessential
quality). It is explained according to God’s
Word, the way Dr. Luther has written with
great seriousness against the weakening of
original sin in his Latin exposition of Genesis
3 [LW 1:160–82]. Accident (a nonessential
quality) serves only to show the distinction
between God’s work (which our nature is,
even though it is corrupt) and the devil’s
work (the sin that dwells in God’s work and
is the most profound and indescribable cor-
ruption of it).

Luther, in his treatment of this subject,
has used the term accident, and also the term
quality, and has not rejected them. But at the
same time he has, with special seriousness
and great zeal, taken the greatest pains to ex-
plain and to impress upon every single read-
er what a horrible quality and accident it is.
For by it human nature is not merely pollut-
ed, but is so deeply corrupted that nothing
pure or incorrupt has remained in it. His
words on Psalm 90 show this:

Whether we call original sin a quality
or a disease, it is indeed the utmost
evil, that we are not only to suffer
God’s eternal wrath and eternal death,
but that we do not even understand
what we suffer. [LW 13:127–28]

And again, on Genesis 3 he writes: “We are
infected with the poison of original sin from
the bottom of the foot to the top of the head,
because this happened to us in a still perfect
nature” [see LW 1:163].
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of Christ, if He were present only at
one single place, as a divine and
human person, and if at all other
places He had to be nothing more
than a mere isolated God and a divine
person without the humanity. No,
comrade, wherever you place God for
me, you must also place the humanity
for me. They simply will not let them-
selves be separated and divided from
each other. He has become one person
and does not separate the humanity
from Himself. [LW 37:218–19]

In his Treatise on the Last Words of David,
which Dr. Luther wrote shortly before his
death, he says the following:

According to the second, the tempo-
ral, human birth Christ was also given
the eternal dominion of God, yet tem-
porarily and not from eternity. For the
human nature of Christ was not from
eternity as His divine nature was. It is
computed that Jesus, Mary’s Son, is
1543 years old this year. But from the
moment when deity and humanity
were united in one Person, the Man,
Mary’s Son, is and is called almighty,
eternal God, who has eternal domin-
ion, who has created all things and
preserves them “through the commu-
nication of attributes” . . . , because He
is one Person with the Godhead and is
also very God. Christ refers to this in
Matthew 11:27: “All things have been
delivered to Me by My Father,” and in
Matthew 28:18: “All authority in heav-
en and on earth has been given to
Me.” To which “Me”? “To Me, Jesus of
Nazareth, Mary’s incarnate Son. I had
this from My Father from eternity, be-
fore I became man, but when I be-
came man, it was imparted to Me in
time according to My human nature,
and I kept it concealed until My resur-

rection and ascent into heaven, when
it was to be manifested and glorified.”
Thus St. Paul declares in Romans 1:4,
He was glorified, or “designated Son
of God in power.” John speaks of this
as being “glorified” in chapter 7:39.
[LW 15:293–94]

Similar testimonies are found in Dr.
Luther’s writings, but especially in the book
That These Words Still Stand Firm, and in the
Confession concerning Christ’s Supper. To
these writings, as well-grounded explana-
tions of Christ’s majesty at God’s right hand,
and of His testament, we have referred for
the sake of brevity. We have referred to them
in this article, as well as in the Holy Supper,
as has been mentioned before.

When such majesty is denied to Christ
according to His humanity, we regard it as a
deadly error. For by this the very great con-
solation mentioned above is taken from
Christians, which they have in the promise
about the presence and dwelling with them
of their Head, King, and High Priest. He has
promised them that not only His mere divin-
ity would be with them (which to us poor
sinners is like a consuming fire on dry stub-
ble). But Christ promised that He—He, the
man who has spoken with them, who has ex-
perienced all tribulations in His received
human nature, and who can therefore have
sympathy with us, as with men and His
brethren—He will be with us in all our trou-
bles also according to the nature by which He
is our brother and we are flesh of His flesh.

[NEGATIVE STATEMENTS]
We unanimously reject and condemn,

with mouth and heart, all errors not in ac-
cordance with the teaching presented. These
are contrary to the prophetic and apostolic
Scriptures, the pure symbols, and our Chris-
tian Augsburg Confession:
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1. When it is believed or taught by anyone
that on account of the personal union the
human nature is mingled with the divine or
is changed into it.

2. The human nature in Christ is every-
where present in the same way as the divini-
ty, as an infinite essence, by essential power
and property of its nature.

3. The human nature in Christ has be-
come equal to and like the divine nature in
its substance and essence or in its essential
properties.

4. Christ’s humanity is locally extended in
all places of heaven and earth. This should
not be attributed even to the divinity. But
Christ—by His divine omnipotence—wher-
ever He will, can be present with His body,
which He has placed at the right hand of
God’s majesty and power. This is especially
the case where He has, in His Word, prom-
ised His presence (as in the Holy Supper).
His omnipotence and wisdom can well ac-
complish this without change or abolition of
His true human nature.

5. Christ’s mere human nature has suf-
fered for us and redeemed us, with which
God’s Son is said to have had no communion
whatever in suffering.

6. Christ is present with us on earth in the
Word preached and in the right use of the
holy Sacraments only according to His divin-
ity. This presence of Christ does not in any
way apply to His received human nature.

7. The received human nature in Christ
has (in deed and truth) no communion
whatever with the divine power, might, wis-
dom, majesty, and glory, but has in common
only the mere title and name.

These errors, and all that are contrary and
opposed to the doctrine presented above, we
reject and condemn as contrary to God’s
pure Word, the Scriptures of the holy
prophets and apostles, and our Christian

faith and confession. Since in the Holy Scrip-
tures Christ is called a mystery upon which
all heretics dash their heads, we admonish all
Christians not to arrogantly indulge their
reason in crafty investigations about such
mysteries. With the beloved apostles, they
should simply believe. They should close the
eyes of their reason and bring their under-
standing into captivity to the obedience of
Christ [2 Corinthians 10:5], and rejoice with-
out ceasing in the fact that our flesh and
blood is placed so high at the right hand of
God’s majesty and almighty power. In this
way we will certainly find constant consola-
tion in every difficulty and remain well
guarded against deadly error.

IX. THE DESCENT
OF CHRIST TO HELL

Q
Note: For an annotation on this article, see p.
495. (See also Apostles’ Creed; Nicene Creed;
Athanasian Creed; SA I; SC II; LC II; FC Ep IX.)

Q

Even in the Ancient Christian teachers of
the Church, as well as among some of our
teachers, different explanations of the article
about Christ’s descent to hell are found.
Therefore, we abide in the simplicity of our
Christian faith. Dr. Luther has pointed us to
this in a sermon about Christ’s descent to
hell, which he delivered in the castle at Tor-
gau in the year 1533. In the Creed we confess,
“I believe . . . in Jesus Christ, His only Son,
our Lord, who . . . was crucified, died and was
buried. He descended into hell.” In this Con-
fession Christ’s burial and descent to hell are
distinguished as different articles. We simply
believe that the entire person (God and man)
descended into hell after the burial, con-
quered the devil, destroyed hell’s power, and
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took from the devil all his might. We should
not, however, trouble ourselves with high
and difficult thoughts about how this hap-
pened. With our reason and our five senses
this article can be understood as little as the
preceding one about how Christ is placed at
the right hand of God’s almighty power and
majesty. We are simply to believe it and cling
to the Word. So we hold to the substance and
consolation that neither hell nor the devil
can take captive or injure us and all who be-
lieve in Christ.

X. CHURCH PRACTICES

Called Adiaphora, or Indifferent Things

Q
Note: For an annotation on this article, see p.
496. (See also AC XIV; AC XXIV; AC XXVI; AC
XXVIII; Ap XIV; Ap XV; Ap XXIV; Ap XXVIII; SA III
XV; FC Ep X.)

Q

[STATUS OF THE CONTROVERSY]
Some ceremonies and Church practices

are neither commanded nor forbidden in
God’s Word, but are introduced into the
Church with good intention, for the sake of
good order and proper custom, or otherwise
to maintain Christian discipline. A dispute
has arisen among some theologians of the
Augsburg Confession about these practices.
One side holds that even during persecution
and in a matter of confession, when the ene-
mies of the Gospel are not in agreement with
us in doctrine, some ceremonies (that are
adiaphora in themselves, and are neither
commanded nor forbidden by God) may be
reestablished in compliance with the adver-
saries’ pressure and demand without damage
to our conscience. So in such adiaphora (or
matters of indifference), we may compro-

mise with our adversaries. The other side
contended that during persecution, in a mat-
ter of confession, especially when it is the ad-
versaries’ goal by force and compulsion, or in
a sly manner, to suppress the pure doctrine,
and gradually to reintroduce their false doc-
trine into our churches, this can in no way be
allowed even in adiaphora without damage
to conscience and harm to the divine truth.

To explain this controversy, and by God’s
grace finally to settle it, we present to the
Christian reader this simple statement about
the matter:

[AFFIRMATIVE STATEMENTS]
Under the title and excuse of outward

adiaphora, things are proposed that are in
principle contrary to God’s Word, although
painted another color. These ceremonies are
not to be regarded as adiaphora, in which
one is free to do as he wants. They must be
avoided as things prohibited by God. In a
similar way in such a situation ceremonies
should not be regarded as genuine free adi-
aphora, or matters of indifference. This is be-
cause they make a show or pretend that our
religion and that of the papists are not far
apart in order to avoid persecution, or they
pretend that the papist’s ceremonies are not
at least highly offensive to us. When cere-
monies are intended for this purpose, and are
required and received (as though through
them contrary religions are reconciled and
became one body), we cannot regard them as
adiaphora. When returning to the papacy
and departing from the Gospel’s pure doc-
trine and true religion should happen or
gradually follow from such ceremonies, we
cannot regard them as adiaphora.

For in this case what Paul writes shall and
must win out:

Do not be unequally yoked with
unbelievers. For what partnership
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has righteousness with lawlessness?
Or what fellowship has light with
darkness? . . . Therefore go out from
their midst, and be separate from
them. (2 Corinthians 6:14–17)

Likewise, when there are useless, foolish
displays that are not profitable for good
order, Christian discipline, or evangelical
practice in the Church, these also are not gen-
uine adiaphora, or matters of indifference.

Regarding genuine adiaphora, or matters
of indifference (as explained before), we be-
lieve, teach, and confess the following: such
ceremonies, in and of themselves, are not
worship of God, nor any part of it. They
must be properly distinguished from cere-
monies that are. As it is written, “in vain do
they worship Me, teaching as doctrines the
commandments of men”(Matthew 15:9).

We believe, teach, and confess that the
community of God in every place and every
time has, according to its circumstances, the
good right, power, and authority to change
and decrease or increase ceremonies ‹that are
truly adiaphora›. They should do this
thoughtfully and without giving offense, in
an orderly and appropriate way, whenever it
is considered most profitable, most benefi-
cial, and best for good order, Christian disci-
pline, and the Church’s edification. Further-
more, we can yield and give in with a good
conscience to the weak in faith in such out-
ward adiaphora. Paul teaches this in Romans
14 and proves it by his example (see Acts
16:3; 21:26; 1 Corinthians 9:19).

We also believe, teach, and confess that at
a time of confession, when the enemies of
God’s Word want to suppress the pure doc-
trine of the Holy Gospel, God’s entire
church, indeed, every single Christian, but
especially the ministers of the Word, as the
directors of the community of God ‹God’s
church›, is bound by God’s Word to confess

the doctrine freely and openly. They are
bound to confess every aspect of ‹pure› reli-
gion, not only in words, but also in works
and actions. In this case, even in adiaphora,
they must not yield to the adversaries or per-
mit these adiaphora to be forced on them by
their enemies, whether by violence or cun-
ning, to the detriment of the true worship of
God and the introduction and sanction of
idolatry. For it is written:

For freedom Christ has set us free;
stand firm therefore, and do not sub-
mit again to a yoke of slavery. (Gala-
tians 5:1)

Yet because of false brothers secretly
brought in—who slipped in to spy
out our freedom that we have in
Christ Jesus, so that they might bring
us into slavery—to them we did not
yield in submission even for a mo-
ment, so that the truth of the gospel
might be preserved for you. (Gala-
tians 2:4–5)

‹In this place Paul speaks about circumci-
sion, which at that time had become an adi-
aphoron (1 Corinthians 7:18–19). At other
times circumcision was observed by Paul (in
Christian and spiritual freedom, Acts 16:3).
The false apostles pushed circumcision (Acts
15:1) in order to establish their false doctrine
that the works of the Law were necessary for
righteousness and salvation [2 Corinthians
11:13]. They misused circumcision to con-
firm their error in people’s minds. Therefore,
Paul says that he would not yield even for an
hour, in order that the truth of the Gospel
might continue unimpaired [Galatians 2:5].›

Paul yields and gives way to the weak
concerning food and ‹the observance of›
times or days (Romans 14:6). But to the false
apostles, who wanted to impose these on the
conscience as necessary things, he will not
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yield even in matters that are adiaphora.
“Therefore let no one pass judgment on you
in questions of food and drink, or with regard
to a festival or a new moon or a Sabbath”
(Colossians 2:16). When Peter and Barnabas
yielded somewhat in such an emergency, Paul
openly rebukes them according to the truth of
the Gospel as people who were not acting
right in this matter (Galatians 2:11–14).

This case is no longer a question about
outward matters of indifference, which in
their nature and essence are free. They can-
not produce a command or prohibition that

they must or must not be used. The case pre-
sented by Paul is a question, in the first place,
about the outstanding article of our Chris-
tian faith. For the apostle testifies,“so that the
truth of the gospel might be preserved for
you” [Galatians 2:5]. The Gospel is obscured
and perverted by such compulsion or com-
mand, because such adiaphora are publicly
required for the approval of false doctrine,
superstition, and idolatry, and for the sup-
pression of pure doctrine and Christian lib-
erty, or at least are abused for this purpose by
the adversaries and are viewed this way.

14

The Call of Isaiah
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