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From the editor

Sarah Hinlicky Wilson
on rereAding the book of concord

I had two good reasons to reread the Book of  Concord 
lately. One was that I’d been invited to give a talk about 

the authority of  the Lutheran Confessions within the 
Lutheran church.1 The other was that, as an ecumenist 
involved in bilateral dialogue, I needed a refresher course 
on what, exactly, I was supposed to be representing. The 
general outline of  the various documents was more or less 
there in my head, aided and abetted by various texts of  
Luther’s. But the precise details had long since been lost. 
So it was time to haul out the six hundred-plus-page tome 
and put myself  through the paces.

What I found, rather to my surprise, was that the Book 
of  Concord greatly improves upon rereading—even more, 
I suspect, if  the interlude has been filled with theological 
work, whether in the form of  pastoral ministry or ecumeni-
cal dialogue or something else. If  the last time you cracked 
the book open was during seminary, I’d urge you to dust it 
off and give it another shot. It’s gratifying to review what 
you already know—probably better than you realized—
and satisfying to pick up a new level of  nuance and depth 
that the first few encounters couldn’t provide.

Although I benefited from revisiting the material on 
faith, law and gospel, the church, and the sacraments, the 
most interesting part for me was discovering all the things 
with which the Book of  Concord is concerned that I never 
really noticed before. Its range is wider than the standard 
confessional shorthand would suggest. So herewith I pres-
ent some overlooked gems from our founding documents.

(1) “Nothing new” One of  the most consistently made 
claims across the confessional documents is that nothing 
new is being taught by the evangelical party. The Preface 
to the Book of  Concord describes the teaching therein as 
“well founded on the divine Scripture and briefly summar-
ized in the time-honored, ancient Symbols: teaching that 

was recognized as that ancient, united consensus believed 
in by the universal, orthodox churches of  Christ as fought 
for and reaffirmed against many heresies and errors” (5).2 
Accordingly, not only the ultimate authority of  the Bible 
is invoked—and there is no missing the extensive biblical 
documentation from both Testaments in the Confessions—
but so are the early church fathers. Augsburg Confession 
[Ac] 18 on free will backs up its claim that “nothing new is 
taught here” with a quote from Augustine (52). He is cited 
again in Ac 20 concerning faith and good works (54). The 
conclusion to the first part of  the Ac reiterates that its claims 
are “neither against nor contrary to the universal Chris-
tian church—or even the Roman church—so far as can be 
observed in the writings of  the Fathers” (58). Other church 
fathers are mentioned regularly in the Book of  Concord: 
John Chrysostom, Cyprian, Leo i, Gregory, Ambrose, Ire-
naeus, Jerome. In the Apology [Ap], Melanchthon explains 
that “[w]e have simply cleansed and brought into the light 
the most important statements in the Scriptures and the 
Fathers that had been obscured by the sophistic quarreling 
of  recent theologians” (116); if  there’s any innovation, it’s 
the Roman party’s doing. The Formula of  Concord [fc] 
ends with a condemnation of  the Antitrinitarians, who 
were “never before heard of  in Christendom” (522), thus 
very unacceptably new indeed.

To underline its grounding in Christian tradition, the 
Book of  Concord opens with the three ancient creeds, and 
the later Reformers “pledge” fidelity to them at the begin-
ning of  the fc. Most of  the confessional documents include 
undisputed articles about the nature of  God: Ac and Ap 1, 
Smalcald Articles [sA] i and ii on “the lofty articles on the 
divine Majesty” and “the office and work of  Jesus Christ” 
(300), the discussions of  the Creed in the two Catechisms, 
and the fc’s christological teaching on the “Holy Supper 
of  Christ” and the “Person of  Christ.” All the classical 
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trinitarian and christological heresies 
are roundly rejected: Nestorius, Euty-
ches, and Marcion, the Manichae-
ans, the Valentinians, the Arians, the 
Eunomians, the Mohammedans, the 
Samosatenians, and the Pelagians.

The appeal to ancient authority is 
not just for the clout it might bestow 
on the weaker half  of  this ecclesiasti-
cal dispute. The evangelical theology is 
deliberately built on the foundation of  
the early church consensus in doctrine, 
chiefly on the Trinity and the person 
of  Christ. It is so pervasive that the net 
effect is to realize that Lutheran theol-
ogy is completely impossible without 
the deposit of  the ancient church. God 
is always the Trinity acting for us and 
for our salvation, as Luther explains at 
the end of  his discussion of  the creed 
in the Large Catechism [Lc]: “For 
in all three articles God himself  has 
revealed and opened to us the most 
profound depths of  his fatherly heart 
and his pure, unutterable love. For this 
very purpose he created us, so that he 
might redeem us and make us holy… 
he has also given us his Son and his 
Holy Spirit, through whom he brings 
us to himself ” (439). Christ is always 
the one person with two natures, 
as the fc says: “He is truly God and 
human because in him the divine and 
human natures are personally united 
with each other.” To say otherwise 
paves the way for “the return of  the 
accursed Arian heresy, that finally 
denies the eternal divinity of  Christ. 
In this way Christ is completely lost, 
along with our salvation” (514). So to 
teach justification by faith, or law and 
gospel, or any other Lutheran distinc-
tives, without also teaching the Trinity 
and the two natures of  Christ in one 
person, is to teach something incoher-
ent at best—and heretical at worst.

(2) Original Sin The articles 
about the Trinity, and about Christ 
specifically, give rise to the Lutheran 
teaching on original sin. This might 
seem a bit counterintuitive; since the 
Genesis story of  the fall long precedes 
the incarnation, surely the order ought 
to be reversed? But that is not how 

Luther and his friends reasoned. They 
started instead with the dramatic fact 
of  God’s taking on human flesh in 
order to suffer and die. It is this aston-
ishing truth that in turn points to the 
reality of  human nature after the fall: 
still a good creature of  God, to be sure, 
but fatally damaged by sin. It must 
be fatally damaged, or the extrem-
ity of  God’s solution would not have 
been necessary. A mild account of  sin 
mocks Christ’s suffering. As Luther 
puts it, “This inherited sin has caused 
such a deep, evil corruption of  nature 
that reason does not comprehend it; 
rather, it must be believed on the basis 
of  the revelation in the Scriptures.” 
His particular target was the scholastic 
theologian Gabriel Biel, whose opin-
ions cannot be tolerated “because, if  
these teachings were right, then Christ 
has died in vain” (sA 311).

Melanchthon similarly asks, “What 
becomes of  original sin if  human 
nature by itself  has the power to love 
God above all things, as the scholas-
tics confidently affirm? What need 
will there be for the grace of  Christ if  
we can become righteous by our own 
righteousness? What need will there 
be for the Holy Spirit if  by our own 
human power alone we can love God 
above all things and keep God’s com-
mandments?” (Ap 113–14). This also 
means that the worst sins are not of  
the second table—which after all civil 
righteousness can to a certain extent 
diagnose and deal with—but first-
table sins: “being ignorant of  God, 
despising God, lacking fear and confi-
dence in God, hating the judgment of  
God, fleeing this judging God, being 
angry with God, despairing of  his 
grace, and placing confidence in tem-
poral things” (113).

The extremity of  the Lutheran 
diagnosis of  the human condition, 
including all our reason and facul-
ties, does not reflect a particular pes-
simism or despair about humanity as 
such; rather, it reflects an awe at the 
divine sacrifice. If  anything, “[t]he 
damage is so indescribable that it can-
not be recognized by our reason but 
only from God’s Word. The damage is 

such that only God alone can separate 
human nature and the corruption of  
this nature from each other” (fc 489).3 
God’s separation of  our sin from our 
nature is what we look forward to in 
the resurrection.

(3) Rebirth But there is something 
to look forward to before the resurrec-
tion, and that is rebirth—or regenera-
tion, renewal, conversion. Raised in 
an American Lutheran context almost 
ridiculously fearful of  revival religion 
and born-again Christians, I always 
thought that “rebirth” was someone 
else’s term but had no place in Luther-
anism (whatever John 3 may have to 
say about it, or Titus 3 either). How 
wrong I was. These words appear 
absolutely everywhere, a remarkable 
fact considering that the horizon of  the 
Lutheran Confessions is the universal, 
valid infant baptism of  Christendom. 
In reality, rebirth is happening all over 
the Book of  Concord. Melanchthon, 
for instance, uses the word and its 
synonyms constantly in the Ap: we are 
reborn by baptism (118), regenerated 
by faith (127, 132), “reborn by the gos-
pel” (158), and “reborn through the 
Holy Spirit” (176). The result, “after 
we have been justified and reborn by 
faith” is that “we begin to fear and 
love God” (140) and “begin to keep 
the law” (201).

The fc takes up discussion of  the 
reborn in several places (at times, 
it seems, interpreting the meaning 
rather differently than Melanchthon 
had in the Ap; read it yourself  and 
see what you make of  it). When sort-
ing out the freedom of  the will, the 
fc identifies “four dissimilar situa-
tions” of  the human will: (1) before 
the fall, (2) after the fall, (3) after the 
new birth, and (4) after the resurrec-
tion of  the flesh (491). While this sec-
tion’s main concern is the will after the 
fall but before new birth, it does note 
that after conversion “the new human 
will is an instrument and tool of  God 
the Holy Spirit, in that the will not 
only accepts grace but also cooper-
ates with the Holy Spirit in the works 
that proceed from it” (494). And the 
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section dealing with the third use of  
the law mentions that even if  Chris-
tians are “reborn and ‘renewed in the 
spirit of  their minds’ [Eph. 4:23], this 
rebirth and renewal is not perfect in 
this world” (502). This is the basis for 
the rejection of  anthropologies of  this-
worldly perfection, relating back to the 
insistence on the severity of  original 
sin’s damage, itself  stemming from the 
extremity of  Christ’s sacrifice. Never-
theless, for Lutherans, there really is a 
difference between the regenerate and 
unregenerate.

(4) Good Works And it is exactly 
this distinction that helps to draw some 
sense out of  our eternally fraught dis-
cussions about good works. There’s no 
escaping the fact that in the Lc Luther 
devotes five times as many pages to 
the Ten Commandments as to the 
Creed and three times as many as to 
the Lord’s Prayer: good works are the 
serious business of  reborn Christians. 
Ac 6 tries to lay it out as simply as pos-
sible: “faith should yield good fruit 
and good works,” but people should 
“not place trust in them as if  thereby 
to earn grace before God” (40). How-
ever, this distinction should never have 
led to the idea that Lutherans don’t 
value or even “require” (153) good 
works. If  anything, Ac 20 brags a bit 
that, in the evangelical communities, 
people only neglect “childish” religious 
works, focusing instead on the Ten 
Commandments (52). “Because the 
Holy Spirit is given through faith, the 
heart is also moved to do good works,” 
so there is no vast chasm between jus-
tification and sanctification. Actually, 
the teaching on justification helps good 
works along: “For without faith and 
without Christ human nature and 
human power are much too weak to 
do good works” (56). Practically speak-
ing, “[w]hoever throws away love will 
not retain faith, however strong it may 
be, for that person does not retain the 
Holy Spirit” (153).

So in response to intra-Lutheran 
controversy, the fc affirms that “all 
people, particularly those who have 
been reborn and renewed through the 

Holy Spirit, are obligated to do good 
works.” It’s simply unthinkable other-
wise. “[G]ood works follow from true 
faith (when it is not a dead faith but a 
living faith), as certainly and without 
doubt as fruit from a good tree.” The 
only place for caution is where justi-
fication is concerned: “good works 
must be completely excluded from any 
questions of  salvation as well as from 
the article on our justification before 
God” (498). The new reality created 
by the Spirit in rebirth means that lan-
guage itself  has to undergo a revision 
to be understood properly: “the words 
‘necessary,’ ‘should,’ and ‘must’ are 
used correctly, in Christian fashion, 
also in regard to the reborn,” not in 
the sense of  compulsion but “only as 
the required obedience, which they 
perform out of  a spontaneous spirit” 
because they are no longer under the 
law but under grace (498–9). But it 
is wise to keep using the language of  
necessity—and to keep preaching the 
law—because “people can be damned 
by an Epicurean delusion about faith 
just as much as by the papistic, Phari-
saic trust in their own works and 
merit” (499).

(5) Private Confession The 
most unmistakable gap between the 
Reformers’ intentions and the actual 
life of  Lutheran churches five hundred 
years later (and, let’s face it, for most of  
the time in between) is the loss of  the 
practice of  private confession. There’s 
no way to evade the fact that Luther 
and company expected and desired it 
to continue. Ac 11 teaches that “private 
absolution should be retained and not 
abolished,” with the one correction of  
not forcing the penitent to “enumer-
ate all misdeeds,” since this impossible 
anyway (44). Ac 25 reiterates the point 
with an added punch: “the custom has 
been retained among us of  not admin-
istering the sacrament to those who 
have not previously been examined 
and absolved.” Evangelical Christians 
are taught to value absolution, for “it 
is not the voice or word of  the person 
speaking it, but it is the Word of  God, 
who forgives sin. For it is spoken in 

God’s stead and by God’s command” 
(72). Though the practice is not com-
manded by God but invented by the 
church, there is still good reason—as 
with all such ceremonies—to keep 
it, simply because it is good and use-
ful. Melanchthon adds in the Ap that 
“[g]ood pastors will know how prof-
itable it is to examine the inexperi-
enced” (187) and thus “it would be 
unconscionable to remove private 
absolution from the church. More-
over, those who despise private abso-
lution know neither the forgiveness of  
sins nor the power of  the keys” (204). 
He can even consider absolution to be 
a sacrament along with baptism and 
communion, since “these rites have 
the command of  God and the prom-
ise of  grace, which is the essence of  
the New Testament,” all three being 
about the forgiveness of  sins (219).

Luther can make this move, too. In 
his discussion of  the fifth petition of  
the Lord’s Prayer in the Lc, he explains 
that “forgive us our trespasses as we 
forgive those who trespass against us” 
does not make forgiveness conditional 
on our good works—since God always 
and only forgives freely because He is 
gracious—but in order to attach a sign 
to our act of  forgiveness. “[T]his sign 
is attached to the petition so that when 
we pray we may recall the promise” 
and “know that we are forgiven.” A 
sign is, of  course, a key element of  
a sacrament, and the comparison is 
accordingly made: “whatever bap-
tism and the Lord’s Supper, which are 
appointed to us as outward signs, can 
effect, this sign can as well, in order 
to strengthen and gladden our con-
science. Moreover, above and beyond 
the other signs, it has been instituted 
precisely so that we can use and prac-
tice it every hour, keeping it with us 
at all times” (453). Absolution, then, is 
a do-at-home sacrament available for 
every Christian at all times. The clergy 
are not actually required. In the “Brief  
Exhortation to Confession” at the end 
of  the Lc, Luther notes that beyond 
the ecclesiastical ritual there are two 
other kinds of  confession that “have 
an even greater right to be called the 
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common confession of  Christians… 
the practice of  confessing to God 
alone or to neighbor alone, asking 
for forgiveness.” The Lord’s Prayer is 
nothing but private confession, in one 
sense; and for those who still need the 
word of  another to comfort their trou-
bled consciences, “by divine ordinance 
Christ himself  has placed absolution 
in the mouths of  his Christian com-
munity and commanded us to absolve 
one another from sins” (477).

And yet, despite this great gift of  
absolution and the removal of  the 
former obstacles, people “do what-
ever they please and take advantage 
of  their freedom, acting as if  they 
should or need not go to confession 
anymore” (476). But “if  you despise 
it and proudly stay away from confes-
sion, then we must come to the con-
clusion that you are not a Christian 
and that you also ought not receive 
the sacrament… Therefore, when I 
exhort you to go to confession, I am 
doing nothing but exhorting you to be 
a Christian” (479).4

(6) Disobedience One of  the 
most surprising discoveries I made 
in rereading the Book of  Concord 
was the Lutheran principle of  dis-
obedience—not to God, but to both 
civil and ecclesiastical authorities, as 
need arises, a far cry from our usual 
assumptions about quietistic defer-
ence to various horrors perpetrated 
by the powers that be. The key verses 
for the Reformers are Acts 5:29 (“We 
must obey God rather than men”) 
and Galatians 1:8–9 (“But even if  
we or an angel from heaven should 
preach to you a gospel contrary to the 
one we preached to you, let him be 
accursed. As we have said before, so 
now I say again: if  anyone is preach-
ing to you a gospel contrary to the one 
you received, let him be accursed”). 
The former is cited six times across 
the Book of  Concord, twice in the Ac, 
twice in the Ap, and once each in the 
Treatise on the Power and Primacy 
of  the Pope [ppp] and in the fc; while 
the latter is cited five times directly, 
once each in the Ac, Ap, sA, fc, and the 

ppp, which also contains an oblique 
reference to it. Certainly, Ac 16 says, 
Christians are obligated to obey the 
law of  the land if  it can be done with-
out sin; but if  not, they must obey God 
rather than any human beings: dis-
obedience becomes a divine require-
ment. Likewise the Roman party may 
quote Hebrews 13:17 to prove that the 
Lutherans should obey their leaders, 
but Melanchthon counters in the Ap 
that “[t]his statement requires obedi-
ence under the gospel; it does not cre-
ate an authority for bishops apart from 
the gospel. Bishops must not create 
traditions contrary to the gospel nor 
interpret their traditions in a manner 
contrary to the gospel. When they do 
so, we are forbidden to obey them by 
the statement” in Galatians 1:8 (291). 
For these reasons combined, it is not 
an option for the evangelical party to 
accept the deal offered by their oppo-
nents, since such union is “under the 
condition that we agree with those 
who condemn the manifest truth of  
the gospel, which the church needs. 
This we cannot do. For ‘we must obey 
God rather than any human author-
ity’” (294). This theme of  principled 
disobedience has received precious lit-
tle attention in the Lutheran tradition 
so far; it is high time we revived it.

(7) Prosperity But maybe most 
of  all I was surprised by the Book 
of  Concord’s concern with money, 
prosperity, and greed. If  there was 
ever a timely word our confessional 
documents could speak to American 
culture, this is it. In his discussion of  
the First Commandment in the Lc, 
Luther comments that money “is the 
most common idol on earth… This 
desire for wealth clings and stick to 
our nature all the way to our grave” 
(387). The problem comes up again 
in the Second Commandment: “mis-
use of  the divine name occurs first 
of  all in business affairs and in mat-
ters involving money, property, and 
honor” (393).

After this warm-up, Luther 
becomes absolutely relentless in his 
commentary on the Seventh Com-

mandment. “[S]tealing is not just 
robbing someone’s safe or pocket-
book but also taking advantage of  
someone in the market, in all stores, 
butcher shops, wine and beer cellars, 
workshops, and, in short, wherever 
business is transacted and money is 
exchanged for goods and services,” 
but if  we prosecuted every thief, “the 
world would soon be empty and there 
would be a shortage of  both hang-
men and gallows”! Worse yet, most 
thieves are our own neighbors and 
employees: “these are my neighbors, 
my good friends, my own servants—
from whom I expect good—who are 
the first to defraud me” (416). And the 
lords and rulers are no better. “Those 
who can steal and rob openly are safe 
and free, unpunished by anyone, even 
desiring to be honored. Meanwhile, 
the petty sneak thieves who have com-
mitted one offense must bear disgrace 
and punishment to make others look 
respectable and honorable. But they 
should know that God considers them 
the greatest thieves, and that he will 
punish them as they deserve” (417). 
And “[t]he same fate will befall those 
who turn the free public market into 
nothing but a carrion pit and a rob-
ber’s den. The poor are defrauded 
every day, and new burdens and 
higher prices are imposed.” Luther 
wishes a particular divine “blessing” 
on such people: “May your grain spoil 
in your barn, your beer in the cellar, 
your cattle perish in the stall” (418). 
One wonders what he would make of  
our current economic debacle.

The condemnation continues in 
his discussion of  the Ninth and Tenth 
commandments on covetousness, 
aimed at those who are too clever to 
be caught stealing outright so instead 
apply their intelligence to claiming 
other people’s goods. In other words, 
these are commandments for the 
respectable. “[W]e all consider our-
selves upright people, and put up a 
fine front to conceal our villainy. We 
hunt for and think up clever tricks 
and shrewd tactics—better and bet-
ter ones are being devised daily—
under the guise of  justice.” Lawyers 
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are called in, and not the most just but 
the sharpest and shrewdest win the 
day. “This last commandment, there-
fore, is not addressed to those whom 
the world considers wicked rogues, 
but precisely to the most upright—to 
people who wish to be commended as 
honest and virtuous because they have 
not offended against the preceding 
commandments” (426).

And yet, as we well know, Luther’s 
devastating critique of  theft and cov-
etousness did not result in a new 
asceticism or gnostic rejection of  the 
material world. Again, everything 
in his theology is premised on Who 
and what God is: and the first thing 
we confess in the Creed is that God is 
the creator of  all things. So while the 
idolatry of  greed is roundly rejected, 
so is the ungrateful refusal to acknowl-
edge what God has given. Christians 
are positively enjoined to rejoice in 
material things, what you might call a 
“Lutheran prosperity gospel.” Com-
menting on the threat of  punishment 
and promise of  mercy attached to the 
First Commandment, Luther says 
that “the divine Majesty approaches 
us so graciously, invites us so warmly, 
and promises so richly… What more 
could you want or desire than God’s 
gracious promise that he wants to be 
yours with every blessing, to protect 
you, and to help you in every need?” 
God provides, and the provisions will 
benefit you if  you trust in Him rather 
than them (391). Those who help their 
neighbors protect what is theirs will 
find that “God lavishes upon them a 
wonderful blessing, and generously 
rewards us for what we do to benefit 
and befriend our neighbor” (420). But 
“shameful unbelief ” is exposed in 
those who do “not look to God even for 
enough to satisfy the belly” (447). The 
fourth petition of  the Lord’s Prayer 
includes “everything that is necessary 
in order to have and enjoy daily bread 
and, on the contrary, against every-
thing that interferes with enjoying it” 
(449), from food to just government, 
kind friends to favorable weather. “It 
is good to impress upon the common 

people that all these things come from 
God and that we must pray for them” 
(451). It is precisely the grateful rec-
ognition that everything comes from 
God that will empower our resistance 
to sins of  greed and so allow just busi-
ness practice to flourish.

(8) Odds and ends And what 
more shall I say? For time would fail 
me to tell of  all the other delights in 
the Book of  Concord. Melanchthon’s 
treatment of  the “promise” in Ap 4 is 
the reboot you need for the doctrine 
of  justification. Luther reminds us of  
the solemn duties of  godparents in the 
Baptismal Booklet appended to the 
Small Catechism5 (and, incidentally, 
always assumes that baptism will be 
by immersion). In the Lc, his extensive 
treatment of  children’s responsibility 
to honor their parents is matched by 
a long exhortation of  parents to be 
good to their children: for example, 
“let all people know that it is their 
chief  duty—at the risk of  losing divine 
grace—first to bring up their children 
in the fear and knowledge of  God, 
and, then, if  they are so gifted, also 
to have them engage in formal study 
and learn so that they may be of  ser-
vice wherever they are needed” (410). 
Luther’s counsel on conflict resolu-
tion, as we would call it now, makes his 
discussion of  the Eighth Command-
ment in the Lc well worth the reread 
too, as are his instructions on prayer 
throughout the commentary on the 
Lord’s Prayer. And the fc’s distinction 
between two senses of  the word “gos-
pel” is something we would all do well 
to remember nowadays.

At the end of  it all, I was struck by 
the beautiful unity of  Lutheran theol-
ogy. It is a seamless garment, when it’s 
at its best, each piece mutually relating 
to and illuminating the other. When 
Lutheran theology goes off the rails, 
it’s because some part of  this lovely 
balance has been thrown off, whether 
by controversy, persecution, forgetful-
ness, or unfaithfulness. I’ll let Luther 
have the last word here in his descrip-
tion in the Lc (440) of  the interrelation 

of  the commandments and the creed. 
“[T]he Creed is a very different teach-
ing than the Ten Commandments. 
For the latter teach us what we ought 
to do, but the Creed tells us what 
God does for us and gives to us. The 
Ten Commandments, moreover, are 
written in the hearts of  all people, but 
no human wisdom is able to compre-
hend the Creed; it must be taught by 
the Holy Spirit alone. Therefore the 
Ten Commandments do not succeed 
in making us Christians… But the 
Creed brings pure grace and makes 
us righteous and acceptable to God. 
Through this knowledge we come to 
love and delight in all the command-
ments of  God because we see here 
in the Creed how God gives himself  
completely to us, with all his gifts and 
power, to help us keep the Ten Com-
mandments: the Father gives us all 
creation, Christ all his works, the Holy 
Spirit all his gifts.” LF

Notes
1. My text, along with the others written 

for the 2011 eLcA Convocation of  Teaching 
Theologians, will be made available on the 
online Journal of  Lutheran Ethics at www.elca.
org/What-We-Believe/Social-Issues/Journal-
of-Lutheran-Ethics.aspx.

2. All citations are from The Book of  Concord: 
The Confessions of  the Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
eds. Robert Kolb and Timothy J. Wengert 
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000). Page references 
are included in parentheses within the article.

3. The Lutheran objection to the Pelagian 
position includes one of  my favorite bizarre 
phrases of  the Book of  Concord: that the dam-
age of  sin on the soul should not be likened to 
“smearing a magnet with garlic juice,” which 
apparently was thought to inhibit its magnetic 
force (fc 489).

4. And also in the sA: Luther, certainly in 
no mood to conciliate with papists, avers that 
“confession, or absolution, should by no means 
be allowed to fall into disuse in the church—
especially for the sake of  weak consciences and 
for the wild young people, so that they may be 
examined and instructed in Christian teach-
ing… Because private absolution is derived 
from the office of  the keys, we should not 
neglect it but value it highly, just as all the other 
offices of  the Christian church” (321).

5. I blogged about this at www.lutheran 
forum.org/blogs/luther-on-godparents.


