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Essays in Honor of Eugene L. Brand
and the Twenty-Fifth Anniversary of
the Lutheran Book of Worship

As the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America is making preparations for a
new service book and hymnal, it seems appropriate to take stock of what was
intended and what was actually achieved in the publication of Lutheran Book of
Worship in 1978. Anita Stauffer and Carlos Messerli proposed this project to
me and assisted me in identifying the writers of these articles, all of whom
played major roles in producing LBW. It was also their idea to take this occa-
sion to honor Eugene Brand for his work as Project Director of LBW.

Bishop Robert A. Rimbo, who was executive assistant to Eugene Brand
during the final stages of the LBW project, has written the opening tribute.

Eugene L. Brand wrote his essay without knowing that this issue would be
in his honor. In fact, he suggested to me that other contributors who have
entered God’s nearer presence be honored. He notes that the Inter-Lutheran
Commission on Worship began its work in 1966 and that LBW carries on the
tradition of the Common Service (1888), The Lutheran Hymnal (1941), and the
Service Book and Hymnal (1958). The LBW set out the full mass as the normal
Sunday service and attempted to restore Holy Baptism to the liturgical rank and
dignity implied by Lutheran theology. The LBW included a revised version of
the three-year Roman Catholic Lectionary that mandated Old Testament
readings and has facilitated ecumenical sermon study groups. For “church-
political” reasons the Triduum could only be included in the Ministers Edition
of LBW. Lay involvement in the liturgy was a major innovation. The corporate
and sacramental view of the church enshrined in LBW has drawn criticism from
pietistic and free church circles.

Richard Hillert tells the story of how he composed and revised the music
for Setting One in LBW. Musical pieces like this go through innumerable
reviews, and there were a lot of suggestions, some wise, some otherwise. Half
notes eventually became quarter notes, and eighth notes became sixteenths. He
shares a lament that LBW’s fullest potential has not been explored and notes
changes he would make if he were to rewrite Setting One now. There will come
a time when Setting One will pass from the scene, and the author remarks: “It is
in the order of things that the church, alive and contemporary today, will one
day be the church of yesterday. We should rejoice and not be sad about that.”



Carlos R. Messerli summarizes fourteen innovative features of LBW and
assesses the reasons for and the degree of their acceptance. Adoption of an
element of worship is most often related to the liturgical inclinations of the
pastor and church musician. In addition to weekly Eucharist and an emphasis
on baptism, already noted, LBW replaced the Introits and Graduals with whole
psalms and commissioned original compositions for Settings One and Two.
Options for all or parts of the rite are a hallmark of LBW, but the plan to vary
the rite while preserving its integrity has been only partially successful. Only a
few of the twenty-one canticles have been found to be useful by pastors and
church musicians. The concept of the Hymn of the Day, advocated by LBW,
has also not caught on. One of the greatest successes of the book is some form of
lay leadership in the worship practices of almost every Lutheran congregation.

Ralph Quere reminds us that the suggestion for a common Lutheran
service book came from Oliver Harms, then president of the Lutheran Church—
Missouri Synod. Ironically, after the Missouri Synod fight in the 1960s and
70s, the new administration backed out of the project and published their own
Lutheran Worship. Another irony: 337 of the 569 hymns in LBW made it into
LW, and a good number of the liturgical pieces as well. Almost in spite of
themselves, Lutherans have come closer to one another in liturgies and hymns
through the work of the Inter-Lutheran Commission. There were plenty of
other disputes within those church bodies that eventually became the ELCA as
the ten volumes of Contemporary Worship rolled off the presses—about
confession and absolution, marriage, burial, saints, and the Eucharistic prayer.
Fifteen thousand letters came to the ALC about hymn selection alone! Com-
promise led to the inclusion of more hymns and the consequent deletion of a
number of psalms.

Carl Schalk writes about the tensions in hymn selection that brought
together high-church Swedes, Norwegians of both high and low inclinations,
fans of Luther Reed, anti-clerical Haugeans, and doctrinally concerned Missou-
rians. Committees were established for hymn texts and hymn music. There
were a lot of other issues to resolve—to print only tunes or tunes with harmoni-
zations, to print the tunes with classic rhythms or isometrically, to include Bach
harmonizations or guitar chords (there are only two of the former and thirty-
nine of the latter). Publication of Contemporary Worship 1 and 4 produced
thirty-eight new hymns for LBW. Picking the hymns for the new ELCA service
book will not be easy, nor in many circles a popular task.

S. Anita Stauffer hails the rite for Holy Baptism in LBW and compares it
with its predecessors in the earlier hymnals. Hallmarks of the rite include
paschal essence, pneumatic nature, corporate understanding, Eucharistic
context, and ritual character. Baptism is at the center of LBW—in prayers,



confession and forgiveness, and in Affirmation of Baptism replacing confirma-
tion. While great strides have been made to put Baptism at the center of
congregational life, much more pastoral and educational emphasis is needed.
Restoration of the prayer of thanksgiving over the water is one of the greatest
accomplishments of LBW.

Mons Teig returns to key terms that were stressed or emphasized in LBW
and puts the whole enterprise in the context of the 2000-year-old conversation
that we call the Christian liturgy. Deep changes in worship patterns often take
70 to 100 years, so the legacy of LBW may still be ahead of us. We should not
underestimate the unifying effects of a common lectionary with other Christians
and common liturgical texts. Lay leadership has been one of the quiet revolu-
tions, often not extended to their leadership in prayers. The dismissal at the end
of the service—“Go in peace. Serve the Lord”—underlines the missionary
character of the church. A good liturgy is not in any book or bulletin but rather
in the gracious promises of the gospel proclaimed and enacted in the Christian
assembly.

We should indeed sing doxologies for the quiet revolution accomplished by
LBW and sing eschatological thanks for the new worship resources that are now
being devised. Some old tensions will recur and new ones arise. Discussions
about inclusive language have changed dramatically in the last twenty-five
years, and the northern European character of the Lutheran church in North
America has been enriched by hymns and liturgies of many other cultures. The
term “praise band” was unknown, at least by me, until the last decade. But
among my objects of praise today are the authors of these essays, gifted lay and
pastoral leaders, musicians, liturgiologists, professors, colleagues, friends.
What gifts they have been . . . and are.

Ralph W. Klein, Editor

With this issue we warmly welcome Craig A. Satterlee as editor of Preaching
Helps. Craig holds the Axel Jacob and Gerda Maria (Swanson) Carlson chair
of homiletics at LSTC. He is also dean of the Association of Chicago Theologi-
cal Schools’ Doctor of Ministry in Preaching program. He served two parishes
in New York before receiving his doctorate from the University of Notre Dame.
He is married to Cathy, and they are the parents of Chelsey. Craig recently
received word from the Louisville Institute that his general grant proposal,
“Preaching in Times of Congregational Transition,” was ranked #1 by their
Board and that LSTC will receive a grant of approximately $40,000 for his
research. The project will bring together pastors dealing with various congrega-
tional transitions and explore how preaching is part of that process. The result
will be a book published by the Alban Institute.



Eugene L. Brand: Ecumenist,

Liturgist, Servant

Robert A. Rimbo

Bishop, Southeast Michigan Synod, ELCA

semisynod@aol.com

To Eugene L. Brand

Offspring of Luther, you know the freedom
and grace of font, book, and table. Your
writing, teaching, and administrative gifts
were as midwife to the Lutheran Book of
Worship and are a bright sign of this
Academy’s vocation.

An ecumenist in the service of liturgy, a
liturgist in the service of ecumenism, you
have set a paradigm before us. For your
charisms so unstintingly given in the re-
newing of the church’s prayer and procla-
mation, our gratitude.

In 1984, the North American Academy of
Liturgy presented its Berakah Award to the
Rev. Dr. Eugene L. Brand with these el-
egant words from Dr. Mark Searle. They
now form the framework for my thoughts
as we commemorate the twenty-fifth anni-
versary of the publication of the Lutheran
Book of Worship and Gene’s contributions
to the church.

Offspring of Luther indeed, Gene is a
scholar who holds firmly to Lutheran con-
fessional identity. It is from the strength of
that identity that he has been a leading
ecumenist on the world scene for much of
his ministry.

As one who knows the freedom and
grace of font, book, and table, he helped

shape the Lutheran Book of Worship and its
balance of historic ordo and remarkable
freedom. While many North American
Lutherans look toward the ongoing renewal
of worship, itis clear that the vast resources
of LBW will remain a treasure. In fact, the
“Introduction” to Lutheran Book of Wor-
ship (pages 6-8), written by Eugene Brand,
continues to be a call to freedom and grace
within the assembly gathered around Word
and Sacrament.

Gene’s writing, teaching, and admin-
istrative gifts have themselves been gifts to
the church. Asprofessor at Trinity Lutheran
Seminary, Columbus, and an advocate for
worship renewal in Lutheran church bod-
ies, he was influential in the very first days
of the Inter-Lutheran Commission on Wor-
ship and, of course, as Project Director for
Lutheran Book of Worship. His work has
left an indelible mark on our Lutheran
prayer and praise. Likewise, his associa-
tion with the International Consultation on
English Texts, the Consultation on Com-
mon Texts, and numerous other ecumeni-
cal partnerships has reached beyond the
boundaries of Lutheranism and into the
entire church catholic.

The sentence from Dr. Searle’s tribute
thatbest describes Eugene Brand’s remark-
able contributions to the church is this: An
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ecumenist in the service of liturgy, a litur-
gist in the service of ecumenism, you have
set aparadigm before us. Inhis response to
receiving the Berakah Award, Dr. Brand
articulated this reality:

Our American liturgical convergence with the

mutual recognition it fosters should teach us that .

a powerful uniting factor is common worship.
When we finally reach the point that our earthly
altars are laid for all Christians, as the heavenly
altar already is, then eucharistic sharing will
create both the atmosphere and the will to deal
with remaining issues of doctrine and polity.

As liturgists . . . we are involved with an
aspect of the church’s life which is fundamental
to Christian unity. For it is we who are respon-
sible for the research, the creative efforts, the
pastoral aspects, the cultural fine-tuning which
is required. That is not an elitist stance, at least
not in any negative sense. The impulses must
emerge from the actual life of the churches, and
the product must be appropriate to an edifying
for all the Christian people. But these impulses
need to be given form and appropriate expres-
sion. The development must be evolutionary—
out of our heritages—not some artificial con-
struct. . . .

It is true, as several of our churches hold,
that the eucharist celebrates unity in Christ, and
that such unity has unavoidable structural as-
pects. ButIam not sure that such an affirmation
precludes seeing in the eucharist and in common
worship in general also a force creative of unity.
Iameven less sure that the unity we are speaking
about has to do primarily with dogmatic agree-
ment.

Theologically our age has been marked by
a rediscovery of eschatology as more than just
“last things.” We have learned to see the church
as a pilgrim people on the way to God’s future—
but a future which has already happened in the
death and resurrection of Christ. In the eucharist
the pain and brokenness of our world and the
hope we have in Christ come together. Thus to
meditate on the church’s worship is to reflect on
the nature of the church. From the eucharistic
perspective there is little doubt about that unity
which is the principal mark of the church.

Finally, with all of these reflections on
the ministry of Eugene L. Brand, it is that
little word service in the Berakah citation

that stands out for me. The paradigm Gene
has set before us is that of servant, to the
Holy Trinity and to the one church that he
so dearly loves. As we commemorate this
anniversary of the publication of the
Lutheran Book of Worship, we give thanks
for the servant leadership of Eugene L.
Brand.

—Robert A. Rimbo was Executive Assis-
tant to the Project Director during the final
stages of preparation and publication of the
Lutheran Book of Worship.

Quotations are from Worship 58(4), pages
305-15.



The Lutheran Book of Worship—
Quarter Century Reckoning

Eugene L. Brand
Former Project Director
Inter-Lutheran Commission on Worship

The catchphrase of the now iconic Ed Koch,
former mayor of New York City, was
“How’mIdoin’?” After a quarter century it
is appropriate to attempt to answer that
question about the Lutheran Book of Wor-
ship. What were its goals, and what has it
accomplished? This article is truly an ar-
tempt, since the Inter-Lutheran Commis-
sion on Worship ILCW) did not work on
liturgy and hymns from a previously ar-
ticulated set of goals and because the book’s
accomplishments vary greatly from region
to region, congregation to congregation.
Whatever is claimed in the following para-
graphs will be some place open to refuta-
tion.

There are, of course, the oft-quoted
goals that are stated on page 8 of the Intro-
duction to the LBW. In fact they are reflec-
tions on the completed work rather than a
recipe for completing it. As they began
their task, the four ILCW working commit-
tees tried to formulate such a recipe for
doing their work on the basis of papers they
had commissioned on various subjects.
Those papers and the discussion they stimu-
lated were all very good, but it soon became
clearthat they were leading nowhere. Theo-
ries and ideas were really put to the test
when the committees set about drafting and
selecting materials. After the smoke of
battle had cleared, unstated but operative
goals could be discerned in what had been
produced.

After 25 years, the LBW has taken its
place as a presence in Lutheran congrega-
tions and homes, including some Missouri
Synod churches, and the “greening of
Lutheran worship” has come full circle.
Publishing house figures at the end of 2002
showed approximately 3.2 million copies
sold. The LBW is also found in English-
language congregations in various Euro-
pean cities as well as in other parts of the
world where Lutherans desire to worship in
English. One example is the Cathedral
Church of Our Savior in Bukoba, Tanza-
nia, where a weekly Eucharist in English is
celebrated. The fifth edition of Laudamus,
the multi-language worship book of the
Lutheran World Federation, includes the
Eucharist and the services of daily prayer
from the LBW, thus spreading its influence
to many parts of the Lutheran Communion.

The ILCW began its work in 1966, just
three years after the Second Vatican Coun-
cil issued its Constitution on the Sacred
Liturgy. It was a time when the Roman
Catholic Church was working on a new
Roman Missal and when most mainline
churches in the English-speaking world
were preparing new liturgical books. It
was also atime when Lutherans were in the
initial stages of ecumenical contact, setting
up bilateral theological dialogues and par-
ticipating in the work of Faith and Order
which would eventuate in Baptism, Eucha-
rist and Ministry (1982). Therefore itis not
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surprising that early on the ILCW commit-
ted itself to close collaboration with other
communions in the English-speaking world
and the global Lutheran communion. The
mutual exchange enriched the work of all
with the result that, laid side by side, the
new books were remarkable more for their
similarities than for their differences. That
was especially true of the liturgical texts.
In this commonality rootedin the West-
ern or Latin tradition, however, lies some-
thing deeper. When Holy Baptism and the
Eucharist are the focal points of liturgical
action, those celebrating them are propelled
into the context of the Great Church. Luther-
ans may have their particular way of cel-
ebrating these rites, but in so doing they
step beyond confessional boundaries into
the communio sanctorum where no such
barriers exist. The ecumenical dimension
is therefore built into liturgical worship.

Accomplishments
Whathas been accomplished over the quar-
ter century past? Lutheran liturgical prac-
tice in North Americahas advanced another
step. The LBW stands as successor to the
Service Book and Hymnal (SBH, 1958) and
The Lutheran Hymnal (TLH, 1941), its
immediate predecessors. More important,
it carries forth the tradition of the Common
Service (1888), the rite that virtually all
Lutheran bodies employed as they began to
speak English. Recalling this factis impor-
tant, for the Common Service set Lutherans
in North America on the high road liturgi-
cally. It reintroduced more of the historic
Lutheran tradition than could be found in
European books of the same vintage. It
connected the American churches directly
with the rich Latin tradition that Luther had
preserved in the Formula Missae (1523).
During the intervening centuries, the
celebration of the Eucharist as chief service
on Sundays and Holy Days had given way

328

to periodic celebrations. Preaching was
exalted to the form of the Word, and so a
preaching service on Sunday became the
norm for Lutherans. In the traditions
brought by immigrants to North America,
it was the “first half” of the mass that
fleshed out the Sunday service. But begin-
ning with the Common Service, attempts
were made to restore the full mass as norm.
Seventy years later, progress having been
made in most places from a quarterly to a
monthly Eucharist, one still encountered
the typical rubric in the SBH: (at the offer-
tory) “When there is a Communion, the
Minister . . . shall uncover the Vessels and
reverently prepare for the Administration
of the Holy Sacrament.” That clearly im-
plies that sometimes (often?) thereisn’t. In
the LBW just prior to The Prayers this note
is found: “When there is no Communion,
the service concludes . . .,” implying that
such a service is the exceptional case. In
order to take this step, the ILCW had to
include a separate Service of the Word.

The LBW sets out the full mass as the
normal Sunday service. In many places the
weekly communion has resulted in illogi-
cal surgery to the traditional rite for, as it is
said, reasons of time. But the tide has
clearly turned, and the service of Word and
Sacrament is more and more frequently
encountered in Lutheran congregations and
in synod and churchwide assemblies.

The LBWrescues the other sacrament,
Holy Baptism, from the Occasional Ser-
vices and presents it immediately after the
Holy Communion. In the words of the
Introduction, this was done “to restore to
Holy Baptism the liturgical rank and dig-
nity implied by Lutheran theology and to
draw out the baptismal motifs in such acts
as the confession of sin and the burial of the
dead.” Baptism is a chief service of the
congregation, not a private matter where
the members are spectators, and it is grati-
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fying to see how people have grasped this.
(See the separate article about Holy Bap-
tism in this issue.)

Another Lutheran principle was at work
in forming the LBW. Liturgy mustbe in the
vernacular; it must be “understanded of the
people.” Almost before the ink was dry on
the SBH, a shift took place in the general
attitude toward the classic sixteenth-cen-
tury Tudor style of the Book of Common
Prayer, not least because of the way the
Revised Standard Version (1952) of the
Bible had taken the field. It was self-
evident that the LBW must be in a more
contemporary style of English. The same
daunting task faced the other Anglophone
communions, including Roman Catholics.
Fortunately the major texts were prepared
together and issued as Prayers We Have In
Common (1975). The new texts expanded
the bond that the Tudor texts had created
among Anglicans, Lutherans, and others to
include Anglophone Roman Catholics.
People were being schooled to pray in a
new, less-stilted manner, in a style of lan-
guage connected to their everyday way of
speaking to each other. The LBW seems to
have accomplished this task so well that
many people are now at a loss when faced
with SBH-style texts. Knowledge of Tudor
grammar can no longer be assumed, even
among the clergy. The Tudor style lingers
on, as well it should, in classical hymns
and, in some instances, the Our Father, but
the bulk of liturgical prayer now addresses
God as you, not Thou.

Using international, ecumenical texts
enabled the LBW to restore the word catho-
lic to the creeds. What began as Luther’s
natural borrowing of Christian from exist-
ing German versions ballooned over centu-
ries of anti-Roman feeling into a huge
pseudo-confessional issue. German ecu-
menical texts today still cannot employ
katholisch. The most important thing is

not, however, the restoration of the word
because of faithfulness to the original texts,
but the handle that catholic provides for
teaching about the wholeness of the church
and its universal reach, and that Lutherans
are in sync with the rest of Anglophone
churches when an ecumenical creed is con-
fessed together.

The ILCW responded to a felt need to
revise or replace the “old line” pericopes,
especially to add readings from the Hebrew
Bible. A global Lutheran effort at lection-
ary revision took place under the auspices
of the Lutheran World Federation (1969-
74). All were agreed on the desirability of
amplifying biblical coverage, but the con-
sultation was stymied by a difference of
opinion about the new lectionary system
adopted by the Roman Catholic Church,
the three-year cycle of three readings per
Sunday. The German churches insisted on
retaining a modestly revised old-line series
amplified by a six-year system of “preach-
ing texts.” The ILCW insisted on arevised
Roman system both because it would keep
preaching connected to the liturgical read-
ings and because other Anglophone
churches were going that route. If a choice
had to made, it seemed more important to
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have readings in common with neighbor-
ing congregations than with other Luther-
ans overseas.

Thus the LBW contains a revised ver-
sion of the Roman Catholic lectionary, one
of several included in the liturgical books
of the 1970s. It vastly increased the scope
of New Testament reading in the liturgy
and added an Old Testament reading as one
of the three Sunday pericopes, except dur-
ing Easter. The churches took to the new
system readily. Having a system in com-
mon stimulated weekly meetings of local
pastors across confessional lines to discuss
possibilities for preaching, to say nothing
of a flood of commentaries and sermon
helps. Soon there was pressure to deal with
the variants from one system to another. In
the case of the liturgical texts, the ecumeni-
cal collaboration had come before the texts
were adopted. In the case of the lectionary,
it came afterward. The result was The Re-
vised Common Lectionary (1992) issued
by the Consultation on Common Texts.
That the LBW lectionary was thereby ren-
dered obsolete is a positive sign of its
success.

Along with lectionary reform went the
revision of the calendar with its addition of
such festivals as The Baptism of Our Lord
and Christ the King. Changing the names
of the Sundays between Easter Day and
Pentecost to Sundays of Easter appropri-
ately connected the Resurrection to the
outpouring of the Spirit, making it clear
that Easter is not a day but a week of weeks.
The Lesser Festivals were amplified alittle,
and to them was added a set of commemo-
rations of Christians throughout the ages
whose faith and life had been particularly
exemplary. This emphasis on Christian
vocation beyond the precincts of the church
itself and beyond the bounds of the Lutheran
Communion has inspired liturgical creativ-
ity in many places.

For church-political reasons the full
setof services for the Great Three Days that
culminate Holy Week, the Triduum, could
be included in the LBW Ministers Edition
only, but even so they have made a surpris-
ing impact. People have grasped how the
baptismal motif and that of the Eucharist/
Resurrection come together in the Vigil of
Easter, how it is the nexus of the gospel
itself.

The hymn committees also were in-.
volved ecumenically. Not only did they
determine which hymns of the predecessor
books had actually been used in the
churches, but they gave full weight to a list
of hymns compiled by The Consultation on
Ecumenical Hymnody (those asterisked in
the index of first lines). Where new tunes
were needed, special preference was given
to the American heritage of hymnody. It
should go without saying that great care
was taken to pass on the classic heritage of
Reformation hymnody.

A format step signaled a revolution in
our worship: including the little boxes con-
taining P, A, or C. At first they were the
cause of some merriment, but they have
meantchanging from our highly clericalized
past when the whole liturgy was a dialogue
between pastor and people to a much more
corporate action in which lay persons as-
sume key roles of leadership and the clergy
preside. P is for presiding minister, not
pastor, though the role is pastoral. Evenin
places where the LBW has made only a
minor impact, it is rare not to find lay
persons involved in the various leadership
roles open to them. Itis instructive torecall
that not many decades ago the pastor even
spoke the Our Father in the Eucharist alone,
sometimes with the congregation joining
in the doxology but most often strictly solo.
It was truly a one-man show.

Flexibility is another potential gift of
the LBW. Classically formed rubrics gave
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way to descriptive notes, thus changing the
atmosphere of the service. Congregations
are presented with a variety of liturgical
possibilities enabling them to fit the mate-
rials to their needs and customs. Of course,
this is risky, because the integrity of the
ritual act must be maintained whether the
service is very simple or more elaborate.
Increased flexibility should entail more care
and time in the preparation of a service.
The Eucharist is set out in three complete
musical settings, and there is provision for
a Chorale Service of Holy Communion (all
the necessary hymns are in the collection).
The Service of the Word finds its place
alongside offices of daily prayer: Matins,
Vespers, Compline, Suffrages. One could
go on. But how many congregations make
intelligent use of this variety? All too often
choices made when the LBW was intro-
duced still determine the pattern. While it
is entirely appropriate for the ELCA to
issue supplemental materials and even to
work toward a replacement for the LBW,
most congregations have not yet begun to
plumb the depths of the green book itself.
Why is that?

Ecclesiology
In many ways the ecumenical movement
and the liturgical movement are twins.
Vatican II and the work of Faith and Order
leading to and beyond Baptism, Eucharist
and Ministry are benchmarks of today’s
ecumenical movement, and, as already
noted, this work was paralleled by the revi-
sion of most liturgical books. Fortunately,
ecumenists are finally beginning to dis-
cover the relevance of the worshiping
church. But the ecumenical vision of the
church—that it is one communion or koin-
onia in Christ—parallels what is embodied
in every eucharistic celebration.

Philipp Harnoncourt has written, “A
church cannot define its essence by estab-

lishing what it is not, by setting dividing
lines. Essence and identity must be defined
from the center—that is, from the faith-
center, from the living center. It is pre-
cisely the liturgy that is to be recognized as
the church’s living center and therefore its
faith-center.” In support he quotes article
10 of the Constitution on the Sacred Lit-
urgy, “The liturgy is the pinnacle to which
all the Church’s activity strives, and the
spring from which all its strength flows”
(Studia Liturgica 32 [2002]: 171).

As any book of liturgy must, the LBW
issues from and embodies that view of the
church. Its potential contribution is an
intensely corporate and thus sacramental
view of the church. One should not be
surprised therefore when the major criti-
cism of both that sacramental vision and
the various ecumenical agreements comes
from those parts of the Lutheran Commun-
ion with strongly pietistic and free-church
backgrounds. Is not the pivotal issue
whether Christianity is seen in corporate,
sacramental—ecclesiological—terms or as
a matter of the salvation of individuals?
Where the individualistic understanding of
the church prevails—that it exists to save
individual souls—there will be no felt need
to plumb the depths of the LBW. All that is
needed is a worship program.

. Centered in Baptism and the Holy
Communion, the LBW both shapes and
presupposes an identity that is ecclesial and
corporate. Where that is understood, the
book has contributed to a vision of the
church as both evangelical and catholic.
Both the liturgical and the ecumenical
movements among Lutherans are pressing
the question of catholicity. Are we pre-
pared to be evangelical catholics? Are we
prepared to revise our Lutheran story ac-
cordingly? Or, better, are we prepared to
recapture the vision of the Reformers?

Over the centuries when we lost a
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eucharistic piety and placed upon the office
of preaching a burden it cannot really bear,
Lutherans tended in practice if notin theory
to abandon their baptismal tradition—
Luther himself was a preeminent baptismal
theologian!—for a confirmation tradition.
We continued to baptize, of course, but we
invested confirmation with vastly greater
theological and ritual importance. This
confirmation tradition places individual
knowledge and commitment above corpo-
rate prayer and the sacraments and leads to
determining confessional identity, to use
Harnoncourt’s phrase, “by setting dividing
lines.” When, following the lead of the
LBW, Lutherans begin to identify them-
selves by Baptism and the Eucharist in-
stead of preaching and confirmation, they
are on their way to becoming evangelical
catholics.

This new (recovered?) emphasis will
inevitably be seen by many as diminishing
the sermon, the proclamation of the Word,
and as selling out the Lutheran heritage
itself. Butin fact it restores to preaching its
supporting and necessary context and re-
vives what the Augsburg Confession and
its Apology are at pains to confess.

There is very little if any denomi-
national specificity in the church’s liturgy.
Even when we celebrate the sacraments in
our separate denominational settings, we
are doing very ecumenical things. For the
Eucharist, celebrated according to the tra-
dition of the church catholic, is neither
denomination-specific nor denomination-
affirming. Neither is the baptism by which
the eucharistic community is established.
They are acts of the whole church per-
formed locally. Formed sacramentally,
Christian identity cannot but press for
greater realization of the unity of the church.

Striving to realize the evangelical
catholic vision is, of course, a multifaceted
task, something a worship book cannot
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accomplish alone. But the LBW has made
its contribution to deepening that vision
and reality in many places. In other places
it has been used just as one had used its
predecessors, with a blind eye to its inner
logic and ethos, a fate its successors will
also meet.

It cannot be claimed that the vision
here projected was clearly in the minds of
the ILCW and its working committees and
that they prepared a book to further it.
Viewing the LBWin this light could only be
done reflectively and on the basis of expe-
rience with it. What guided the ILCW was
a spirit of pastoral responsibility for the
worship life of Lutherans in North America
and a sense of fidelity to the liturgical and
hymnological traditions of the Lutheran
Communion and thus of the One Holy
Catholic and Apostolic Church. And that
inevitably led to embodying the vision.

Toreturn to the title. Whereithas been
used not just as a program for Sunday
worship but according to its own inner
logic, the LBWhas measured up and has put
its stamp on the ongoing tradition of North
American Lutheranism. There are many
bright signs on the Lutheran horizon—
congregations where the rediscovery of the
catholic heritage is well under way. In that,
the LBW has made its contribution.



About Setting One

Richard Hillert

Distinguished Professor of Music Emeritus
Concordia University, River Forest, Illinois

The music for LBW Setting One was writ-
ten in 1974-75 at the request of the Litur-
gical Music Committee (LMC) of the
Inter-Lutheran Commission on Worship
(ILCW).! T accepted this composing as-
signment in a spirit of duty and obligation
as well as enthusiasm, but with only a dim
awareness of all that would be involved in
its production.

The developments leading to the pub-
lication of LBW in 1978 have been largely
documented in several other places. The
composition of Setting One of the Holy
Communion has its own microhistory that,
for me as the composer, begins with the
earliest meetings of the LMC in 1967-68.

A preoccupation with Lutheran unity
took priority in the earliest meetings of the
ILCW. The proposed all-Lutheran book of
worship was to be amajor catalystin achiev-
ing that unity. There were several stages of
development within the LMC itself as it
sought to fix guidelines and formulate its
duties. There were to begin with no firmly
established liturgical texts to work with.
Nor was there a clearly defined under-
standing of the function, or even agreement
about the nature of music for liturgical
texts. These were to be formed only over
several years’ time. Eugene L. Brand, who
was later to serve as Project Director for the
ILCW, summarized these early meetings
most succinctly:

At first the working committees were issue-
oriented. They commissioned papers, and they

asked staff for bibliographies and historical com-
parison charts. While these provoked lively
debate, it soon became clear that such debate
could continue for a long time without the pro-
duction of any materials. The committees, there-
fore, shifted to the project-oriented method.?

With no projects for the LMC immedi-
ately at hand, we explored and evaluated
new liturgical music of other contempo-
rary churches. Itis interesting to recall that
the late 1960s was a period of rampant
unease that was to disturb the status quo in
church music, especially among Roman
Catholics, who were desperately seeking a
“music for the people’s song” and were
experimenting with folk- and pop-oriented
settings of hymns and liturgy, all in re-
sponse to Vatican II. This searchforanew,
popular (“contemporary”) music was also
prevalent in some places within Lutheran-
ism, although it had not yet reached a point
of heated concern.

' The Liturgical Music Committee, as one
of the four “working” committees, was elected
at the first meeting of the ILCW in November
1966. It consisted of nine members, three
from each of the participating church bodies
(the complete listing of persons involved in
preparation of the LBW may be found in that
book under Acknowledgments, pp. 922-23.
Along with Paul Bunjes and Carlos Messerli, I
was a member of the LCMS group of three.

2Eugene L. Brand, “Liturgical Recon-
naissance,” The Future of Worship in the
ELCA (Minneapolis: Evangelical Lutheran
Church in America, 1999), 7.

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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Behind these preparatory discussions
there loomed always the theological, litur-
gical, and aesthetic issues concerning the
heritage of Lutheran liturgical music.
Whose “Lutheran heritage” would it be?
About ten years before, in 1958, the Ameri-
can Lutheran Church (ALC) and the
Lutheran Church in America (LCA) had
managed some tenuous compromises in
Service Book and Hymnal (SBH). Now,
with the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod
(LCMS) and its uniquely defined canons of
worship and music added to the mix, the
current ILCW makeup rather nicely repre-
sented a mild diversity of views about the
nature of liturgical music in our time. Ret-
rospectively it is a tribute to the entire
ILCW enterprise that many of these appar-
ent diversities ultimately vanished, at least
for the time being, in the melding process
of attaining a common worship resource.

There was one undisputed basic as-
sumption: the music for the liturgies would
be primarily the people’s song, sung by the
assembled congregation. But other funda-
mental questions about musical style and
the role of music—unison song, accompa-
nied orunaccompanied chant, homophonic
hymn texture, “contemporary” vernacular
style, the role of the cantor and the choir—
would go unsettled until we were actually
confronted with a given liturgy. Of equally
practical concern was how to acquire the
kind of musics that would be needed. Should
we adopt and adapt music already existing
in the various service books? Who would
write any new, original music that might be
required??

In the meantime I took part in another
project that was to be important for the
future composition of Setting One. That
was the preparation and publication (1969)
of Worship Supplement (WS), prepared by
LCMS’s Commission on Worship, Litur-
gics and Hymnology. This book was meant
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to be complementary, a preparatory rather
than a counter proposal. The ILCW had
given explicit permission to issue this pub-
lication. It represented several years of
creative and intensive work within the
LCMS—begun in 1961, before the ILCW
came into being. This editorial work was
originally intended as a thorough revision
of The Lutheran Hymnal (TLH), 1941. But
that project was abandoned in 1965 when
the LCMS invited the other Lutheran
churches to join in the preparation of an
eventual all-Lutheran service book and
hymnal.

WS offered a Hymn Section with a
broad, ecumenical range of previously un-
familiar tunes and texts, and a dozen or so
completely new, original hymns. And, just
as important, half of the 200-page volume
was devoted to a Liturgical Section with
the classical texts of the Eucharist revised,
or adapted from other new text sources,
into contemporary English. In the words of
the Foreword the WS described itself as
“experimental and exploratory in nature,”
seeking to respond to “a need for updating
liturgical and hymnodic materials both as
to language and form.”

The liturgical section of the WS in-
cluded a Holy Eucharist, a Morning Ser-

31n the hope of achieving a superior
musical product there was at one time discus-
sion of seeking the services of one or another
well-known contemporary “name” composer
(such as Benjamin Britten, Halsey Stevens, or
Virgil Thomson). Our committee chairperson,
Dr. Daniel Moe, was asked to undertake a
serious attempt to contact the twentieth-
century master Igor Stravinsky (1882-1972),
composer of some of the century’s most
profound concert music using liturgical and
scriptural texts. Stravinsky was approaching
his 90th year and proved to be unaccessible,
although perhaps not for reason of age.

4Foreword, Worship Supplement (St.
Louis: Concordia, 1969), 9.
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vice, an Evening Service, and numerous
other items, many of which, because of the
new text versions, needed new musical
settings. It was my special privilege to
work with Paul Bunjes on the preparation
of the music for these liturgies. In addition
to writing music for the office canticles and
responses, we prepared completely origi-
nal settings of all the sung items in Holy
Eucharist I.

The decision not to use any kind of
formulaic chant for the people’s part in the
chief songs of the Eucharist made it virtu-
ally impossible to use any existent music
that would accommodate the new WS texts.
So the basic style, form, and performance
medium was to be through-composed, ac-
companied, unison congregational song.
This was noted in a later review in which
Leonard Ellinwood identified the WS style
as “unison melody—simple, modern tunes
in the style of plainsong, but with more
rhythmic and chromatic interest.”> Com-
ing after several generations thathad known
the Gloria in Excelsis, for example, only as
a form of harmonized Anglican chant, this
through-composed concept was something
not yet common in the Lutheran experi-
ence. For a composer espousing artistic
integrity and at the same time an integrated
style of unison/accompanied songs that
would be lyrically attractive and easily
accessible to an ordinary assembly of wor-
shipers, the compositional style and cre-
ative challenges were very real—and loaded
with problems not to be easily solved. Per-
haps the most demanding was the writing
of viable congregational song for extended
prose texts such as the Gloria in Excelsis
and the Te Deum—texts that were inher-
ently resistant to melodic formulae. In an
incisive review of the liturgical music of
WS, Ulrich S. Leupold characterized the
style as “neo-Gregorian” (I admit I had not
thought of it that way). His descriptions
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and observations go directly to the practi-
cal application of theory to the hard reali-
ties of congregational song:

The new Worship Supplement provides . . . li-
turgical chants at the same time creative and new
and yet suitable for the average congregation. . . .
There is a tendency to base the music on the text
as itappears. Bars are not used in this music, and
no textual repetitions are permitted except those
demanded by the liturgy. . .. There is a mini-
mum of musical material, which contributes to
the simplicity of the music. . .. On the whole,
one is struck by the observation that the musical
effectiveness of the various chants is very much
dependent on the text.®

While commending the liturgical music as
“an instructive example,” Dr. Leupold was
critical as well of certain melodic lines as in
the Te Deum, where “the notes, following
each other in conjunct motion, seem to
proceed without much rhyme or reason.”’
In moments of self-evaluation I willingly
agreed with him and in later writing sought
to avoid the kind of characterless banality
that comes all too easily in the hasty setting
of a long prose text.

How important the WS may have been
finally in the grand history of service books
from the last forty years I will not judge. It
is seldom mentioned these days, almost
forgotten in fact, and in most places the
“updating” claimed for it in 1969 is now
quite' thoroughly passé. As an interim
supplementary book, however, it was used
quite widely, although mostly in LCMS
parishes and schools. But I learned much
from the writing for it. And ultimately the
publication made its own modest contribu-
tionto LBW, for, in addition to many hymns

5Leonard Ellinwood, “Church Music in
Review,” in one of numerous commentaries
on WS contained in Church Music 70.1, 42.

6 Ulrich S. Leupold, “Church Music in
Review,” Church Music 70.1, 43—44.

7Leupold, “Church Music,” 43-44.
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and settings, both the Offertory “What shall
Irender to the Lord” from the Eucharist and
the Venite “O come, let us sing to the Lord”
from the Morning Service were subse-
quently taken into LBW, with slight modi-
fications because of textual variants.®

Following closely upon the appear-
ance of WS, the ILCW brought out the first
of ten soft-cover Contemporary Worship
(CW)trial publications (1969-76). Among
these were tentative proposals for new
musical settings of the Holy Communion
(no. 2, 1970), and new liturgies that were
included in Services of the Word (no. 5,
1972) and Daily Prayer of the Church (no.
9, 1976). Finding and commissioning mu-
sic for the sung liturgies in these publica-
tions became a central concern of the LMC.
Another concern was the conscientious
evaluation of comments received from
church musicians who had participated in
trial-testing the four settings of the Holy
Communion published in CW2. These
returns revealed much about the current
diversity of taste and preference in liturgi-
cal music. Altogether, after the evaluations
were received and carefully considered,
some of the music was rejected outright,’
but the most prevalent criticisms about
CW2 were directed to the structure of the
services and the theological issues raised
by the texts.

Two of the other CW booklet series
also contained newly written liturgical
music. For Services of the Word (CWS5,
1972), I composed the music for six re-
sponses, one for each of six church-year
components. These were written for uni-
son congregation (or choir) and keyboard.
Observable now within the brevity of these
songs is a significant evolution in the litur-
gical music I was writing. The composi-
tional style employs direct, simple, lyrical
melodic lines over a calm and unwavering
pulse—frequently half-note value—faintly

336

reflective of certain popular styles that were
much in the air in the early 1970s. I am just
a little amused to remember that, when
these responses appeared in CW5, simple
guitar chords were printed above the key-
board notation. However, the guitar nota-
tion disappeared when the entire set of
responses was included six years later—in
tune-text notation, as Canticles 7 through
12—in the section just before the hymns in
the LBW.

Also in Services of the Word (1972)
was a newly composed Te Deum, later
included again in Daily Prayer of the
Church (CW9, 1976). In this setting I
employed musical characteristics quite
similar to, but not exactly the same as, the
responses described above (more depen-
dent upon the keyboard [organ] accompa-
niment and without the guitar chords). The
melodic line used certain rhythmic figures
later to be found in the Gloria in Excelsis of
Setting One. Here is also a valiant attempt

8 See Randall K. Sensmeier, “The
Influence of the Worship Supplement on the
Lutheran Book of Worship: A Legacy of
Excellence,” Church Music 79:77ff. This
issue of Church Music devotes about fifty
pages to major reviews and commentaries on
the LBW.

9 Six years after the publication of CW2,
two of the four settings of Holy Communion
were ultimately, and happily, included in the
LBW—not, however, without some important
additions and editings, due in part to revisions
in the texts. But the setting by Daniel Moe,
which used simple diatonic melodies with
twentieth-century style pandiatonic harmonies,
and which I thought showed a high degree of
musical and stylistic integrity, was determined
to be unacceptable—too strange, too difficult,
too modern (but wasn’t this after all proposed
as “contemporary worship?”). Nor was there
readiness to place John Ylvisaker’s setting, for
all its attractive but rather “period piece”
folkish songs, into a hardcover establishment
publication.
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to avoid the hazards alluded to in Dr.
Leupold’s comments noted above. CW9
also contained the Venite borrowed from
Worship Supplement (in an improved nota-
tion). The Te Deum was later to be in-
cluded as part of the Paschal Blessing in
LBW Morning Prayer. In all, the liturgical
pieces in the CW trial series, and evalua-
tions of them, constituted a significant
preparation phase for practically all of the
liturgical music in the LBW.

By 1974 the ILCW and its liturgical
committees had carefully studied the text-
and- music test evaluations of some of the
CWseries. A comprehensive worship book,
a “one-volume collection of liturgical rites
and hymnic materials,” was now officially
proposed.’® And the stage was set for full
provision of musical settings for the litur-
gies, with a completion goal of July 4,
1976. It became apparent that the search
for additional new settings of the eucharis-
tic songs of the ILCW liturgy should con-
tinue. In the meeting of February 19-21,
1974, the LMC determined to settle on four
stylistic settings: (1) unaccompanied
melody setting; (2) setting similar to SBH
Setting II; (3) 20th-century diatonic set-
ting; (4) simple congregational setting. Two
methods for achieving new settings were
proposed: (a) invite entire settings of the
service from the general public, and (b)
commission certain composers to write
settings according to specified parameters
and deadlines. Names of composers to be
commissioned for the specific style set-
tings were proposed.!! Announcements
went out concerning the search for new
settings for the Holy Communion texts
(Kyrie, Gloria, Sanctus, Agnus Dei). Inthe
September 1974 meeting (held at Curtis
Hotel and organ lofts of Mount Olive
Lutheran Church and Central Lutheran,
Minneapolis) the committee members ex-
amined viable works from eleven compos-
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ers who had submitted noncommissioned
settings and nine of the ten settings thathad
been commissioned, with the composers’
names remaining anonymous. These were
all graded in secret ballot. None received a
composite rating above B+. Later, in the
same meeting, the commissioned settings
were again reviewed in the light of newly
suggested criteria about melody, accompa-
niment, and overall style.

There was conditional acceptance of
my music for the communion texts. Com-
mittee members also offered detailed sug-
gestions forimprovement: the introductory
lines (incipits) in the Assisting Minister’s
part in the Kyrie needed to be reworked;
some of the melody/text phrases in the
Gloria need to be restudied; some of the
accompaniment in the Sanctus seemed to
be pianistically conceived; the melodic
range in the Sanctus, especially going to
the high E-flat, needed to be reconsidered;
the use of syncopated rhythmic figures in

9From the ILCW Minutes, November 8-
9, 1973, 18.

" Details of these proposals and proce-
dures may be found in the LMC minutes of
February 19-21 and September 23-26, 1974.



Hillert. About Setting One

he first liturgi-

cal use of what
was later designated as
Setting One occurred at
Trinity Lutheran Semi-
nary on June 10, 1975.

the Gloria and Sanctus were questioned.
This setting and others would be reconsid-
ered at the next meeting.

At the LMC meeting February 18-20,
1975, in Minneapolis the revised commun-
ion music, together with the newly com-
posed alternate Song of Praise, “Worthy is
Christ” (with its antiphon, “This is the feast
of victory”), were accepted for recommen-
dation to the ILCW. The first liturgical use
of what was later designated as Setting One
occurred at Trinity Lutheran Seminary,
Columbus, Ohio, on June 10, 1975, during
a conference of both the text and music
committees and subcommittees on the lit-
urgy. A full communion service took place
just before noon, with Dr. Walter Bouman
as Presiding and Dr. Mark Bangert as As-
sisting Minister. Later that afternoon the
music of Setting One was one of the sub-
jects for critical evaluation from the as-
sembled liturgists and worship and church
music authorities. The criticisms of the
music were generally friendly. But it was
also quite apparent that some of the Litur-
gical Text Committee members were not
firmly convinced this was the liturgical
music they had hoped for.

Among the comments: the music for
the preface dialog and the proper prefaces
did not engage the kind of florid and cli-
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mactic chant lines that would more prop-
erly highlight the introductory section of
the Great Thanksgiving. [ accepted this as
a highly valid observation that caused me
later to rewrite and edit all of the preface
material. “Worthy is Christ” is too long—
why need the refrain be repeated so often?
A valid question, but the alternation struc-
ture—All, Women, Men—was valiantly
supported by LCM members. I was re-
minded that a few items still needed to be
written to make the setting complete.

I respected all the comments and at
least temporarily accepted them as helpful.
I'had become accustomed to enduring criti-
cal suggestions from about eight years’
experience with the LCMS music commit-
tee. In the preparation and production of
the WS, the music committee had evolved
an in-house fine art of locating exactly the
right notes and searching out the wrong
notes without engaging in personal depre-
cation. Of course, it is not a composer’s
favorite thing to have a group of critics
picking away at the creative work at hand!
However, there were times during the more
than ten years in the LMC when I wished
for a little more aggressiveness and a little
less politeness or reluctance to engage in
scholarly music criticism.

In providing for a book that was to
serve several million worshipers possess-
ing a multitude of tastes and needs, it was
inevitable and even obligatory that the music
would need to withstand rigorous evalua-
tion. I developed a theory of three distinct
phases of the criticism process: (1) the
workaday stage of suggestions and correc-
tions offered internally by members of the
LMC, (2) the pre-publication official and
voluntary testreview and evaluation events
carried on by the sponsoring churches, and
(3) the ongoing post-publication era when
members of the worshiping congregations
would be permitted to offer the ultimate,
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unpredictable, and perhaps undebatable
judgment determined by the use of a musi-
cal setting in the context of parish worship.

The primary criticisms at the Colum-
bus conference, however, were aimed at
nonmusical matters—details of structure
and rubrics pertaining to the communion
service itself. So it was at the end of the
conference that the “Hillert setting” and the
music for the revised SBH, Setting II (re-
vised because of textual changes), were
voted to be included in the book. There
remained much to be accomplished by the
LMC: the music for any additional Holy
Communion settings that might be needed;
the music for the services of Morning and
Evening Prayer and the Prayer at the Close
of the Day (Compline), and The Litany.
And finally, and very importantly, there
needed to be developed a useful music for
the congregational singing of psalms. These
were not easy assignments and were to
occupy the liturgical committees and sub-
committees for many more months.

During the following months my own
composition schedule also had to include
the completion of shorter items that would
be needed for a final, complete Holy Com-
munion: the Salutation; the Alleluia Verse
(to be printed “in place”); the short Gospel
Acclamations (one of them in first draft had
sounded a little like “O Canada”); the Of-
fertory, “Let the vineyards;” the complete
revision of the Prefaces and the setting of
the Proper Prefaces; the two Post-Com-
munion Canticles, “Lord, now you let your
servant go in peace” and “Thank the Lord
and sing his praise;” “Create in me,” the
optional psalm for the offering of the gifts;
and the Benedictions.

Two last items, “Through him, with
him, in him,” which comes at the close of
the Great Thanksgiving, and “Return to the
Lord, your God” (the Tract for Lent), were
not completed until the late summer of
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1976 at the Lutheran Seamen’s Center in
New York City during a subcommittee
meeting with Eugene Brand, Donna Zierdt
Elkin, and Gerhard Cartford.!? All of these
musical items, including editing that needed
to be done for the completion of the revised
Setting II, were subsequently approved by
the LMC and ILCW.

Several concurrent events affected the
final version of Setting One in an important
way. Trial booklets containing text, tune,
and setting were distributed in late 1975 to
a diversified selection of parishes and
schools, together with detailed and well-
organized questionnaires about the effi-
cacy of the several settings. The users were
asked to use one of the settings in real
worship services for aspecified, fair, length
of time. The evaluations of Setting One
came back with some surprises concerning
the music, although most comments were
still directed to the words and structure of
the texts. There was a great mix of favor-
able and unfavorable replies.

I did not personally receive these re-
turns; they came through to me by way of
“unofficial” paths. Some reports about the
music were very favorable, in some cases
quite enthusiastic. But others were nega-
tive—so unfavorable in fact that friends
refused to let me read some of them. A few
reports were received in the form of letters
offering detailed instruction inhow to com-
pose for a congregation (music easy to
sing, melodic patterns “logical” to the un-

12Dr. Cartford should be credited with
Setting III in the LBW. His work in providing
an original, modern, and pure chant setting
using all the ILCW Holy Communion texts (in
addition to editing the former SBH Setting II
to accommodate the new texts) was an
outstanding contribution to LBW. The quality,
dedication, and honesty of his work and
contributions to the ILCW have not been fully
appreciated.
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trained ear, projecting “a feeling of time-
lessness™). Atleast one missive came from
an educated church musician who main-
tained that the tonality was too ambiguous,
thethythm possessed of meaningless asym-
metry, the modal harmonizations insipid,
and the excellent liturgy spoiled by such
inferior music. I might have been tempted
to do battle, but I was cautioned not to enter
into unresolvable controversies.

Other returns, however, began to fol-
low a pattern that I took more seriously.
One review group, for example, reported
that “the music was rather drab for contem-
porary liturgy [and] that the second setting
of CW-2 [the setting by Ronald Nelson,
later Setting II] had more ‘drive’ to it. . ..
‘Worthy is Christ’ is much too long.”*
Other reports confirmed the reaction that
the music was too slow, too difficult, too
ponderous, lacking in spirit, uninspiring,
and neither melodically nor rhythmically
attractive. This, of course, was the opposite
of what had been my intentions.

Because of the recurrence of this criti-
cal theme, I began to realize that there may
have been a problem in the notation. The
original notation of the Gloria, forexample,
employed a half-note pulse that was, because
of the visual appearance in notation, mis-
understood as a quarter-note pulse. I had
notated the beginning in the following way:
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Lord  God, heav-en- ly king, al-might- y God and Fa-  ther

In misinterpreting the half-note pulse, the
performance tempo was bound to be twice
as slow as it was meant to be. Irevised the
notation to make the quarter note the basic
beat. Now the visual appearance of the
notation at least strongly suggested a more
sprightly pace:
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Lord God, heav- en-ly king, al- might- y God and Fa- ther:

As I adopted a new orientation to the
notation of the basic pulse values, I became
a veritable convert, and in my enthusiasm I
revised the notation of several other items
in the liturgies, e.g., the Offertory “What
shall I render”'* and the Te Deum in Morn-
ing Prayer. Although doing this was ac-
cepted in the LMC as an improvement, it
created yet another potential problem: the
pairs of eighth notes in the original now
became pairs of sixteenths, and the sight of
these in a pew book tended to be frighten-
ing—giving the impression that the music
would be too fast for congregational sing-
ing. Time has revealed that the pairs of
sixteenths in the Gloria and the Te Deum
are not daunting but comfortable for good
rhythmic accentuation. Upon the actual
publication of “the book” in 1978, most of
the editorial hangups began to recede into
the depths of historical esoterica.

Many of us involved in one way or
another in the elaborate and carefully
planned process of introducing the new
worship materials tried to point out, how-
ever, that the publication of a worship book
is not an end of the creative production of
such materials. It is, rather, a good begin-
ning. The need for supportive materials
would be endless: composing music for the
psalm antiphons, choral settings for verses
and offertories, organ pieces based on the
new hymnic and liturgical music, and mu-.
sic for the Easter Vigil. Much of this
eventually came to pass, although not as
completely as we may have envisioned. A
fair observation now is that the LBW itself
has, regrettably, not been explored to its
best and fullest potential.

13Minutes of ALC Review Group for
ILCW Materials, Minneapolis, August 18-20,
1975, 11-12.

14Cf. the same offertory in tune-text
edition of WS, 25.



Hillert. About Setting One

The unsolicited post-publication re-
views have been many favorable and some
extremely critical. There is at least one
interesting commentary on Setting One on
the Internet. It acknowledges the popular-
ity of “Worthy is Christ,” noting that this
canticle is included in most of the newly
published hymnals in North America. It
continues with random comments:

Hillert’s setting was the most difficult for Luther-
ans to learn in the beginning. [He] composed
simple melodies for the Kyrie, then went into a
chromatic frenzy with his music for the Gloria.
[Some] have said that his Gloria sounds like a
record being played backwards. However his
“Worthy is Christ” is excellent for congrega-
tional singing. [But] congregations fizzle outon
[his] “Let the Vineyards” and other pieces [and
his] Nunc Dimittis is hardly ever used because it
again strains congregations with difficulty.'

The simplest commentary to be made
is that if Setting One were to be done, or
redone, today it would be quite a different
musical setting (not for the reasons noted in
the preceding commentary). Isuspect that
through-composed music, always more
vulnerable as to variables in style and taste,
would be more radically different than in
1975. But, if given the option, I think I
would, for example, try to improve all the
music for the Prefaces; I would strive for
more chant-oriented melodic lines; I would
expand the congregational song to include
more musical options for the Kyrie and
possibly reconsider assembly participation
in music during the Eucharistic prayer.

I am too close to the music itself to
judge whether Setting One is now a bit old-
fashioned, too well-worn, or near to acquir-
ing akind of tentative classic status, oreven
whether it is headed toward obscurity. I
know that in many places it has already
been put aside in favor of a host of other
worship music materials. That is every
generation’s prerogative. While it is grati-
fying to see liturgical music being kept
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alive in one way or another for the church
of today, it is in the order of things that the
church, alive and contemporary today, will
tomorrow be the church of yesterday. We
should rejoice and not be sad about that.

The inclusion of Setting One of the
Holy Communion in LBW was a greatly
fulfilling experience in my career as achurch
musician. I continue to be grateful for the
common purpose shared among fellow
Christians with whom I was stimulated to
plan and create and who accepted and sup-
ported my dutiful contribution. My wish is
that Setting One, and the other musics
created for LBW, whatever their fate, will
somehow endure as a kind of tribute to
common efforts dedicated to a proper and
worshipful Word and Sacrament in liturgy
and song.

Copyright © 2003 Richard Hillert

15 James Gerhardt Sucha, The Lutheran
Book of Worship (LBW) 21 Years Later,
October 15, 1999 (www.suitel01.com).

Editor’s note: In honor of his 80th birth-
day, there will be three celebrative con-
certs for Professor Hillert in October:

Sunday, October 19, 4 p.m.
Secular and jazz music
Chapel of Concordia University
River Forest, Illinois

Sunday, October 19, 8 p.m.
Sacred and concert music
Grace Lutheran Church, River Forest

Monday, October 20, 8 p.m.
Hymn festival at Grace




Lutheran Book of Worship:
Successes and Failures—A Review

for Pastors and Musicians
|

Carlos R. Messerli
Founding Director, Emeritus
Lutheran Music Program

All worship books contain some features
considered to be improvements over previ-
ous books. While in most cases they pre-
serve many elements of earlier, similar
publications, they all contain some new or
revised elements of liturgy or hymnody
that make them different from their prede-
cessors. The Lutheran Book of Worship
(LBW)' continues this tradition. Philip
Pfatteicher discusses its older and its inno-
vative features in detail in his Commentary
on the LBW.? The present article gives a
brief summary of fourteen of the revised or
innovative features of LBW with a few
words about their character and the likely
reasons (and degree of) their acceptance.
The success or failure of these innova-
tive features can be related to many factors,
some of which were beyond the control of
congregational leaders. However, experi-
ence has shown that adoption of an element
of worship is most often related directly to
the liturgical or musical inclinations of the
parish pastor and church musician respon-
sible for leading congregational worship.
Those who spearheaded the elaborate and
lengthy introductory process of the church-
wide introduction of the book more than
twenty-five years ago can bear witness to
the fact that if local leaders embraced the
liturgical or musical elements of the book

in that process and helped their congrega-
tions by exercising knowledge, patience,
creativity, and vigor, the people responded
favorably. If the leaders did not prefer
historic liturgical practice (or certain ele-
ments of it) or a strong historic and contem-
porary hymn repertoire (or certain new
hymns), or if they did not understand and
accept the nature of the features being in-
troduced, the acceptance of LBW structure
and innovations floundered. Even congre-
gational size and resources of talent were of
relatively little importance in comparison
to pastoral and musical leadership in pre-
dicting the success of the book.

LBW was built upon the foundation of
its predecessor books, The Lutheran Hym-
nal (TLH)? and Worship Supplement (WS)*
of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod
and Service Book and Hymnal (SBH)’

! Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapo-
lis: Augsburg, 1978).

2Philip H. Pfatteicher, Commentary on
the Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress, 1990) contains a valuable
examination of all texts in LBW.

3The Lutheran Hymnal (St. Louis:
Concordia, 1941).

* Worship Supplement (St. Louis:
Concordia, 1969).

5 Service Book and Hymnal (Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1958).

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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chiefly of the American Lutheran Church
and the Lutheran Church in America. In
general, these books contained a strong
hymnic tradition and the perpetuation of
Lutheran liturgical practice, especially as
the latter was interpreted by the publishers
of the Common Service of 1888. The LBW
also reflects the efforts of other Protestant
bodies and the scholarly and practical work
of Roman Catholics to introduce new or
reformulated elements of worship.

While formal statistics on current prac-
tice or past use of the book by congrega-
tions of the largest body authorizing the use
of LBW (the Evangelical Lutheran Church
in America) are unavailable from church
headquarters, informal observation of wor-
ship practice by knowledgeable observers
and evaluations by authors of books and
articles appearing on the subject over the
past twenty-five years have been helpful in
forming the following opinions.

1. Holy Communion and Holy Bap-
tism. Fundamentally, the LBW? provides
encouragement for the weekly celebration
of Holy Communion and a greater parish
emphasis on Holy Baptism, both of which
profoundly affect the nature and leadership
of worship by pastors and musicians. The
service of Holy Communion especially
provides many additional resources and
opportunities for rich Lutheran worship
not available regularly before. The empha-
sis on baptismal practice and theology
through regular congregational participa-
tion in the rite strengthens the sacramental
basis of Lutheran liturgical worship.

It seems clear that, while not all con-
gregations fully availed themselves of the
resources, the influence of sacramental wor-
ship has pervaded the church, thereby re-
flecting one of the major successes of LBW.

2. Introduction of an Old Testament
reading and the three-year cycle of read-
ings. The Eucharist of the early church

provided for three readings of Holy Scrip-
ture. As time passed the Old Testament
reading was eliminated and only two bibli-
cal readings remained, Epistle and Gospel.
Subsequent Lutheran practice followed this
later scheme. However, the rubrics of both
SBH and TLH (the latter to be found in the
Agenda)’ allowed for the possibility of a
third reading, an option that was usually
ignored in practice.

In recognition of the earlier work of
Roman Catholic scholars, the authors of
the LBW lectionary adopted a three-year
cycle of weekly readings that included one
from the Old Testament in addition to the
New Testament Epistle and Gospel. The
three-year cycle and the addition of the OT
reading in LBW, now widely accepted, have
helped to increase the biblical literacy of
the people and provided a far greater wealth
of material for preaching. They have also
expanded the potential musical resources
for the musician. These two new features
are generally considered to be a success.

3. Singing the Psalms. The Psalms
have always been a part of Christian wor-
ship, especially in the Daily Office. While
present in early eucharistic orders, com-
plete Psalms were gradually reduced in
length to the text snippets found in the
proper Introit, Gradual, or Offertory of the
Mass. The historic Introit and Gradual
texts were preserved in TLH and SBH.
Biblical study, devotional concerns, and

¢For the purpose of this article, the
supporting resources of the commentary and
rubrics of the Lutheran Book of Worship,
Ministers Desk Edition (Minneapolis: Augs-
burg, 1978), and the observations contained in
Manual on the Liturgy, Lutheran Book of
Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1979), by
Philip H. Pfatteicher and Carlos R. Messerli,
are considered to be interpretative of the LBW.

" Liturgy and Agenda (St. Louis:
Concordia, 1916).
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interest in authentic rites suggested areturn
to ancient practice in LBW, and thus a full
psalm or a major portion thereof is now
assigned to each Sunday and festival of the
church year. This inclusion provides an in-
sight into a prophetic text in relation to the
liturgy of a given day and also forms a litur-
gical bridge between the first two lessons.

Historically, Psalms have always been
sung by believers, beginning in Jewish
worship and continuing through that of
monastic orders. Mostly they were sung by
choirs of trained singers who chanted the
texts to flexible formulas that were re-
peated for each verse. The framers of the
LBW for the first time provided Lutheran
congregations with complete Psalm texts
for singing to simple melodic formulas.
For each Psalm an antiphon is given as a
recurring theme phrase to be sung by the
choir or the people. Methods of singing the
Psalms by the people or the choir in more
artistic or elaborate forms are encouraged.

The innovation of congregational or
choral Psalm singing must be judged a
qualified success, for, while many congre-
gations do sing the Psalms, many only
speak the texts, and others ignore the Psalms
altogether. In addition, few church musi-
cians expose their choirs to the vast choral
literature of Psalms settings that is readily
available. Pastors and musicians who de-
prive their people of the opportunity to
experience sung or spoken Psalms weekly
deprive them of arich devotional and litur-
gical treasure.

4. Thenew propers: Verse and Offer-
tory. Traditionally, the Proper texts of the
Eucharist reflect the theme of each Sunday
or festival. In the historic Mass these
consisted musically of the Introit as an
entrance song, the Gradual sung between
the Epistle and the Gospel, and the Offer-
tory at the presentation of offerings of the
bread and wine of the meal.

The LBW eliminated the Introit in fa-
vor of other “entrance songs,” such as a
hymn or a complete Psalm. This move has
helped sharpen the focus of the beginning
of the Mass and reduced the number of
preparatory items before the Eucharist ac-
tually begins. In place of the Introit, a new
proper Verse text for choral performance
was introduced after the second reading
and before the Gospel. A congregational
Alleluia and Verse are now provided for all
seasons except Lent, for which a separate
verse is given if the choir does not sing the
proper text. A new proper choral Offertory
text is also suggested. Congregational al-
ternatives for the Offertory are provided in
LBW for use in the absence of a choir.

These two proper items have achieved
a degree of popularity in some parishes
with strong choral leadership. The Verseis
probably being sung more than the Offer-
tory. The LBW innovation is only a quali-
fied success, for parishes often sing the
common texts printed for the congregation,
whether or not a choir is present. Instead of
singing the proper Verse intended for the
choir, many musicians prefer to concen-
trate their preparation on a choral anthem.

5. Composed musical settings of the
rite. Before the appearance of the Worship
Supplement nearly all liturgies available
for Lutherans were set to adaptations of
either Gregorian or Anglican chant music
or to chorale settings. LBW, for the first
time (except for isolated experimental set-
tings and those of the Worship Supple-
ment), provides Lutheran congregations
with settings written by musicians as origi-
nal compositions. Only Setting Three of
the Holy Communion rite in LBW is built
upon preexisting chant.

Pastors can take credit for introducing
Setting I and the Setting II, which have
been well received. Setting Three is sung
less often, even though it is based on a
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chant found in the earlier SBH.

6. Options within the rite. Optional
settings of all or parts of the rite are a
hallmark of LBW. The options presented
are of two kinds. The first includes the
different musical settings printed within
the rite as well as the choice to include or
exclude certain items according to the
church year. The second is the great range
of options or substitutions provided for
nearly all of the major parts of the rite (both
the Proper and the Ordinary of the Mass)
that are articulated in the rubrics in LBW
and the rubrics and comments in the Minis-
ters Desk Edition as well as the explanatory
material in the Manual on the Liturgy.

The first type is exemplified by the
three complete settings of the Eucharist. It
is suggested that these are to be sung in
various seasons of the church year. A
fourth setting occurs in the form of the
Chorale Service of Holy Communion, in
which classic hymns are suggested to re-
place texts of the Ordinary of the Mass and
a few other texts. Additional examples of
flexibility are present within each setting of
the liturgy. Itis suggested that seasonal use
be made of the Hymn of Praise, for which
there are now two texts: “Glory to God in
the highest” and “Worthy is Christ.” The
former is intended for use in the Christmas
season, Epiphany, and the Sundays after
Pentecost. Itis not sung in Advent or Lent.
The latter is intended for the Easter season
and saints’ days.

The second major type of option in-
cludes other congregational or choral set-
tings of individual texts of the Ordinary
replacing those provided in the book. This
includes the possibility of substituting a
concerted or polyphonic choral setting (his-
toric or contemporary) for a designated
congregational item in the rite, such as the
Gloria in excelsis. Another choice would
be the singing of carefully chosen hymns

that fill the requirement of the text of the
Ordinary. For example, the Reformation
chorale “All glory be to God on high”
(LBW #166) could be sung in place of the
specified Hymn of Praise (a substitution
common in Luther’s day).

Judicious and thoughtful use of the
options in the LBW or those in the Ministers
Desk Edition and the Manual would lend
enormous variety to the rite, would give
opportunity for adaptation to local prefer-
ence, and would give the congregation and
the musician-leaders of worship opportu-
nity to experience historic artistic treasures
of the church’s heritage or important con-
temporary settings. And all of this could be
accomplished without disturbing the integ-
rity of the rite. In fact, such occasional
substitution would give well-founded
strength to its integrity.

Several of the printed options within
each rite, such as the two Offertory can-
ticles, are sung in many parishes. Other
available options, for example, for the en-
trance hymn, Offertory, Verse, or post-
Communion canticle, are seldom used
except for the substitution of ahymn for the
latter two. The option of hymnic, classic,
or contemporary choral settings of the Or-
dinary of the Mass (Kyrie, Gloriain excelsis,
Sanctus, Agnus Dei) has largely been ig-
nored. Thus, it appears that the concept of
varying the rite while preserving its integ-
rity has been only partially successful with
pastors and musicians. The most apparent
and convenient possibilities printed in the
book have been chosen occasionally, while
those requiring more thought and prepara-
tion have been little utilized.

7. Additional canticles. The poems of
the Bible called canticles have inspired
many musicians through the ages to pro-
vide settings for worship. The host of
available settings of the songs of the Daily
Office, such as the Magnificat and the
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Nunc dimittis, are testimony to the power
of these texts. The LBW provides settings
of these and other standard features of the
Daily Office. In addition, the book in-
cludes seventeen new settings of both old
and new biblical canticle texts and four that
are printed without music but pointed for
singing with psalm tones. All are intended
for use particularly in the Service of the
Word. But they may also be used at appro-
priate places in the Eucharist and Daily
Office. Only a few of the canticles printed
in LBW seem to have found favor with
pastors and musicians. This is aloss for the
people, for the texts of the canticles are
timeless, and the printed melodies are
memorable.

8. Historic hymns and Hymn of the
Day. Although the historic Lutheran cho-
rales were not popular in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries in some areas of
Lutheranism, they did appear in their origi-
nal rhythmic form in 7LH and some other
pre-LBW books as one of the most trea-
sured parts of Lutheran liturgical and con-
fessional practice. A number are found in
SBH in the iso-rhythmic (all quarter-note)
form. LBW has retained many Lutheran
chorales in their original rhythmic form.

Lutheran leaders of the sixteenth cen-
tury developed lists of popular hymns (cho-
rales) that reflected the thought and spirit
of certain Sundays, festivals, and seasons
of the church year. Such core hymns con-
tributed specifically to the liturgy and
“taught the faith.” These hymns of a cer-
tain day or festival often were sung in
alternation between choir and people or
performed on the organ alternating with the
congregation. The practice took hold, and
the “hymn of the day” became the chief
hymn of the service. A modern adaptation
of a historic list with many newer hymns
added is identified by those hymn numbers
marked with an asterisk in the LBW index

(pp. 929-31). While it is admirable that
hymns of the historic tradition are present
in their original form in LBW, it seems that
relatively few pastors and musicians have
followed the discipline of regular singing
of these classic Lutheran treasures. Also,
for the most part the concept of the Hymn
of the Day as presented in LBW has been
only partially utilized. Selectionof aHymn
of the Day now usually reflects only the
theme of the sermon and possibly the day
or season of the church year.

9. Broadened hymn selection. The
SBH and TLH contained mostly hymns that
reflected the largely German or Scandina-
vian ethnic background of Lutherans, as
well as many from nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century English and American
Protestant sources. Some of the latter pos-
sessed a scant association with Lutheran
doctrine and liturgy and were weak in theo-
logical content and musical substance.
LBW, following the earlier lead of the Wor-
ship Supplement, attempts to keep the best
of the various European Lutheran hymns
while also expanding the repertoire to in-
clude, among others, hymns from India,
Liberia, Japan, Poland, and Wales, as well
as some from the Anglican tradition. Ameri-
can contributions are greatly increased,
especially those from the black and the
white spiritual and folk traditions. Added
to this ecumenical influence is the large
number of new hymns written by contem-
porary American authors and musicians.

The success of this broadened selec-
tion of hymns is somewhat uneven, but on
the whole the hymns new to the LBW can be
judged a success both on the basis of criti-
cal evaluation by pastors and musicians
and by popular acceptance.

10. Layparticipation. A major change
in LBW is the assignment of worship lead-
ership roles to lay assisting ministers. This
practice has restored the more active par-
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ticipation of representatives of the congre-
gation in leadership of the service and more
clearly identified the essential role of the
pastor as presiding minister at key points in
the rite. Assisting ministers are encour-
aged to lead the congregation in the Eucha-
rist and the Daily Office chiefly by reading
the lessons and creating and speaking the
prayers. The concept of lay leadership also
suggests the assignment of musical leader-
ship to a cantor in the Eucharist as assisting
minister at the organ or in directing the
choir or in singing such chants as the Kyrie
or the intonation of the Gloria in excelsis.
A lay person can lead any of the Daily
Office orders in LBW.

As aresult of the publication of LBW,
some form of lay leadership is now found
in the worship practice of almost every
Lutheran congregation, and musical lead-
ership is recognized as a component of the
office of assisting minister.

11. Prayer at the Close of Day
(Compline). Before LBW, the Lutheran
Daily Office was usually limited to the
traditional Lutheran observance of Matins
and Vespers, now called by their English
names, Morning Prayer and Evening Prayer.
Additionally, LBW provides for the resto-
ration of the ancient office of Prayer at the
Close of Day (Compline) for congrega-
tional use in a rite set to mostly Gregorian
Chant. Considering that it is a new rite for
many Lutherans, it is surprising that the
devotional comfort of a late-evening office
has found even the limited acceptance that
itseems to enjoy. While the service may be
easily abbreviated and is sometimes used
in informal worship settings with lay lead-
ership, a few parishes regularly employ the
complete Office with its chant setting and
some additional choral music.

12. Service of the Word. The Service
of the Word was designed to accommodate
those pastors who choose to have a preach-

ing service complete in itself and not a
truncated form of the Eucharist. It contains
two biblical canticles, two Scripture les-
sons, sermon, Psalm, hymns, biblical dia-
log, a creed, and prayers.

While this service has found some
acceptance, it seems to be seldom used in
its entirety. Usually it serves as an outline
for a selection of (often other) components.
It thus appears that the attempt to provide a
rite that has its own integrity—one that
features a particular combination of Word,
prayer, and song—has not been entirely
successful, even with pastors and musi-
cians who choose not to celebrate weekly
Eucharist and need an alternate service.

13. Enriched Church Year Calendar.
Lutherans have usually kept saints’ days on
their calendars but limited the list to those
persons cited in the Bible. LBW greatly
expands the recognition by including “com-
memorations,” which give congregations
the opportunity to note historic Christians
of special distinction whose life work or
achievements could serve as models for
worshipers today.

Possibly because Lutheran publishing
houses have included references to these
commemorations in their printed service
material, some pastors and musicians have
been able to broaden their references and
repertoire and, at times, to recognize these
special calendar days in worship.

14. The Triduum. The observance of
the Triduum, which consists of the three
services of Maundy Thursday, Good Fri-
day, and the Easter Vigil, is constructed in
LBW as one great service spread over three
days to form “the culmination of the entire
liturgical year.”® This change from previ-
ous Lutheran practice has profound impli-
cations for pastors and musicians leading
the worship of the congregation.

8 Pfatteicher, Commentary, 239.
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In LBW the structure of the first two
services of the Triduum has been reordered
and the Vigil has been introduced to Luther-
ans. Maundy Thursday is not only ob-
served in LBW as the commemoration of
the institution of the Lord’s Supper; it also
emphasizes the new commandment of love
for one another given us by our Lord in the
light of the preparation for Good Friday.
Good Friday itself provides opportunity to
retell and reflect on the suffering and death
of our Lord as well as opportunity for
adoration of Christ, the sacrificial Lamb.
The elements of the Maundy Thursday and
Good Friday services offer enriched op-
portunities for pastoral and musical leader-
ship of the congregation, including singing
a complete Passion on Good Friday. The
historic Easter Vigil of LBW presents new
possibilities in extended biblical readings,
hymns, canticles, and prayers as it explores
salvation history and celebrates the Resur-
rection with Baptism and the Eucharist.

Some features of the Triduum as or-
deredin LBW, especially those of Thursday
and Friday, have found their way into the
worship of most Lutheran congregations,
but relatively few appear to have embraced
the whole of the Triduum, especially the
riches of the Vigil. It appears that past local
practice and the busyness associated with
former Holy Week and Easter Sunday wor-
ship customs in many parishes have made
pastors and musicians reluctant to capital-
ize on the significant ritual and spiritual
benefits embodied in the Triduum.

In conclusion, evaluation of the “success”
of these fourteen new features can be mea-
sured only partially by their current use by
congregations. Where certain features have
not been accepted, the reason for their
rejection or “failure” may be due not to the
item or innovation itself but to pastoral or
musical leadership not having sufficient
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knowledge or interest to stimulate congre-
gational growth in these areas. In some
cases failure may be the result of other,
local priorities of pastors or musicians, or a
lack of perception of the value of the inno-
vation, or even a judgment that a certain
congregation was not ready for something
new of that kind.

The reasons for the failure of some to
accept worship innovation are many, but it
is also necessary to be thankful for those
who have benefited from the use of LBW
and to conclude with an encouraging ob-
servation: The most telling proof of the
success of LBW is the appearance of nearly
all of the innovations cited above in one
form or another in all of the post-LBW
Lutheran worship books: Christian Wor-
ship® of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod, Lutheran Worship' and Worship
Supplement 98" of the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod, and With One Voice,? a
worship supplement of the Evangelical
Lutheran Church in America. The recogni-
tion in these books of the value of elements
of worship appearing in LBW affirms its
pioneering position and gives hope for the
development of a common understanding
of worship among Lutherans, one that relies
on arespect for tradition and the thoughtful
introduction of contemporary innovation.

9 Christian Worship: A Lutheran Hymnal
(Milwaukee: Northwestern, 1993).

10 Lutheran Worship (St. Louis: Concor-
dia, 1982).

! Hymnal Supplement 98 (St. Louis:
Concordia, 1998).

2 With One Voice (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Fortress, 1995).
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The 1960s were the high point of Lutheran
unity in America. The American Lutheran
Church (ALC) was formed by churches of
Danish, German, and Norwegian origin in
1960. In 1962 the Lutheran Church in
America (LCA) was formed from Danish,
Finnish, German, and Swedishroots. These
churches joined together in 1966 with the
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod (LCMS)
to form the Lutheran Council in the USA
(LCUSA). Ecumenical dialogues also be-
gan with the Episcopal, Roman Catholic,
Presbyterian, and Reformed churches with
all of these Lutheran churches participat-
ing. On the basis of decisions made at its
1965 convention, President Oliver Harms
of the LCMS invited other Lutheran repre-
sentatives to a consultation about produc-
ing new worship materials together. In
February 1966 representatives of these
Lutheran churches plus the Evangelical
Lutheran Church of Canada (ELCC) met to
draw up a statement of purpose. In Febru-
ary 1967 the Inter-Lutheran Commission
on Worship (ILCW) began its work.

Planting in ground cracked

by controversy

Given the past century of controversies,
this common undertaking was miraculous.
When immigrant Lutherans came from

Germany—fleeing the governmentally
enforced “union” of Lutherans and Re-
formed—they found Pennsylvania Luther-
ans cooperating with German Reformed
and even with Congregationalists, Presby-
terians, Methodists, and Baptists in reviv-
als. They followed the advice to “go west”
and settled in Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michi-
gan, and Missouri. The subsequent split
between these confessionalists, all sup-
ported by Wilhelm Loehe of Neuendettel-
sau, came over the doctrine of the ministry.
S.S.Schmucker’s preparation of the Ameri-
can Recension of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, gutting the Lutheran view of the
sacraments, only confirmed the Midwest-
ern Lutherans’ suspicions of the Eastern-
ers, even though the General Synodrejected
this revision. In the 1860s a controversy
over predestination among Midwestern
Lutherans caused further splits that lasted
well into the twentieth century. This con-
troversy spread to Norwegian-Americans,
who later added a controversy over absolu-
tion. The fundamentalist-modernist con-
troversy over the inspiration, infallibility,
andinerrancy of Scripture thatbegan in late
nineteenth-century Protestantism finally
made its way into Lutheranism in the early
twentieth century. All of these somewhat
unresolved controversies were to dog the

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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steps of the ILCW inits work, even as other
controversies and tensions arose.

The amazing thing is that in the midst
of this most divisive period of Lutheran
history in America, the Common Service
was developed by the Eastern synods that
had been split by the Civil War and by
theological controversy over the Lutheran
confessions. By the early twentieth cen-
tury, the Common Service was adopted as
the liturgical text by virtually all Lutherans
in North America. Mergers along ethnic
lines had begun, but no significant mergers
crossed the borders of national origin.

The stated purpose of the ILCW was to
prepare a “new, common liturgy and hym-
nal.” This was to succeed The Lutheran
Hymnal (TLH) of 1941 used by LCMS and
the 1958 Service Book and Hymnal (SBH)
used by most other Lutherans. The first
step was to prepare provisional and experi-
mental supplements to existing worship
materials. The series of ten paperbacks
was called “Contemporary Worship” (CW).
In 1969 the LCMS Worship Supplement—
authorized and worked onsince the 1950s—
and CW-1: Hymns were published. Of
CW-1I’s eighteen new hymns, thirteen sur-
vived in The Lutheran Book of Worship
(LBW) and four in the LCMS service book
Lutheran Worship (LW) of 1982. In 1970
a new communion liturgy with four musi-
cal settings (contemporary, hymnic, chant,
and folk) was published as CW-2. What
was new to Lutherans is that the rite began
without an opening order of confession.
Rather, an Act of Reconciliation (after the
sermon and creed) simply confessed “that
we have sinned . . .” (p. 9), not referencing
the “corrupted-nature” language of Luther
and the Formula of Concord. TLH (p. 6)
and SBH (p. 1) mirror that confessional
language in the prayer “we poor sinners
confess unto thee that we are by nature
sinful and unclean and that we have

sinned. ...” TLH in the Communion lit-
urgy (p. 16) uses “poor, miserable sinner,”
and SBH’s preparatory rite (p. 251) uses
“by nature a most unworthy sinner.” The
omission was undoubtedly influenced by
critiques caricaturing this as “worm theol-
ogy,” but the point of the older liturgies was
toacknowledge not only that we have sinned
but that we are sinners. The passing of the
Peace completed the Act of Reconciliation
and, in its early years, probably caused
more consternation than any other part of
the liturgy for many shy lay people.

The flowering of the
sacraments

The eucharistic prayer caused the most
consternation to many pastors and theolo-
gians, especially because CW-2 did not
allow for just the words of institution; rather
these words (verba) were encased in a
prayer of thanksgiving. Criticism of this
was immediate and varied: “too Calvin-
ist—mere symbolic memorialism” or “too
Catholic—turning God’s gift to us into our
sacrifice to God.” The battle lasted until
justbefore publication when a compromise
was finally reached.

Another change that brought criticism
was the revision of the SBH’s language
“. .. withthy Word and Holy Spirit to bless
us thy servants and these thine own gifts of
bread and wine....” The proposal was
“Send the power of your Holy Spirit upon
us [Rubric: He (sic) extends his hands over
the bread and wine] and upon this
bread. . ..” (CW-2, 17). Critics objected to
borrowing the epiclesis from the Eastern
Orthodox liturgy, some arguing that it
changed the consecration from the verba to
the epiclesis. The rubric probably fueled
the critics’ charge; thus in LBW the focus of
the invocation of the Spirit is shifted away
from the elements to the people (LBW:
Minister’s Desk Edition [MDE], 221-27).
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The publication of CW-4: Hymns for
Baptism and Holy Communion (1972) re-
flected the ILCW’s concern to highlight
these two sacraments for the life and wor-
ship of the church. (Out of the twenty
hymns, fifteen made it into LBW and six
into LW.) The first revision of the baptis-
mal rite came in CW-7 (1974). Criticism
focused on the addition of “nonessential”
ritual acts: (1) an epiclesis on the child,
“Pour out your Holy Spirit. . . .” with the
laying on of hands; (2) anointing with oil as
“sealing” and marking the child with the
sign of the cross; (3) giving a white gar-
ment symbolizing being clothed in Christ’s
righteousness (this was relegated to a per-
missive rubric in the MDE, 31, #15); and
(4) giving a lighted candle with the words,
“Let your light so shine ...” (CW-7, 28).
These additions, which ILCW regarded as
simply ritual enacting of Lutheran baptis-
mal doctrine, made it through the review
process into the LBW. There had been
serious discussion in the Liturgical Text
Committee (LTC) concerning the renun-
ciation—whether or not to name “the devil.”
The compromise, “. . . all the forces of evil,
the devil and all his empty promises” (CW-
7, 25), was incorporated into LBW.

Like public confession and absolu-
tion, “Confirmation,” by that hallowed
name, suffered in CW-8 and became Affir-
mation of the Baptismal Covenant. Such
affirmation was to be done (1) in the baptis-
mal rite, (2) “in the context of the teaching/
learning life of the congregation,” i.e.,
catechetical or adult membership classes,
or (3) “in the context of the varied personal
experiences of the believers,” e.g., mem-
bership transfer, inactives returning to
church, taking a new job or office in the
church, at marriage or retirement. The
rejection of Confirmation as a separate rite
was based on the Report of the Joint Com-
mission on the Theology and Practice of

Confirmation, 1970 (CW-8, 6-10). The
blessing “The Father in heaven, for Jesus’
sake, strengthen in you the gift of the Holy
Spirit . . .” wasto be given to all who would
make this affirmation. When, in the next
years, the churches decided to retain the
practice of confirmation, this blessing with
the laying on of hands was retained only for
the confirmands (LBW, p. 201). Moreover,
the language was changed in LBW from a
benedictory bestowal formula (SBH, p. 246)
to anepicletic prayer formula as in Baptism
where the Spirit’s gifts are also named:
“the spirit of wisdom and understanding
...” (LBW, p. 124; cf. SBH, p. 245; CW-8§,
p. 24). The attempt to improve on the gifts
listed in Isaiah 11:2 adds, in CW-8, “the
spirit of wonder and awe in your presence”
and is reduced to sevenfold gifts in LBW’s
“spirit of joy in your presence.”

In contrast to what has been said about
the deflowering of the preparatory offices
or orders for public confessionin CW-2 and
even in LBW, their permissive detachabil-
ity may have undercut an important instru-
ment of pastoral care. In the Apology XIII,
Melanchthon designates Absolution as a
sacrament and Luther lists it with the means
of grace in Smalcald Articles III, 4; both
exhort that absolution should not fall into
neglect. However, the Reformers were
speaking about private confession. Not
only is LBW’s “Corporate Confession and
Forgiveness” (LBW, pp. 193-95) afinerite
with its provision for individual absolu-
tion, but the LTC subcommittee on Peni-
tential Rites has done the churches a great
service with the rite for “Individual Con-
fession and Forgiveness” with its clear ab-
solution: “By the command of our Lord
Jesus Christ, I . . . forgive you your sins in
the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit” (LBW, p. 196).

The mutual confession and absolution
in Compline (CW-9,52; LBW, p. 155) made
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its way to the LBW with its powerful ex-
pression of the “mutual conversation and
consolation” in the royal priesthood of all
believers. The proposed assurance is turned
into a continued plea: “The almighty and
merciful Lord grant me pardon ...” (em-
phasis mine). This approaches self-absolu-
tion and reminds me of my favorite corollary
to the proverb, “To err is human,” to wit:
“to forgive yourself is habit-forming.”

Services of the Word (CW-5, 1972)
totally lack the absolution. Since part of the
rationale of “preaching services” was as an
alternative to using the communion rite
without communion (sometimes called a
“half-mass”’)—a common practice in SBH
days—an order of confession and forgive-
ness seems all the more important. A case
can be made for omitting confession in a
service when forgiveness is also proclaimed
in Baptism and Eucharist, but most of the
weight of gospel proclamation rests on the
sermon in these Services of the Word. On
the other hand, if used in evangelistic or
“seeker” services, the confession and as-
surance of forgiveness might well come
after the sermon, as in CW-2.

Matched...
Sohow does one do weddings—if there are
to be weddings—after the sexual revolu-
tion of the 1960s? The Marriage Service
(CW-3) was acreative attempt, and some of
it survived in the LBW, e.g., the opening
prayer and the description of the reality of
married life, as well as the declaration of
intentions and the new description of what
constitutes marriage: “. . . if it is your in-
tention to share with each other your joys
and sorrows and all that the years will
bring, with your promises bind yourself to
each other as husband and wife” [emphasis
mine] (CW-3, pp. 15, 22; LBW, pp. 202f.).
The italicized words define marriage
differently from the legal declaration com-
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mon in marriage rites: “I now pronounce
you man and wife.” Many pastors and
others attempted unsuccessfully to defend
the latter on theological grounds.

However, the vows were successfully
attacked on biblical grounds, concerning
the promise to be faithful “as he [God]
gives us life together.” Interestingly, the
subcommittee’s first drafthad retained “un-
til death parts us” and “I pronounce them
man and wife.” The former was retained
until the eighth and final draft before pub-
lication in 1972; the latter was dropped in
the second draft in 1970. The issue in
lifelong vows was not just traditional lan-
guage but how seriously the NT’s prohibi-
tions of divorce, except for adultery and
desertion, were to be taken.

... and dispatched

The other much-revised but ultimately less
criticized rite was CW-10, The Burial of the
Dead. The rite went through eight revi-
sions before it was finally published in
1976. Numerous questions were raised
about prayers for the dead. Eugene Brand
responded: “We say what we would have
said at the moment of death, had we been
present. Prayer that God will give the
deceased eternal life . . . should be under-
stood neither as doubt that God will indeed
grant such blessings nor as an attempt to
‘change the judgment of God upon the
deceased.” Rather such prayers express the
faith and hope of the community.”"

So the prayer reads: “Acknowledge,
we humbly beseech you, a sheep of your
own fold . . . asinner of your own redeem-
ing. Receive him/her into the arms of your
mercy . . . and into the glorious company
of the saints in light” (CW-10, p. 13; LBW,
p. 213).

' ILCW Worship-brief, No. 6 (March
1977): 1f.
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In the committal rite, the brother or
sister is commended to God and the body to
earth or its resting place, and then the
benediction is spoken about the dead: “The
Lord bless him/her and keep him/her. . . .”
And before the final benediction on the
mourners, this prayer from the Roman
Catholic Requiem is prayed: “Rest eternal
grant him/her, O Lord; and let light per-
petual shine upon “him/her.”?

Scriptures and saints

Another biblical issue involved the lection-
ary. Lessons from the Old Testament had
been added to the traditional Lutheran one-
year lectionary by SBH, and Nesper’s Bib-
lical Texts had long provided alternates to
the standard pericopes. Roman Catholic,
Episcopal, and Presbyterian churches had
recently published three-year lectionaries.
ILCW decided both to revise the one-year
lectionary in light of recent German and
Scandinavian revisions and to prepare a
three-year lectionary using the above ecu-
menical models. The Gospel was to be the
criterion for selection, from the exodus to
redemption in Christ. Classic themes of
Christian faith and life, as well as Lutheran
theology and piety, are treated by the inter-
locking of lessons to “let Scripture inter-
pret Scripture.” In its work revising the
one-year lectionary the subcommittee stated
that some selections were rejected as “no
longer exegetically defensible” or open to
misunderstanding as anti-Semitic (CW-6,
16f.).3 The now-familiar pattern of each of
the Synoptic Gospels having its year was
established, supplementing Mark with John,
giving that Fourth Gospel about as much
usage as Luke. The semicontinuous read-
ing of epistles in Epiphany and Pentecost
seasons meant that there was often inter-
locking only between the lesson and the
Gospel. In one-sixth of the cases, CW-6
differed from the Roman ordo; some of

these came where the ordo had readings
from the Apocrypha. Following the Pres-
byterians in such cases, ILCW states that
the decision was “made on pastoral rather
than confessional grounds” (CW-6, 23),
presumably so that concerns over giving
equal status to apocryphal books did not
torpedo the project. LBW followed the
same pattern, although current revisions of
the lectionary give apocryphal alternatives
to some OT readings. The CW-6 lectionary
received positive reception, with few ques-
tions and no significant controversy.

Causing considerable controversy was
the greatly expanded CW-6 list of post-
biblical saints from every century, conti-
nent, and Christian group. Challenges were
raised concerning Fox, Hammerskjold,
Schweitzer, Kagawa, and King.* On the
other hand, many worthy heroes of the faith
are absent. LW “solved” the problem by
commemorating only St. Lawrence (a third-
century martyr), Martin Luther, and C. F.
W. Walther!

To pray or not to pray
(together)

Now consistency may be, in some circum-
stances (like perhaps theology), “the hob-
goblin of weak minds”; but in corporate

2 LBW, p. 214; cf. Apology XXIV.94-96.

3 One principle of selection/exclusion
became an issue in the LCMS debate that
grew in 1976-1977. It concerned the rejection
of some traditional lessons as “no longer
exegetically defensible.” Paul Foelber wrote
to Brand Feb. 7, 1977 asking which selections
were meant. John Reumann, chair of the LTC
Lectionary Subcommittee, responded to
Foelber Feb. 18, 1977, citing the allegory in
Gal 4:21-31, the end of Mark (16:14-20), 1
John 5:7f., and for Trinity IV, Num 6:22-27.

4 Cf. Philip H. Pfatteicher, Festivals and
Commemorations: Handbook to the Calendar
in Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1980), 16-18.
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prayer consistency helps, if one wants to
pray together. In the past it has been hard
to get Lutherans to say “Amen” at the end
of prayers—especially since they could
never be quite sure when the prayer had
ended. CW-6 and LBW brought great con-
sistency to the collects by utilizing the
trinitarian ending, “One God, now and for-
ever’—modified from “world withoutend.”
Even when the trinitarian ascription of
praise is not used, “forever” ends prayers.
The alternative is the christological ending
“through Jesus Christ (your Son) our Lord”
—or at least “Lord.” Even shy Lutherans
seem able to voice an Amen with such clear
cues! The only exceptions I have found to
those endings are the Tuesday of Holy
Week (LBW, p. 19), the commemoration
for pastors and bishops (LBW, p. 38) and
the prayer for the 23 Psalm (LBW: MDE,
353). In the miscellaneous prayers of “Pe-
titions, etc.” (LBW, pp. 42-53) taken from
various sources, aboutadozen prayers have
alternate endings. (The whole prayer can,
of course, be printed for unison recitation
or to cue the closing words.)

Minimalists and
“maximalists”

As reactions to the music of the CW-2
communion liturgies poured in, the ground
under the text began to harden and crack all
the more. Oliver Olson from the ALC saw
in the work of Odo Casel and Gregory Dix
anti-Lutheran theories used to pervert the
sacramental into a propitiatory sacrifice for
the sins of the living and the dead.® Eugene
Brand of ILCW and Robert Jenson, both
students of Peter Brunner, argued that the
eucharistic sacrifice in the Communion was
a sacrifice of thanksgiving, not atonement.
Lowell Green joined Olson, adding the
charge of “crypto-Calvinist evasions of the
Real Presence” and the Reformed hall-
mark, “the breaking of bread from a loaf.”®
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Frank Senn supported the eucharistic prayer
and offered a friendly critique of “liturgical
actions and gestures.”” Arthur Carl Piep-
korn from the LCMS was supportive of the
eucharistic prayer with the epiclesis but
had numerous suggestions about the struc-
ture of the rite.?

The controversy went public when
Olson published an article in the Lutheran
Standard in June 1972 titled “The Mix
Makes a Muddle” accusing ILCW of im-
porting “pagan Greek mystery cults and
denying the grace of the gospel.” Even
offertory processions, bringing forward
bread and wine with the offering plates,
mix God’s gifts and our sacrifices.’ Gordon
Lathrop’s lecture at Valparaiso argued,
against Olson, that the Berakah (the Jewish
meal-prayer) constitutes “the New Testa-
ment shape of the liturgy . . . and the ve-
hicle of religious promise.”!?

Meanwhile, responses from congre-
gations were collected, compared, and ana-
lyzed as musicians critiqued the settings of
CW-2. Taking a different tack, the Minne-
apolis Worship Conference of June 1973
was keynoted by Joseph Sittler who pro-
posed that praise (doxa) illumines and en-

5 Oliver K. Olson, “Luther’s Catholic
Minimum,” Response XI, 1 & 2 (Pentecost
1970), 17-31.

¢ Lowell C. Green, “The New Holy
Communion Rite—II: Historical and Practical
Questions,” Lutheran Forum 5:4 (April 1971),
12f.

" Frank Senn, “Open Forum,” Lutheran
Forum 5:8 (October 1971), 20.

8 Arthur Carl Piepkorn, “The Rite, 1,”
Church Music 71:2 (1971), 36f.

9 Oliver K. Olson, “The Mix Makes a
Muddle,” Lutheran Standard 12 (June 12,
1972): 11.

10 Gordon W. Lathrop, “On Bringing the
Ark from Ashdod to Jerusalem: Reflections on
the Use of the Eucharistic Prayer in Lutheran
Celebrations,” Response XIII, 2 (Pentecost
1973), 6.
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riches faith (dogma), so “dogma bears forth
doxa.” Yet worship is public action for
Christians, notthe actionof acult.!! Sittler’s
creative approach sheds light on the theo-
logical controversies that were raging over
the dreaded victory of lex orandi over lex
credendi, i.e., liturgy over doctrine. Jaro-
slav Pelikan addressed that Western theme
of lex orandi and its Eastern Orthodox
counterpart: worship ties “yesterday with
tomorrow” by a “unity in the truth of the
church’s doctrine,” or, more poetically,
“the rhythm of past and future” is “the
melody of theology.”'? Brand had earlier
argued that “a liturgical act must be theo-
logically defensible” but not shaped or
governed by a particular theology, which, I
think he would agree, is different from the
doctrine or dogma of the church catholic.!
In spring 1975, Brand—named Project Di-
rector the previous January—was to write:
“Itis useless to argue, as some do, whether
liturgy embodies theological concepts or
whether they emerge from liturgy. . . . No
true liturgy can be atheological; no true
theology can be dliturgical.”™

In October 1973, atheological sympo-
sium was held, called for by Luther Semi-
nary (where Olson was currently teaching)
and supported by the Philadelphia and
Southern seminaries, to review as a “blue-
ribbon commission” the work of ILCW.
Olson’s lecture stated his charges witheven
greater intensity: that SBH and CW-2 imply
“that worship is primarily man’s sacrifice
to God and, further, that man cooperates in
his own salvation by participating in sacri-
fice of Calvary” (emphasis mine).!> Olson
“upped the ante” by adding synergism to
the heresies he addressed. Ronald Hals and
Herbert Lindemann added their support for
the anamnesis and epiclesis that Olson had
again attacked. Three discussion groups
reported back that most were not persuaded
by Olson’s arguments, though some in one
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group were “in almost total agreement with
Olson’s theology.”!s

The climax of the theological debate
over the eucharistic prayer came in Frank
Senn’s picking up Olson’s challenge to
relate contemporary Lutheran liturgiology
to classical Lutheran theology.'” The terse
summary by Paul Rorem captured Olson’s
position well: the words of institution are
Christ’s testament “to be proclaimed to the
people and not to be prayed to God.”'®

Robert Jenson’s response was that
eucharistic prayer is “neither prayer nor
proclamation only, but a third thing, en-
compassing both,”i.e., an “embodied prayer
word” that thanks—not propitiates—God
(emphasis his).” Gerhard Forde, newly
appointed to the ALC Review Group, en-
tered the debate, raising the question of
authority for liturgical changes, seemingly
appealing to a consensus of all Christians,

" Worship: Good News in Action, ed.
Mandus A. Egge (Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1973), 17-22.

12 Worship: Good News, 57-61.

13 Eugene Brand, “Responses,” Response
X, 3 &4 (1971), 971.

!4 Eugene Brand, “The ILCW: Dimen-
sions of its Task,” Dialog 14 (Spring 1975): 94.

15 Oliver K. Olson, “Contemporary
Trends in Liturgy Viewed from the Perspec-
tive of Classical Lutheran Theology,”
Lutheran Quarterly 26:2 (May 1974), 111.

16 For further detail on this symposium
see Ralph W. Quere, In the Context of Unity:
A History of the Development of the Lutheran
Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Kirk House,
in press), 48-52.

17 Frank C. Senn, “Contemporary
Liturgical Theology,” Response XIII, 1
(1974), 10-12.

18 Paul Rorem, “Luther’s Objection to a
Eucharistic Prayer,” The Cresset 38 (March
1975): 5, 12.

1 Robert W. Jenson, “Eucharist: Its
Relative Necessity, Specific Warrant and
Traditional Order,” Dialog 14 (Spring 1975):
124-26.
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at all times, in all places: i.e., “sound theo-
logical principles espoused by the whole
Church.”? Jenson points to the exegetical
work of Joachim Jeremias and the Formula
of Concord (SD VIIL.83f.). Forde ends by
proposing that the eucharistic prayers end
with an “Amen” so that the verba can be
clearly proclaimed. This was to become
one of the three options in LBW.

CW-2 revisited and revised
The Holy Communion for Trial Use was
distributed for field-testing in October 1975.
The Act of Reconciliation had been re-
stored as an optional opening order for the
service. It included the following assur-
ance of pardon: “God grants us forgive-
ness.” After the greeting, psalmody took
the place of the Introit and the later Gradual.
The Kyrie was also restored. Western
gospel acclamations replaced CW-2’s lan-
guage borrowed from Eastern liturgies: “We
praise you, Christ, our Lord and God.” The
Hymn of the Day could come before or
after the sermon. The Creed was to be after
the sermon and Hymn of the Day. The
fraction of the bread was optional. The
question of the verba alone was discussed
as an option but unresolved.

The final draft—thus the penultimate
version—of the Holy Communion was
printed in fall 1976. Musical settings by
Richard Hillert and Ronald Nelson and an
adaptation and expansion of SBH Setting II
were sent to congregations for field-test-
ing. The text of Holy Communion along
with revisions of the other Contemporary
Worship series liturgies were sent to all
pastorsinabooklettitled “Liturgical Texts.”
Reactions from earlier field tests and re-
view committees led to the following
changes in this 1976 draft:

1. Inthe optional Brief Order for Con-
fession, the Anglican prayer, “Almighty
Godtowhom allheartsareopen . . .” (SBH,
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p-251) wasrestored. It was followed by the.
exhortation to confess from 1 John 1:8f.
There were two forms of confession: one
borrowed from the Episcopal proposal,?
which had no mention of us as “sinners”
but simply confession of sins. The tradi-
tional assurance of pardon (TLH, p. 6; SBH,
p- 1) and afirst-person absolution (cf. TLH,
p- 16) were proposed. The alternative was
the mutual confession and forgiveness
which was eventually dropped and trans-
ferred to LBW Compline (p. 155).

2. There was no psalmody after the
opening greeting: the psalm was placed
after the first lesson. After the Creed came
the following rubic: “When there is no
communion, the service continues on page
00.” This proposal, handwritten in Liturgi-
cal Texts, was an ILCW concession to
those who wanted to be able to use the first
portion of Holy Communionrite (the “Ante-
Communion” or “half-mass”) even when
there was no Eucharist.

3. The eucharistic prayer was in two
forms: one from CW-2 (pp. 15-17) and the
other modified from SBH (p. 11) by taking
the verba out of the middle and placing it
after the Amen—as Olson and Forde had
argued and the ALC Review Group re-
quested.

4. The trinitarian and Aaronic bene-
dictions were made options.?

2 Gerhard Forde and Robert W. Jenson,
“A ‘Great Thanksgiving’ for Lutherans?”
(NY:ILCW, n.d.), 1. Cf. Response 15 (Fall
1975): 3 & 4, 49-52, and Jaroslav Pelikan,
The Christian Tradition (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1989), 5:80f., 259, 265; and
1:333-39.

2 The Episcopal Church in the United
States of America, The Draft Proposed Book
of Common Prayer (New York: Church
Hymnal Corp., 1976), 354.

2 These proposals are contained in the
undated booklet by ILCW titled “Liturgical
Texts,” pp. 1-8.
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Debate becomes debacle
Lowell Green picked up the earlier polemic
of Olson in 1975 arguing that Brand, and
implicitly ILCW, had “Romanized and
Calvinized” the Sacrament as something
“offered to God, either as a merit or as
proof of one’s salvation.” The central error
was “withdrawing [the Sacrament] from
the Lutheran categories of Law and Gos-
pel,”? thereby losing the Sacrament as a
means of grace and endangering the doc-
trine of justification. This article, like
Rorem’s in The Cresset, appeared in publi-
cations largely read by Missouri Synod
audiences. In 1975 the Consultation on
Lutheran Unity was dissolved, and in 1976
the Association of Evangelical Lutheran
Churches was founded, thus “resolving”
the LCMS Seminex controversy. In 1976,
articles on ILCW’s proposals increased
significantly in LCMS publications. One
such example: Arnold Krugler picks up
theories set forth by Olson and Green: “To
embed Christ’s Words of Promise into
Eucharistic Prayer is to destroy their char-
acter as Gospel to the congregation.”*
Bailey and Kleinin their Forum Letter tried
to moderate such criticisms and explain
ILCW’s work to LCMS and ALC audi-
ences, but they betray a Missourian under-
standing of the verba as consecration.?
With the publication of eight sample
eucharistic prayers in CW-01, LCA theolo-
gian Clarence Lee and Missourians David
Scaer and Gottfried Krodel joined in the
attacks onthe Great Thanksgiving. Krodel’s
focus on the consecration further suggests
that this issue divided Missourians from
other critics of the Great Thanksgiving.?®
Lee’s critique, by contrast, was of ILCW’s
attempt to make the Great Thanksgiving,
rather than the bare verba, normative. He
also argued that to describe the meal fel-
lowship as “the actualizing of our act of
thanksgiving” makes human activity the

essence of the Sacrament.?”’

In 1977, “Judicius” [=Douglas Judisch]
stated the decision facing LCMS in the
Concordia Theological Quarterly by ap-
plauding the LCMS South Wisconsin Dis-
trict whose resolution “indeed, has said
what really must be said; ... withdraw
from plans for an inter-Lutheran hymnal
and . . . concentrate on developing a new
hymnal for our synod.” Judicius concluded
that the LCMS constitution mandates the
“exclusive use of doctrinally pure agenda
[and] hymnbooks” and the “products of the
ILCW are doctrinally impureinevery case.”
Examples of the “impurity” included: pre-
supposing the validity of higher criticism
and “the so-called ecumenical movement”;
rejecting “narrowly defined orthodoxy” and
exegetically indefensible or “socially haz-
ardous” pericopes; and commemorating
enthusiasts and Unitarians. All of these
charges were directed at CW-6.22 Theo
Delaney, the LCMS worship executive
working with ILCW, produced a line-by-
line response to Judisch’s charges, counter-

2 Lowell C. Green, “Between Luther and
the ‘Now’ Generation: Some Thoughts about
‘Contemporary Worship’ as Advanced by the
Inter-Lutheran Commission on Worship,” The
Springfielder 39 (Dec. 1975): 81.

2 Arnold F. Krugler, “The Words of
Institution: Proclamation or Prayer?”
Concordia Journal 11 (March 1976): 2, 57.

3 See Forum Letters 2-5 (Feb. 1976
May 1995).

% Gottfried G. Krodel, “The Great
Thanksgiving of the Inter-Lutheran Commis-
sion on Worship: It Is the Christians’ Supper
and Not the Lord’s Supper,” The Cresset,
Occasional Paper I (1976): 19f.

2 Clarence L. Lee, “The Great Thanks-
giving: A Critical Review,” The Mt. Airy
Parish Practice Notebook, No. 10 (June
1976), 5-7.

2 [D. Judisch], “The Deepening Liturgi-
cal Crisis,” Concordia Theological Quarterly
XLI, 1 (Jan. 1977): 50.
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charging “libel” against the LCMS Com-
mission on Worship. Regarding the eucha-
ristic prayer, Delaney gave atelling defense,
which had not been much emphasized be-
fore: “Scripture refers the proclamation to
the eating and drinking, rather than to the
Verba[1 Cor 11:26]. . . . Scripture does not
prescribe how the word is to be proclaimed
(i.e. whether as nuda verbaorin the ‘frame-
work of the eucharistic prayers’).”” An
editorial in the Bride of Christ attempts a
“confessional high churchman” critique of
the work of ILCW, “destined to create
havoc wherever itis used.” LBWis “musi-
cally absurd.” TLH'’s Scottish chant in the
Gloria is “the tune that history has wedded
to the text”—dropped “for the sake of Joy,
Joy and more Joy,” in the sense that “mul-
tiplied musical settings equal multiplied
joy.” And should “Grandma Schmidt”
object to tunes or text, “we’ll just have to
tell her to shut up and mind her own busi-
ness.” Beware, “Grandma will vote with
her feet”!3

Paul Foelber in defending the LCMS
work in ILCW asks: “If Eucharistic prayer
is unorthodox, one wonders why objection
was not raised years ago since the [LCMS]
Worship Supplement which includes Eu-

charistic prayers has been in print over
eight years and is being used extensively in
our schools and churches.”?!

Wayne Schmidt argued for an ad-
vanced distribution of LBW like that sug-
gested for the 1941 TLH—a suggestion
already mentioned by LCMS president J.
A. O. Preus. Schmidt argues that the sup-
posed unity of Lutherans in the 1960s is a
sham that glossed over “really serious doc-
trinal disunity.” Arguing that the 1977
LCMS convention should reject LBW,
Schmidtcites the adiaphoristic controversy
of the sixteenth-century Formula of Con-
cord X, which forbids concessions on non-
essentials (adiaphora), like liturgical ritual,
when under persecution. Although he ad-
mits the current “pressure” is not persecu-
tion, he argues that the recommended
worship practices will offend “the weak in
faith.” For the hymnal is “a layman’s book
of doctrine and guides the thinking of pas-
tors as well,” and hence “a shaper of theol-
ogy.” So lex orandi had its supporters in
LCMS as well. Like the LCMS stand on
closed communion, “a worship book can be
atestimony of unity, it does not create it.”>

The May 1977 Lutheran Witness had
articles supporting and opposing approval
of LBW. The positive argument stressed
contemporary hymns for LCMS congrega-

® E. Theo. DeLaney, “The Deepening
Liturgical Crisis: A Response,” unpublished
document, Concordia Historical Institute file
ETD 848, 7-9.

% Editorial, “Whatever Became of
Common [‘just plain old-fashioned horse’]
Sense?” The Bride of Christ 1:2 (May 1977).

31 Paul J. Foelber, “Lutheran Book of
Worship,” Concordia Journal 3 (May 1977):
3, 107-9.

32 Wayne E. Schmidt, “Lutheran Book of
Worship—A Perspective,” Concordia Journal
3 (May 1977): 3, 102-5.

33 Schmidt, “Lutheran Book of Worship,”
105.
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tions and standardizing hymns and litur-
gies for all Lutherans. The responsiveness
of ILCW to LCMS concerns was also docu-
mented.> The negative argument stressed
TLH hymns that LBW did not include.
Furthermore, it was stated, doctrinal differ-
ences are deemphasized in order to im-
prove Lutheran unity; thus approval of the
LBW would serve consciously to sanction
its ambiguity without “precise agreement
in the Gospel” as demanded by Augsburg
Confession VII. One of the evidences of
“this tendency of impurity” is the rewriting
of sexistlanguage from the Bible, the creeds,
and the hymns. Therefore the dearth of
hymns on the ministry (TLH had a dozen,
and LBW had only four) was related to the
fact that ALC and LCA now ordained
women. The article closes with the warn-
ing that approval of LBW would violate the
LCMS constitution.*® A final mediating
article attempts to assure congregations
that neither LBW nor synodical decisions
can be forced on congregations. Moreover,
delegates to synodical conventions are not
knowledgeable enough to judge doctrinal
issues.* So the positions of moderate
ecumenists, conservative critics, and canon
lawyers were all represented in the Lutheran
Witness.

Brand’s bombshell

As project director, Eugene Brand sent out
a confidential Position Paper on Liturgical
Matters in March 1976 suggesting “. . . the
diversity of theological positions and litur-
gical practices, always just below the sur-
face of apparent confessional unity, has
now surfaced, though it remains to be rec-
ognized openly. Myths of the Lutheran
position and the Lutheran way of worship
remain” (emphasis in original).”
However, he continues that a new book
could be a catalyst for needed vitality and
common endeavor, but “important differ-
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ences in theology and practice . . . cannot
be resolved by publication.” Indifference
after publication “creates the vacuum into
which new books [and inretrospect, [ would
add, worship wars] are launched.” Brand
goes on to recommend the following com-
promises: (1) the “I forgive you” formula-
tion as an alternative absolution in the Brief
Order of Confession, because it is “firmly
embedded Missouri Synod practice”; (2)
“he descended into hell” as a permissive
footnote; (3) the use of the term Confirma-
tion for the Affirmation rite; and, most
painful of all, (4) three options in Holy
Communion: a full Eucharistic prayer, a
prayer with an “Amen” followed by the
verba, and the verba alone. He concluded
with two questions: (1) Even with these
compromises, can other controversies be
resolved by the set publication date of Ad-
vent 19787 Even more shocking, (2) “Has
the kairos for anew book passed and should
we therefore withdraw the plan for a new
hymnal and service book?""%

Final changes

In April 1976, LTC approved the LCMS
reviewers’ request of changing the descen-
sus clause back to “hell.” ALC and LCA
objections to the new translation of the
Lord’s Prayer led to the compromise of
printing both texts. (Roman Catholics had

3 David Held, “Issues at Dallas: The
Proposed New Hymnal,” The Lutheran
Witness (May 22, 1977), 198f.

3 Kenneth P. Kothe, “Issues at Dallas:
The Proposed New Hymnal,” The Lutheran
Witness (May 22, 1977), 199f.

36 Richard T. Du Brau, “Issues at Dallas:
The Proposed New Hymnal,” The Lutheran
Witness (May 22, 1977), 200f.

37 Eugene L. Brand, Position Paper on
Liturgical Matters, Mar. 4, 1976 (Confiden-
tial), 1.

38 Brand, Position Paper, 2f.
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decided not to use the new translation at
all.) The Nelson setting from CW-2 was
chosen for LBW. In November, ILCW
approved the addition of the verba alone as
a third option, which the ALC Review
Group had virtually demanded. LTC sug-
gested that the second (prayer plus verba)
and third (verba alone) options be com-
bined by rubrics or design. Like the ALC,
the ELCC Review Group protested the
absence of reference to “original sin” in the
opening confession. LTC’s compromise
proposal was: “Most merciful God, we
confess that we cannot free ourselves from
bondage to sin.” Ultimately, it was the
ALC proposal that emerged in LBW. The
LCA proposed a revision of the traditional
declaration of pardon (“Almighty God . . .
hath had mercy upon us and hath given his
only Son”) to “In the mercy of Almighty
God, Jesus Christ was given....” LCA
and ALC review groups both opposed the
LCMS “I forgive you” and preferred “I
declare . . . forgiveness.” ALC also pre-
ferred “I declare” in the service of “Indi-
vidual Confession,” but this was declined
(LBW, p. 197).

The Episcopal Psalter was chosen over
other translations with permission for lim-
ited editing, e.g., Psalm 8: “O Lord, our
Governor.” Why 28 of the psalms are not
included has been the subject of many
creative theories that have little to do with
what actually happened. When the number
of hymns escalated from a “core hymnal”
of 200 to 510 in 1976 and then, by popular
outcry (15,000 letters to ALC), to 569,
there was not enough room for all 150
psalms. The publishers had warned that the
back would soon break with a book that
large. Those psalms assigned for liturgical
use were retained.

“Final” changes were approved or
made at the last meeting of the full ILCW
commission in May 1977. However, some
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fourteen pages of changes were made after-
ward by the Editorial Group. Many of them
had to do with sexist language—e.g., in
nine prayers “Father” was changed to
“Lord.” In the LBW “Affirmation” prayer
(p. 201), the liberation of “sons and daugh-
ters” of the “Father” (CW-8, 35) and the
reference to regeneration (SBH, p. 246)
into the Father’s family are lost by such
cleaning-up of language. Similarly in the
Burialrite (LBW, p. 206), the opening bless-
ing (2 Cor 1:3) is altered: “Blessed be the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
the source of all mercy and God of all
consolation” (emphasis mine). Not only is
the poetic structure ruined by substituting
“source” for “Father,” but the personal and
parental relationship is omitted at a time
when it is most needed. Current emphasis
on expansive rather than merely inclusive
language seems much more helpful.

Blue-ing away LBW

The Executive Committee met in Septem-
ber 1977 to act on final details of publica-
tion. Responses from the churches on
changes made were positive except for the
LCMS, whose May convention had set up
a“blueribbon committee” (=Special Hymn
Review Committee [SHRC]) to do a fur-
ther, final review of LBW. President Preus’s
report to the Synod had recommended a
delay of publication, as well as declaring a
state of “fellowship in protest” with ALC
for “doctrinal aberrations.” A bylaw dis-
allowing any group, except the Synod in
convention, from authorizing a hymnal was
also proposed, and the Commission on
Worship was directed to “gather materials
for a new hymnal.” All of these actions
were passed. Theo Delaney submitted his
resignation after the convention, predict-
ing that the rest of LCMS’s Commissionon
Worship would also do so by the end of the
summer.*
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The SHRC failed to meet ILCW’s Janu-
ary 1978 deadline for final changes, insist-
ing that their review was not yet complete.
Paul Foelber, an LCMS representative to
ILCW, thereuponresigned from the SHRC.
The moderate journal Missouri in Perspec-
tive reported that the “Missouri Synod’s
‘blue-ribbon’ panel . . . hasdeclined to give
assurances thatit will give final approval to
the new book—even if every change re-
quested by the panel is made.”*' The chair
of the SHRC, LCMS vice-president Robert
Sauer, stated that it was quite unlikely that
LBW would be recommended. Missouriin
Perspective opined that “some conserva-
tives will reject the joint hymnal on the
grounds thatit may give the impression that
Synod is in formal fellowship with other
participating Lutherans.”*? President Preus
attended the November meeting of the
SHRC, calling for a new Commission on
Worship and a plan for publishing “at the
earliest possible time . ..a new book of
worship—including reasons why some of
the contents of the proposed Book of Wor-
ship are unacceptable.”® Such a charge
from the president of LCMS would serve to
undercut any objectivity in the committee’s
recommendation. The resignation state-
ment of the LCMS Commission on Worship
members, many of whom served on ILCW,
stated their well-founded fear thatthe SHRC
“process has served to delay a decision on
the LBW until after the other church bodies
have proceeded with publication. . . .”*

The committee’s dutiful attempt to
fulfill President Preus’s charge to find “rea-
sons” why LBW is “unacceptable” pro-
duced some interesting results. Examples
of their critique: the collects were also
mined for heresies and even the Interna-
tional Consultation on English Texts (ICET)
translation of the creeds.*> One pastor ob-
jected to the SHRC’s challenge to “catho-
lic” simply because it was different from
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Luther’s Small Catechism. He said the
SHRC’s preference of Christian “seemed
to be based on the German versions of
those creeds while giving no hint of the
original Greek [or Latin] texts.”* LCMS
professor David Scaer defended the ICET
translation of the Nicene Creed, “eternally
begotten.” He writes: “The new translation
is much stronger in its confession of the
Son’s deity, because his begottenness or
birth from the Father is, in fact, ‘an ongoing
process,” something which the committee
finds objectionable.” On the other hand,
“‘begotten of his Father before all worlds’
would lend itself more easily to the Arian
understanding”4’—or that of Unitarians or
Jehovah’s Witnesses!

Of the 569 hymns in LBW, the blue-
ribbon committee recommended 504, al-
though only 337 finally made it into LW.
“Breathe on me, Breath of God” was criti-
cized for its mysticism and perfectionism:
it “could well be accepted and used by
enthusiasts and Unitarians.”*® The “mod-
ernizations” in LBW #498 are critiqued for

% Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod
Convention Proceedings, 52™ Regular
Convention, Dallas, Texas, July 15-22, 1977,
67, 1251,

4 Ibid., 128.

4! Missouri in Perspective (Oct. 24,
1977), 2.

42 Ibid.

4 SHRC Min. of Nov. 18-19, 1977, 17.
This document is in the LCMS Archives at
Concordia Historical Institute in St. Louis.

“ Missouri in Perspective (Dec. 5, 1977),
10.

4 International Consultation on English
Texts, Prayers We Have in Common (Phila-
delphia: Fortress, 1975), 4-9.

46 Letter from Rev. Philip Bohlken to
SHRC, May 16, 1978.

47 Letter from David Scaer to Lutheran
Witness, May 10, 1978.

48 LCMS, Report and Recommendations
of the SHRC, n.d., 31-37.
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changing the language of Bunyan’s
Pilgrim’s Progress, yet this modernization
made it into LW #384 unaltered. Similarly,
the criticisms of the LBW translation of “A
Lamb Goes Uncomplaining Forth” (#105)
for changing “My Son” to “my child” in
stanza 2 are met with the response: “Who
wants a synod so orthodox that they will
not allow Paul Gerhardt to say . ..‘mein
Kind’. . . but insists that Gerhardt be cor-
rected tosay ‘mein Sohn’.”* Others charged
“nit-picking” by a committee with a “fore-
ordained goal.” Ultimately the failure of
LCMS to give any assurances of future
approval of LBW and the refusal of ILCW
to extend the deadline of publication con-
stituted the de facto withdrawal of the Mis-
sourians from the project their synod had
initiated.

The controversies over eucharistic
prayer, etc., that emerged during the devel-
opment of the LBW were tempests in tea-
pots as compared with the tempests that
began brewing in the 1970s with the ordi-
nation of women and the heresy investiga-
tions within LCMS leading to the formation
in 1974 of Christ Seminary—Seminex by
the majority of the Concordia Seminary—
St. Louis students and faculty. Support for
Seminex by ALC and LCA seminaries
heightened tensions with LCMS, especially
for ALC. Its president, David Preus (the
cousin of J. A. O. Preus of LCMS), tried to
mollify LCMS by stating that such semi-
nary support was “not official ALC policy.”
Nonetheless, “fellowship” was strained, and
LCMS designated the situation “fellow-
ship in protest.” LCMS leadership sensed
that the dialogues with the Episcopal and
Reformed churches were heading toward
intercommunion. LCMS was participating
in all the ecumenical dialogues, but inter-
communion without full doctrinal agree-
ment was regarded as “unionism”—not
legitimate ecumenism.
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Communion praxis

New approaches to the understanding of
Communion and its practices had been
building in other Lutheran churches since
1960 with the United Lutheran Church’s
statement: The Sacrament of the Altar and
Its Implications. The Sacrament is set in
the context of the doctrines of the Church
and the Word and focuses on mystery,
memorial, eschatological expectation, and
evangelical proclamation. The categories
of eucharistic sacrifice used by Brilioth and
Aulen are not developed, although Aulen’s
influence is otherwise evident.®® The 1964
LCA statement (after the 1962 merger with
Swedish-American Augustana Synod) is
an adaptation of the 1960 United Lutheran
Church in America document, with em-
phasis on self-examination, confession and
absolution.’!

Regarding intercommunion, the LCA
Statement’s warning against implying “a
unity which is not a reality in other realms
of faith and order” comes as a bit of a
surprise from non-Missourians!*? But the
following statement raised an issue that
would become a part of the LCMS objec-
tion to eucharistic prayers: “The ‘words of
institution’ are not in themselves a formula
of consecration, for there is no precise
moment of consecration.”3

The ALC Statement on Communion
Practices of 1968 was a giant step in the

4 Letter from Winfred Schaller to SHRC,
June 11, 1978.

% Liturgical Reconnaissance: Papers
presented at the Inter-Lutheran Consultation
on Worship, Feb. 10-11, 1966, ed. Edgar S.
Brown (Chicago and Philadelphia: Fortress,
1968), 34, para. 2.

5! The Second Biennial Convention of the
Lutheran Church in America, Pittsburgh, July
2-9, 1964, Minutes, 300.

52 Ibid., 298.

53 Ibid., 301.
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direction that ILCW would be moving in
the next decade. The influence of Brand on
the document was palpable and empha-
sized (1) anamnesis, (2) community with
Christ and his body, the church, (3) eucha-
ristic sacrifice, and (4) the foretaste of the
Messianic banquet. Dix’s four-action shape
of the meal was also evident. In its liturgi-
cal experimentations this “basic shape . . .
must be maintained.”* In contrast to the
LCMS position and the 1964 LCA State-
ment, the sole criterion for intercommunion
in the 1968 ALC Statement was “whether
the proclamation of the gospel is compro-
mised or enhanced.” This is expanded and
expounded on in the 1978 joint statement

by ALC and LCA.
In the 1976 draft of this document, the
'LCA convention objected to the statement:
“Corporate confession . . . is not required
as apart of every service of Holy Commun-
ion.” The 1978 joint statement as adopted
reads: “Corporate confession . . . is the nor-
mal preparation for the celebration of Holy
Communion.”* This stands in tension with
the LBW, which was to appear in Advent
1978, where the use of the Brief Order of
Confession was made permissive (LBW, p.
57). The other controversial statement grew
out of the decision that pastor, child, and
parents shared the decision about when to
admit to communion. The implication
drawn was: “Thus infant communion is
precluded” (the “precluding” was reversed
by the 1997 ELCA document, “The Use of
the Means of Grace”). On many levels the
1978 statement can be seen as moderating
the ILCW’s original vision—and, at points,
in tension with the LBW. This is even more
true of the negative reactions of many ALC
leaders to the Pfatteicher and Messerli
Manual on The Liturgy (1979), which some
saw as a “high church” attempt at taking
over the interpretation and practice of LBW.
On the issue of intercommunion, the
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1978 ALC/LCA Statement seems to “open”
Luiheran altars even more than previous
statements. But there are still some cau-
tions: “For Lutheran clergy to be involved
as presiding or assisting ministers in the
celebrations of Holy Communion in other
churches, areciprocal relationship between
the congregations and clergy should pre-
vail.”* This may be more like what has
been called “close communion,” but in a
way it set the guidelines for what in 1982
became “interim eucharistic sharing” with
the Episcopal Church and in ALC’s 1986
limited intercommunion with the Presbyte-
rian and Reformed churches. >’ The differ-
ence from “close communion” is that
reciprocal intercommunion was with other
denominations and not just local congrega-
tions and clergy. If fellowship with the
ALC had not already been broken by the
Missouri Synod in 1981, these ecumenical
moves would surely have brought that
break. From the point of view of the
leadership of LCMS, the worst fears of
most nineteenth-century confessionalists
and some German-American Lutherans into
the twenty-first century were realized: the
“unionism” they left Germany to escape
and the “American Lutheranism” they

54 The American Lutheran Church,
“Statement on Communion Practice,”
statement adopted by the Fourth General
Convention of the ALC on Oct. 19, 1968, 2-4.

55 The American Lutheran Church and the
Lutheran Church in America, “Statement on
Communion Practices,” Advent 1978, adopted
by the 1978 conventions, I:3.

% Ibid., 7.

57 The American Lutheran Church,
“Lutheran and Presbyterian-Reformed Agree-
ment 1986: A Study Guide” (Minneapolis:
Office of the Presiding Bishop, n.d.), 21: para.
3, “providing for occasional joint services of
the Lord’s Supper where appropriate and
desirable, and in accord with the disciplines of
our several churches.” See also para. 6.



Quere. Liturgy, Unity, and Disunity: The Context and Legacy of LBW

364

encountered in the east had finally tri-
umphed in contemporary Lutheranism. It
was the General Council, at the urging of
the Jowa Synod (currently at war with Mis-
souri Synod over predestination), that
passed the infamous Galesburg Rule:
(1875), “Lu-theran pulpits for Lutheran
pastors only; Lutheran altars for Lutheran
communicants only.” Ironically, only
Missouri and Wisconsin Synod Lutherans
follow this procedure: the former would
allow some exceptions, and the latter would
add Wisconsin Synod to “pastors” and
“communicants.” The “full communion”
with Reformed and Episcopal churches in
the 1990s made the intra-Lutheran situa-
tion worse.

Missouri blues
The LBW project began “in the context of
-unity” with high hopes that a unity, greater
and more ecumenical than what the 1888
Common Service brought, could finally be
achieved. Deeper divisions than were imag-
ined or hoped surfaced within LCMS and
were dealt with by President Jacob Preus.
Part of his strategy seems to have been to
distance and ultimately separate LCMS
from the LBW. When LW appeared, it was
no surprise that the cover was not green.
Even the blue book in the pew racks would
reassure the faithful that they were within
the fellowship of the book. There was to be
no confusing of LCMS hymnals with those
of other Lutherans—even though early on
significant numbers of LCMS congrega-
tions purchased LBW.

In spite of the protests and safeguards
that Augsburg and Fortress executives tried
to build in, because the LCMS also owned
the copyright they were able to use—and
change—any materials ILCW prepared.
And change they did. For example, in LW
Divine Service II (pp. 158ff.) they use a
mix of TLH and LBW language in their

confession and retain their absolution,
“T...forgive you”; in the Nicene Creed
they also retained “begotten of his Father
before all worlds,” ““forus men,” and “Chris-
tian” for catholic (also in the Apostles’
Creed). They altered the ICET translation
of the Lord’s Prayer by retaining “Lead us
not into temptation” and placed the Lord’s
Prayer between the eucharistic prayer and
the verba. LW’s Divine Service I combines
some of the texts of TLH services with or
without communion. It also has a brief
eucharistic prayer.

On the other hand, two of the ILCW
musical settings are used in LW (pp. 158ff.
and 178ff.) retaining the Kyrie litany and
“This is the Feast”—perhaps the most cre-
ative and important addition ILCW made
to the sung parts of the liturgy. “Let the
Vineyards” and “What Shall I Render”—
real offertories, as opposed to “Create in
Me”—are retained, as is “Thank the Lord”
as a post-communion canticle. Like LBW,
it also allows the rite to be used without
Communion but makes that a secondary
use. Moreover, LW uses a three year lec-
tionary.

My point is that, almost in spite of
themselves, through the joint work on
ILCW, Lutherans in America have come
closer to one another in liturgies and their
music, as well as hymns. In spite of ongo-
ing grumblings from some ELCA folk about
having been “stuck” with all those LCMS
hymns, I am convinced that LBW is a better
book for the LCMS contributions, includ-
ing hymns. One of the premier hymnolo-
gists in America, the witty Welshman Erik
Routley, was commissioned in 1967 to
evaluate TLH and SBH.* After LBW was
published he did a review of its hymns,

% R. C. Wolf, Documents of Lutheran
Unity in America (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1966), 171; cf. 167-78.
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calling them “an enormous advance” over
TLH and SBH, noting the problems of blend-
ing German and Scandinavian traditions
into a new hymnal. % He also commended
ILCW “for declining to abridge texts ruth-
lessly”—contrary to the protests of “too
many stanzas!” ¢ He concludes: “Consid-
ered as a Lutheran manifesto . . . it is an
impressive piece of work.” 2

Conclusion

In relation to the high hopes not only for
church unity but also for renewal that most
of us on ILCW’s committees shared,
Pfatteicher sounded arealistic note already
in 1971. He acknowledged the “nagging
suspicion, unacknowledged and usually
unspoken. . . . Surely liturgical revision—
no matter how skillful or exciting—is not
alone going to revitalize the Church in the
20t century.” % In the decade from 1978 to
1988, when ELCA was budding or a-
borning, multiple disappointments over
LBW—from the absence of Ylvisaker’s
folk setting to this or that hymn—gave rise
to rumors and realities of “worship wars.”
Indeed, the desire for and shift to “contem-
porary” or “alternative” liturgies and hymns
was well underway in congregations across
theland. GIA withits 1991 Hymnal Supple-
ment was supplying the liturgies of Marty
Haugen for Catholic and Lutheran congre-
gations. Many congregations were turning
elsewhere for liturgies bearing little resem-
blance to the Western rite, the Common
Service, or the LBW. Until With One Voice
(1995), This Far by Faith (1999), and Wor-
ship and Praise (1999) appeared, Augs-
burg Fortress had provided few significant
supplements to LBW. Eugene Brand had
expressed the hope that the next worship
book after LBW would be ecumenical. The
near-bloody history of worship wars, the
struggle for a Lutheran Christian identity,
the decline of mainline churches due to
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Imost in

spite of
themselves, through the
joint work on ILCW,
Lutherans in America
have come closer to
one another in liturgies
and their music, as well
as hymns.

their failures in evangelism—all these seem
to have postponed Brand’s dream, and “re-
newing worship” is underway again.
Whether we have learned from the devel-
opment and use of LBW is yet to be seen.

% Quere, In the Context, 17-18.

% Erik Routley, “The New Lutheran
Book of Worship: A Preview of Hymns,”
Worship 52 (Sept. 1978), 5, 403f.

¢! Ibid., 407.

62 Ibid.

 Philip H. Pfatteicher, “The New Holy
Communion Rite—III: Seven clear achieve-
ments,” Lutheran Forum 5, No. 4 (April
1971): 15.
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It is a common observation that of the three
books that historically have been most in-
fluential in developing and nourishing
Lutheran piety—Bible, catechism, and
hymnal—it is the hymnal that, for many,
has been of most lasting influence. Bibles
may go unread and catechisms set aside as
aregular part of Christian education, but it
is the hymnal, it can be argued with some
justification, that, encountered on a regular
basis Sunday after Sunday, has had the
most significant effect on the piety of
American Lutherans.

It is appropriate, therefore, to describe
the context in which the Lutheran Book of
Worship (LBW) took shape and the proce-
dures that shaped the content of the hymn
portion of the book, and to assess the im-
pact and legacy of its hymnody on the piety
of American Lutherans.

The LBW was the end product of the
invitation of the Lutheran Church-Mis-
souri Synod (LCMS), extended in 1965, to
all Lutherans in America to join together in
the production of common worship re-
sources. The 1965 resolution of the LCMS
convention clearly envisioned liturgical and
hymnic materials “under a single cover.”!
As far as hymnody was concerned, the
wording of the resolution of 1965 envi-

sioned “a common core of hymn texts and
musical settings” and “a variant selection
of hymns, if necessary. . . .”? The follow-
ing year the Inter-Lutheran Commission
on Worship (ILCW) was formed, consist-
ing of eight members from the Lutheran
Churchin America (LCA), seven members
each from the American Lutheran Church
(ALC) and the LCMS, and one each from
the Synod of Evangelical Lutheran
Churches (SELC) and the Evangelical
Lutheran Church of Canada (ELCC). Its
Statement of Purpose described the ulti-
mate goal of the ILCW: “the production of
anew, common liturgy and hymnal for the
participating churches.” The work of the
Commission was delegated to four stand-
ing committees—on Liturgical Texts, Li-
turgical Music, Hymn Texts, and Hymn
Music. Membership of these four commit-
tees was apportioned among the participat-
ing church bodies.>

' LCMS Convention Proceedings, 1965,
p. 186.

2 Ibid.

3 The membership of the Hymn Texts
Committee and the Hymn Music Committee,
as well as the membership of the ILCW and its
other committees, is given in Philip H.

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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Uniting a variety of pieties
The major challenge of the hymn commit-
tees was to fashion a collection of hymns
that would be acceptable to the wide vari-
ety of Lutheran pieties represented in the
groups involved in its preparation. The
partners in this new venture brought to the
table the books they were presently using.
The LCA and the ALC brought the Service
Book and Hymnal (SBH, 1958), at the time
of the formation of the ILCW in use for
only a few years; the LCMS brought The
Lutheran Hymnal (TLH, 1941) and, a few
years later, Worship Supplement (WS,
1969), the fruit of the work it had already
done on its unilateral revision of TLH.
Neither SBH or TLH was without its
critics. By the early 1960s there had al-
ready developed “serious internal criticism
of the SBH,” then only a few years old,
much of it apparently directed toward its
hymnody.* TLH, in use for almost a quarter
of acentury, had its own faultfinders whose
disapproval was especially directed to the
musical settings of the hymns and liturgy.
Both the SBH and TLH, at the time
they appeared, were the latest in a number
of hymnals produced as a result of the
consolidation of various smaller Lutheran
bodies, a consolidation that had begun al-
ready in the latter part of the nineteenth
century.® But, for the most part, the previ-
ous Lutheran hymn collections in the first
part of the twentieth century—such as The
Lutheran Hymnary (1913), the Common
Service Book and Hymnal (CSB, 1917), the
American Lutheran Hymnal (1930), TLH
(1941), and even the SBH (1958)—brought
together groups of Lutherans of largely
similar ethnic backgrounds, pieties, or ide-
ologies. While there were, of course, dis-
agreements among those who participated
in shaping these earlier hymnals, those
who came together to produce them came
with largely similar backgrounds and as-

367

sumptions as to the general contents of the
books they were preparing.

Nevertheless, even some who partici-
pated in the preparing of these earlier hym-
nals were dissatisfied with the final results.
As early as the CSB—the joint work of the
General Synod, the General Council, and
the United Synod of the South—the lack of
sufficient Scandinavian hymnody was
noted. Typical of such comments was one
which complained that

the committee rigorously guarded the hymnal
against the introduction of renditions of Norwe-
gian, Swedish or Danish hymns as found in The
Lutheran Hymnary, persistently ignoring these
translations. . . . The commission, whether by
design or inadvertence, is a disappointment to
the Scandinavian-American Lutherans.®

While such comments can be expected
from any group that does not receive the
dueitbelieved to be its own, they reflect the
difficulties encountered in any attempt to
unite a wide spectrum of pieties.

If the subsequent work on the SBH
(1958)—which comprised an even broader

Pfatteicher, Commentary on the Lutheran
Book of Worship: Lutheran Liturgy in Its
Ecumenical Context (Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1990), 515-16. The chart accompa-
nying this article details the membership and
length of service of each member of the hymn
committees. I served as a member of the
Hymn Music Committee throughout the
process except for the first year. While the
ILCW included a representative from the
ELCC, that body was not represented on any
of the hymn committees.

4 Eugene Brand, “Liturgical Reconnais-
sance,” in The Future of Worship in the
ELCA: Exploring the Critical Issues, prepared
by Paul R. Nelson and Frank W. Stoldt
(Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1999), 4.

5 See Carl Schalk, God’s Song in a New
Land: Lutheran Hymnals in America (St.
Louis: Concordia, 1995).

6 Schalk, God’s Song in a New Land,
162-63; emphasis added.
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spectrum of pieties—attempted to address
such objections, it was still not sufficient
for the Danes, who were among the partici-
pating groups. J. C. Aaberg, a member of
the committee who had produced the Danes’
Hymnal for Churchand Home (1927),com-
plained that the book ‘“contained more
hymns from Catholic sources than from the
land of Luther.”” Two years later, in 1960,
the Danish Lutherans published a supple-
ment of 28 Danish hymns that had not been
included in the new book. That one of the
chief architects of both the CSB and the
SBH was prominent Lutheran liturgical
scholar Luther D. Reed concerned some
‘who wished to see a greater emphasis on
Reformation hymnody.

To a lesser extent such criticisms also
were made of hymnals that joined together
groups of greater similarity and background.
But with the goal of the ILCW to prepare “a
common core of hymn texts and musical
settings” the task was even greater. For the
hymn committees of the ILCW, attempting
to satisfy the often conflicting views of
“high church” Swedes, Norwegians of both
high and low inclinations, those who fol-
lowed the lead of Reed, anti-clerical
Haugeans, and doctrinally concerned Mis-
sourians, in the process of producing a
selection of hymns that would be useful yet
would reflect a Lutheran concern for the
role of hymnody in worship, the task was a
daunting one.

Apart from the matter of a wide dis-
similitude of pieties, the task was compli-
cated by somewhat different understandings
of the role of hymns in worship. LCMS
participants brought as a primary concern
thathymns, as the Handbook to TLH stated,
“be pure in doctrine.”® The principles of the
selection in the SBH, which clearly stated
that they should be in agreement with the
teachings of the Word of God, nevertheless
placed great importance on the criteria that

“the hymns should be devotional rather
than didactic or homiletical” and that the
“hymnal must have the highest standards
of literary excellence.” If the Reformation
chorales were anything, they were didactic
and homiletical. Moreover, it was pre-
cisely the emphasis on literary excellence
that had been used by earlier committees to
disqualify many of the translations from
German, Norwegian, Danish, and Finnish
heritages in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth-century American Lutheran hym-
nals.'

One additional factor contributed to
the conversation. The earlier hymnals of
the participating churches were generally
of two kinds: those intended specifically
for use in corporate worship, and those
designed for use in church, school, and
home. Such titles as the General Council’s
Church Book (1868) and Kirchenbuch
(1877), Grabau’s Evangelisch-Lutherisches
Kirchen-Gesang-Buch (1842), C. F. W.
Walther’s Kirchengesang-buch (1847), the
CSB (1917), and the SBH (1958) all sug-
gested that their primary, if not sole, pur-
pose was for corporate worship. Other books
such as hymnals “for church and home,”
the German Liederperlen, and various Scan-
dinavian collections that featured more per-
sonal hymns from the nineteenth-century

7 Enok Mortensen, The Danish Lutheran
Church in America (Philadelphia: Board of
Publication, LCA, 1967), 265.

8 The Handbook to the Lutheran Hymnal,
comp. W. G. Polack (St. Louis: Concordia,
1942), xi.

? “Introduction to the Common Hymnal,”
Service Book and Hymnal, p. 286.

19 By one count, the Common Service
Book and Hymnal contained only seven such
hymns, the Service Book and Hymnal only
nine, while the Lutheran Hymnary had
contained 21, the American Lutheran Hymnal
17, and The Lutheran Hymnal 30. See Schalk,
God’s Song in a New Land, Appendix E.
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revivals—such as the “Andeliga Sanger”
(“spiritual songs”)—were intended for a
broader use. These latter materials, while
particularly useful in family and private
devotions, were often viewed by many as
inappropriate for use in corporate, liturgi-
cal worship. These approaches often vied
with each other in meetings of the hymn
committees.

In many instances, treasures of one
group were unknown to the others. Irecall
one meeting where heated conversation
occurred regarding a particular hymn (“On
Our Way Rejoicing”), a hymn unknown to
me at that time, though one obviously highly
treasured by many others. I am certain that
the situation was the same in the case of
many of the sixteenth-century chorales.
This, then, was part of the context in which
the hymn committees were to do their work.

The makeup of the hymn

committees
The two hymn committees—the Hymn
Texts Committee and the Hymn Music
Committee—consisted of nine members
each, three members each from the LCA,
the ALC, and the LCMS. (The members
and their length of service is noted in the
accompanying charts.) In addition to their
expertise in language, several of the mem-
bers of the Hymn Texts Committee were
also familiar enough in the area of music to
be alert to musical concerns that might be
raised in connection with the choice of
particular texts. Even more important, and
certainly new in American Lutheran hym-
nal-making experience, was that a signifi-
cant number of the members of the Hymn
Music Committee were theologically
trained. This rather new situation made for
a lively give-and-take between the mem-
bers of the two committees that continued
through the decade of its existence.

What was not anticipated was the genu-
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ine collegiality that quickly developed
within and between the two groups. Deci-
sions regarding various issues before the
committee and regarding specific hymns
were almost never taken along what might
be assumed to be the “party lines” of the
church bodies. Members could and did,
often vehemently, disagree. The strengths
and weaknesses of conflicting views were
frankly and honestly debated, the final re-
sult the better for it. It was an example of
collegiality at its best.

The general procedure was that texts
submitted for consideration were reviewed
by the Hymn Texts Committee and, upon
theirapproval, were sent to the Hymn Music
Committee for the selection of a tune and
ultimately a musical harmonization or set-
ting. It was not unusual for the Hymn
Music Committee to return a provisionally
approved text to the Hymn Texts Commit-
tee for reconsideration in the light of what
the Hymn Music Committee judged to be a
theologically deficient text. The Hymn
Texts Committee sometimes returned the
favor.

Preliminary forays

One of the important discussions in the
early years of the committees was whether
aregular hardcover hymnal was a realistic
goal for the future. The late 1960s and early
70s were times of great experimentation
and upheaval in hymnody (and liturgy). It
was a time when so-called “disposable
hymnody” was the rage, that is, hymns
written not for lasting use but for a particu-
lar situation or occasion, to be disposed of
when the occasion passed. Whether the
ILCW should even envision a traditional
hardcover book was an issue raised by
some. The clear indication of the LCMS in
its resolution of 1965 favored cooperative
work toward liturgical and hymnic mate-
rial that would appear “under a single
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cover.” It was not until several years had
passed that a consensus had been reached
that this was indeed what was needed and
called for. In the meantime, the commit-
tees prepared two provisional fascicles.
The first to be published was a general
collection of new hymns: Contemporary
Worship 1: Hymns (1969), containing 21
hymns (four with two tunes or settings).
The second, Contemporary Worship 4:
Hymns for Baptism and Holy Communion
(1972), was a group of baptismal and eu-
charistic hymns, two areas where the con-
sensus was that more, newer, and better
hymns were desirable. Both collections
were intended as provisional collections
“intended to supplement those already in
use in the participating churches.”!! Ulti-
mately, 13 of the 21 hymns (62 percent) in
Contemporary Worship 1 found their way
into LBW. The contents of Contemporary
Worship 4 fared better, 25 of its 30 hymns
(83 percent) winding up in LBW.

Specific questions before the

Hymn Music Committee

A basic question before the ILCW, and
particularly the Hymn Committees, was
that of the format of the hymns in the new
book. Both SBH and TLH had appeared in
a full-music edition, that is, four-part key-
board settings with some of the stanzas
interlined between the music and addi-
tional stanzas in stanza form below, usu-
ally referred to as the “traditional American
hymnal” format.'? The SBH was also avail-
ableinatext-only format. Worship Supple-
ment, following the example of the German
and Scandinavian hymnals of the time,
appeared in a tune-text format in which
only the melody appeared with one stanza
of the text under the melody, the remaining
stanzas in stanza form below, the accompa-
niments to be found in a separate volume.
Contemporary Worship 4 also appeared in

tune-text format. There was considerable
discussion about the best format. At one
point, the ILCW apparently determined to
follow the tune-text format for the pew
edition, but ultimately reversed course af-
ter pressure from the publishers in favor of
the typical American hymnal format pre-
vailed.!® The pew edition of LBW appeared
only in the full-music edition.

Another matter was the organization
of the hymnal. SBH followed the long tra-
dition of Lutheran hymnals, beginning with
the church year. TLH began with sections
on “Opening of Service,” “Lord’s Day,”
“Close of Service,” then moving to the
church year. The matter was ultimately
decided by adopting the traditional Lutheran
model as in SBH, although not without
opposition even by some who were already
using SBH.

An equally important decision, which
significantly affected the selection of hymns
to be included in the new book, was the
adoption of the Hymn of the Day in the
liturgy of Holy Communion.'* The use of

" From the Preface to Contemporary
Worship 1: Hymns.

12 This format was, in fact, a recent
development on the American Lutheran scene
as the primary format for the congregational
editions of their hymnals. American Luther-
ans, as well as the Scandinavian countries and
Germany, had followed the tune-text or text-
only model until the late nineteenth century,
with accompaniments in a separate volume for
the organist.

13 The role of the publishers as they
influenced a variety of factors related to LBW
has yet to be told. Their influence, then as
now, was often prompted by fiscal concerns
since hymnals and supplements accounted for,
and continue to account for, a significant part
of the income of all Lutheran publishers.

14 For information on the origin and use
of the Hymn of the Day, see Carl Schalk, The
Hymn of the Day and Its Use in Lutheran
Worship (St. Louis: Concordia, 1983).
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the Hymn of the Day (de tempore hymn)
had been promoted since the late 1950s as
areplacement for the more protestant tradi-
tion of the Sermon Hymn. Its adoption for
use in LBW was the first time in American
Lutheranism that the Hymn of the Day was
officially an integral part of the liturgy.
Two listings of hymns were prepared, the
first a contemporary adaptation of the tra-
ditional Lutheran de tempore series, the
second, a series designed for the three-year
lectionary.!® This action meant that at least
52 hymns had to be included that reflected
the intimate connection between the Scrip-
ture readings, the sermon, and the Hymn of
the Day.

A matter of greater importance to many
on the hymn committees had to do with the
melodic form of the Reformation chorale.
The constituents of the LCA and ALC
came from traditions that—to the extent
the sixteenth-century chorales were sung at
all—used the isometric, or even-note, form
of the sixteenth-century chorales that de-
veloped during the period of Pietism. The
entire history of the LCMS, however, was
intimately tied to the use of the original,
rhythmic forms developed at the time of the
Reformation. LBW ultimately included 26
such chorales, most in their historic rhyth-
mic form. Thisinfusion of historic Lutheran
texts and melodies was erroneously inter-
preted by some as a concession to pressure
from the LCMS.!¢ The support for use of
the original rhythmic forms of the chorale
melodies actually cut across synodical lines
and was the overwhelming, although not
always the unanimous, choice of the music
committee. Insome cases (forexample, “A
Mighty Fortress Is Our God” or “Wake,
Awake, For NightIs Flying”), the melodies
appear in both rhythmic and isometric
forms. The recovery in LBW of a signifi-
cant number of early Reformation chorales
together with their original rhythmic melo-

dies, and the official use of the Hymn of the
Day, constituted probably the most signifi-
cant hymnic contributions of LBW."

Types of settings
The kinds of settings to be fashioned for the
hymns of LBW had to take into account
whether they would be sung in unison or in
parts—or at least have the capability of
being sung in parts. While some looked for
a one-kind-fits-all solution, the actual
hymnody reflected amore complicated situ-
ation. In certain periods of Lutheran his-
tory (sixteenth century), hymns were sung
in unison and unaccompanied; in later pe-
riods (seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries), keyboard accompaniments gradually
became the norm; some hymns of the En-
glish tradition, for example, required uni-
son singing, while others suggested singing
in harmony. In certain cases, specific har-
monizations had become associated with
particular hymns.

The hymns of TLH contained simple
four-part chordal settings that were largely
indistinguishable from one another; their

15 The initial compilation of both series
was the work of Edward Klammer, member of
the Hymn Music Committee. Unfortunately,
while the terminology of “Hymn of the Day”
has been quite generally accepted in parish
practice, the title in Sunday bulletins often
serves simply to mask what is essentially the
old “Sermon Hymn” under a new guise.

16 Eugene Brand notes, “I think of no
concessions made on the basis of Missouri
pressure alone. That is especially true in
regard to the number of ‘chorales’ in the hymn
collection.” “Liturgical Reconnaissance,” 13,
note 29.

17 This inclusion and availability of a
large number of early Reformation chorales in
LBW can hardly be overstated. The otherwise
highly regarded Church Book (1868) included
only six, the CSB (1917) seven, the SBH nine,
and now LBW contained 26. See Schalk,
God’s Song in a New Land, Appendix E.
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note-against-note character meant that they
could easily be sung in parts by the congre-
gation, but they almost never were. The
SBH reflected a greater diversity of musi-
cal settings. Since the initial thrust of the
hymn committee’s work in its early years
centered on more experimental material,
the Hymn Music Committee encouraged a
broader range of musical accompaniments
than previously found in either of the pre-
decessor hymnals. As aresult, anumber of
the musical settings in LBW reflect less-
usual harmonies, some settings are in three
parts instead of four, thinner-textured ac-
companiments are used for chant melodies,
and so on. The general conclusion of many
who have used these less-usual accompa-
niments over the years in parish worship is
that, in spite of the initial enthusiasm for
the variety that they represented, they have
largely proved to be ineffective in leading
congregational singing.

The question of whether to include
harmonizations by J. S. Bach was another
issue. The SBH included a significant num-
ber of them. Bach harmonizations were,
after all, it was argued, part of the Lutheran
heritage of song. (They were certainly part
of historic Lutheranism’s choral tradition,
but not its congregational song tradition.)
The view that Bach’s chorale harmoniza-
tions were essentially choral settings not
intended for congregational singing pre-
vailed, and one finds only two included in
LBW.

Anissue thatcame up late in the project
was the possible inclusion of guitar chords
for certain hymns—a response to the times
in which the guitar had become the ubiqui-
tous instrument of choice for many young
people. Despite the obvious fact that the
guitar is an ineffective instrument for ac-
companying congregational singing, some
39 tunes included guitar chords. Ihave yet
to hear any of these hymns sung by congre-
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gations accompanied with guitar. In retro-
spect, the decision seems to have been a
gratuitous gesture in the direction of rel-
evance and contemporaneity. The onehymn
that was an obvious choice to be sung with
guitar—“Silent night, holy night”—was
left chordless!

Every hymnal, including LBW, reflects the
understandings of those who shaped it—
their understandings of what the relative
balance should be between the church’s
heritage of congregational song, both texts
and tunes, and the impetus to move that
heritage along through new expressions
fromits own time. While, for the most part,
of the “new” songs from each generation
relatively few find their way into the more
permanent treasury of the church’s song,
and far fewer into the immediately subse-
quent hymnals, that in no way abdicates
each generation’s obligation to sing its own
song. What hymnals can do is chart the
progress (or regress) of that responsibility.
In so doing they give us a more realistic
view of the situation. Songs heralded by a
new generation may or may not ultimately
prove to be musically or theologically ap-
propriate. Hymnals help to sort out the
enthusiasms of a given time from more
substantive contributions.

What the future holds for the succes-
sors of LBW—in all the church bodies who
contributed toward its shaping—is diffi-
cultto say. The reciprocal enthusiasms and
cautions that shaped LBW will no longer be
in place in quite the same way. What every
new Lutheran hymnal or revision must
surely reflect is a continued grounding in
the hymnic heritage of the Reformation
and a balanced view of the contributions of
each new time. That is a necessary mission
for every hymnal committee. Butit will be
neither an easy task nor, in many circles, a
popular one.
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Baptism: Back to the Future
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The principal purpose of this article is to
honor the rite for Holy Baptism in the
Lutheran Book of Worship (LBW, 1978)
and those on the Inter-Lutheran Commis-
sion on Worship (ILCW) and its Liturgical
Texts Committee (LTC)! who prepared it,
and to consider whether the baptismal rite
met the goals set for it. A secondary and
minor purpose is to compare the LBW rite
with the baptismal rites in the two prede-
cessor books of the LBW—the Service Book
and Hymnal (SBH, 1958), which relegated
the baptismal rite to its Occasional Ser-
vices Book (OSB, 1962), and The Lutheran
Hymnal (TLH, 1941) as found in its com-
panion volume The Lutheran Agenda(TLA,
n.d.); and, also to a minor degree, with the
new provisional materials in Renewing Wor-
ship 3: Holy Baptism and Related Rites
(RW3, 2002), which is being reviewed and
revised even as this is being written.

Toward all these ends, an attempt will
be made to evaluate the first principal goal
of LBW itself—*“To restore to Holy Bap-
tism the liturgical rank and dignity implied
by Lutheran theology, and to draw out the
baptismal motifs in such acts as the confes-
sion of sin and the burial of the dead,”>—by
examining five hallmarks of the LBW rite,
which I enumerated in a previous article in
Currents:’ paschal essence, pneumatic na-
ture, corporate understanding, eucharistic
context, and ritual character.

From even a cursory examination, itis
clear that the LBW took bold new steps in

the creation of the rite for Holy Baptism
and that RW3 seems thus far to be building
partially on LBW baptismal foundations.
The two previous rites in OSB and TLA did
not provide much foundation for the LBW.
Did the LBW succeed in its goal “To
restore to Holy Baptism the liturgical rank
and dignity implied by Lutheran theology
..”? And what are therite’s strengths and
its weaknesses?

Overall comments
In many ways, the evaluation of LBW can
only be done by the pastors who lead its
rites and the congregations who participate
inthem. Hence, I have done a brief random
survey of some parish pastors who have
used the LBW baptismal rite since it was
first published in 1978.

One major difference between the LBW
and the two predecessor rites (OSB and

! The late Rev. Hans Boehringer was the
main drafter. Other members of the LTC
included John Arthur, Eugene Brand, Charles
Ferguson, Edward Horn III, A. R. Kretzmann,
L. R. Likness, Herbert Lindemann, Paul Peter-
son, Philip Pfatteicher, Fred Precht, Ralph
Quere, Krister Stendahl, Clifford Swanson,
Johan Thorson, and Ralph Van Loon.

2 The goals are on page 8 of LBW.

3 S. Anita Stauffer, “Holy Baptism in the
Lutheran Book of Worship,” Currents in
Theology and Mission 13:6 (December 1986),
339-45. These hallmarks are my own
construct.

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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TLA) is that they provided separate baptis-
mal rites for infants and adults, while LBW
provided just one rite for all ages. RW3
follows in the LBW tradition. The differ-
ences in these approaches are highly sig-
nificant, though they will not be discussed
further here. Clergy seem to be in general
agreed that the unified rite is preferred.

In previous rites, infant Baptism
seemed to be the norm, while in LBW, with
its multivalent meanings and richer cer-
emonial, adult Baptism seems more the
norm, even if the respective numbers of
candidates do not make that apparent. The
LBW rite could well be the culmination of
the process of the adult catechumenate.

A second general impression is that in
LBW, Holy Baptism is central to the book.
There are collects that remind us of our
Baptism (e.g., p. 47, # 199, 200); and many
Psalm prayers, unfortunately found only in
the Ministers Edition (LBW-ME, 1978),
have images related to water, the fountain
of life, the flow of living water, etc. In a
sense the Brief Order for Confession and
Forgiveness is a form implicitly for the
renewal of baptismal vows, as is the recita-
tion of the two commonly used ecumenical
creeds. Receiving the body and blood of
Christ is a form of renewing our Baptism,
and the Paschal Blessing at the conclusion
of LBW Morning Prayer (pp. 138-41) is an
explicit remembrance of Baptism, as is the
address from Romans 6 as the pall is placed
on the coffin in the burial rite. Also, confir-
mation is now properly called “Affirma-
tion of Baptism.” In the Vigil of Easter in
the LBW-ME, Holy Baptism is central to its
understanding and enactment. Thus, it is
clear that the second part of LBW’s goal has
been met—that the baptismal motifs be
emphasized in such rites as confession and
burial.

Music must notbe forgotten.* TLH had
six baptismal hymns, so identified. With
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SBH, the number was four. LBW contains
nine baptismal hymns, with several refer-
ences to others. The character of the music
and texts is different, with LBW hymns
being more joyful and less penitential over-
all than predecessors TLH and SBH. Con-
sider, forexample, the triumphant baptismal
hymn “We Know that Christ is Raised”
(LBW #189), withitsrousing Hallelujahs at
the conclusion. Also, note that “Even As
We Live Each Day” (LBW #350), a clearly
baptismal text, is appointed for use in the
burial liturgy.

It is interesting that the LBW’s baptis-
mal roots are deeper than those in the OSB
and TLA—the ILCW dug to roots of the
ancient church, not just to those of the
sixteenth century. As well, the LBW was
prepared in the context of then- contempo-
rary ecumenical bodies, particularly the
International Consultation on English Texts
(ICET) and the Consultation on Ecumeni-
cal Hymnody (CEH).?

These are some of the positive com-
ments about the LBW rite for Holy Bap-
tism. On the other hand, the rite has far
more potential than has been realized in its
twenty-five years of use. One frequently
hears, “If only pastors would read the Notes
on the Liturgy [in the LBW-ME] and the
Manual on the Liturgy. . . .”% While great
strides have been made to put Baptism at
the center of congregational life, much
more pastoral and educational emphasis is

4 Regarding LBW hymns, see Marilyn
Kay Stulken, Hymnal Companion to the
Lutheran Book of Worship (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1991).

5 For more on this, see Philip H.
Pfatteicher’s Commentary on the Lutheran
Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1990), 809.

¢ Philip H. Pfatteicher and Carlos R.
Messerli, Manual on the Liturgy, Lutheran
Book of Worship (Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1979).
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needed. Pastors and chairpersons of parish
worship committees should be expected to
read and follow the guidance of these and
other valuable resources.’

A slight internal contradiction within
LBW is that the laying on of hands and
anointing with the prayer for the Spirit (in
the baptismal rite) is confirmation; why,
then, do we continue to have a later so-
called confirmation rite for use with ado-
lescents? Do they really need a repetition
of the handlaying and prayer for the Spirit?
As an eminent liturgical scholar once put
it, “Confirmation is a rite in search of a
theology.”

Evaluation of the hallmarks

1. Paschal essence. As St. Paul wrote to
the Romans (6:3-5), Baptism s our partici-
pation in the Paschal mystery—we are bap-
tized into the death and resurrection of
Christ. Luther echoed this when he wrote,
“The sinner does not so much need to be
washed as he [sic] needs to die, in order to
be renewed and made another creature, and
to be conformed to the death and resurrec-
_ tion of Christ, with whom he [sic] dies and
rises again through Baptism.”® Paschal ref-
erences pervade the baptismal rite, but it is
notable also in the suggestion that the Vigil
of Easter is the context par excellence for
the baptismal celebration. LBW also sug-
gests other days for Baptism, but the Easter
Vigil provides an unequaled baptismal con-
text. Focus on the paschal essence is espe-
cially meaningful when baptizing adults
and particularly poignant with infants.
The paschal essence is especially evi-
dent in the prayer of thanksgiving over the
water (largely the emended text of Luther’s
Flood Prayer).” Restoration of this prayer
to our baptismal rite is one of the greatest
accomplishments of the LBW, for which
the ILCW and especially the LTC should
be proud. RW3 is proposing to include
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several alternate prayers over the water,
but Luther’s Flood Prayer (albeit emended
for LBW) cannot be equaled. The chal-
lenge with all prayers over the water is that
some pastors omit them in order to save
time. The Flood Prayer and the Eucharistic
Prayer are two texts which ought never to
be omitted!

Itis not clear to what extent the paschal
essence has become clear to members—
even in large parishes, who hear the words
over and over again. More adult baptisms
will help change that. With infants, it
difficult for some people to understand
Baptism as anything but cute and senti-
mental. As well, when pastors omit the
prayer of thanksgiving over the water, the
paschal dimension is greatly diminished.

2. Corporate understanding. Holy
Baptismis always simultaneously personal
and corporate. The LBW made major steps
toward strengthening the corporate under-
standing by its appointing the Sunday as-
sembly as its setting, the use of baptismal
festivals, the use of plural language in re-
ferring to the neophytes, the welcome by
the congregation, and the use of the
Apostles’ Creed. The culture’s privatized
understanding of Baptism is hard to main-
tain with all of the corporate facets and
emphases. However, baptismal festivals
are sometimes a little too corporate. Ef-
forts should be made to avoid an assembly-
line atmosphere. On the other hand, such
festivals do enhance the corporate under-

7 For example, Ralph R. Van Loon and S.
Anita Stauffer, Worship Wordbook (Minne-
apolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1995).

8 The Babylonian Captivity of the Church
(1520), in Luther’s Works, ed. Abdel Ross
Wentz, vol. 36 (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1959):
68.

9 The English translation of Luther’s
Sintflutgebet is provided in Pfatteicher and
Messerli, ML, 370n6.
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standing of the sacrament. Baptism is
always personal, but never private; always
corporate, but never anonymous.

Regarding the welcome by the congre-
gation, the text in RW3 is called not a
welcome but an acclamation, making the
texts difficult to compare. However, LBW
is to be credited for introducing the congre-
gational welcome; predecessor books did
not include any such text, and the RW3
acclamation serves as a sort of welcoming.

3. Pneumatic nature. The Holy
Spirit’s role is apparent in the LBW rite, at
least to those who pay close attention to the
texts and actions of it. There are two
epicletic prayers invoking the Spirit. The
first is in the prayer of thanksgiving over
the water (section 9), in which the Father,
whose Spirit moved over the waters of
creation and anointed Jesus in his own
Baptism, is asked to send the Spirit now,
that new life may be given to the baptized.
These are major improvements over OSB
and TLA.

A second epiclesis for the Spirit (sec-
tion 13) is prayed during the laying on of
hands. The neophyte is given not only new
life in Christ but also the seven gifts of the
Spirit.

Immediately after the handlaying, the
sign of the cross is made, which may be
applied by anointing with oil. Here againis
reference to the Spirit, this time in the past
tense: “you have been sealed by the Holy
Spirit” (section 14). There are multivalent
meanings to this anointing and signation
(including christological), and its history is
quite complex, butitis at least a mark of the
gift of the Holy Spirit received in Baptism,
making us God’s own people (see 2 Cor
1:21-22). We are “branded” as forever
belonging to the God who made us. This
seems to have been well received by con-
gregations.

These actions related to the Holy Spirit

—in the water, imposition of hands,
signation, and anointing—are not simply
liturgical “extras.” The Holy Spirit comes
not only in the water bath but also in these
actions of the Spirit. Water Baptism and
Spirit Baptism are a single indivisible ac-
tion of the single indivisible Triune God.
The Spirit elements are really confirmation
elements, a significant return to the early
Christian unified sense of Baptism, before
confirmation degenerated in the medieval
period into a delayed, separate rite for the
gift of the Spirit. The ILCW showed great
wisdom in looking back into early Chris-
tian history for what would shape the future
church.

4. Eucharistic context. Holy Baptism
and the Holy Eucharist are closely con-
nected. “The gift of Communion is the
birthright of the baptized.”!® Even when a
young child is baptized but not yet admitted
to the Lord’s Table, the Eucharist remains
the culmination of Holy Baptism. The
connections are several. There is an eccle-
sial connection: Baptism creates the church,
and Eucharist nourishes and sustains it.
There is also a soteriological connection:

1 LBW-ME, p. 31.
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Baptism brings, and Holy Communion re-
news, the gift of forgiveness. Because of
such connections, the LBW expects that
Holy Baptism will be celebrated within the
context of the Eucharistic liturgy (whichis,
of course, the case in the Easter Vigil, the
primary time for Baptism).

ater

Baptism
and Spirit Baptism are
a single indivisible ac-
tion of the single indi-
visible Triune God.

This hallmark is met when Baptism is
in fact celebrated within the Eucharistic
context. Alltoo oftenitis not, but thatis the
fault of the pastor and other worship plan-
ners, not of the book.

5. Ritual character. The LBW bap-
tismal liturgy is more than words. Its rich
use of actions and signs distinguishes it
sharply from the OSB and TLA rites. In
OSB and TLA, there is a handlaying in both
the adult and infant rites. In both books,
there is a permissive (“may” rubric) sign of
the cross on the forehead (and breast, in
TLA). But these actions seem more central
to the rite in LBW; for one thing, they are
not “may” rubrics in LBW.

In LBW there are other ritual actions.
The water is to be used abundantly. Hence,
the Flood Prayer, with the possibility of the
presider making the sign of the cross with
his/her hand in the water of the font—and
the amount of water is expected to be abun-
dant.'" As Luther wrote, “It would be more

fitting to immerse in the water than to pour
with it, for the sake of the completeness and
perfection of the sign.”2 Elsewhere, Luther
calls for submersion—completely cover-
ing the body with water; immersion is dip-
ping part of the body in the water but not
completely covering it.!> LBW suggests
pouring, but the Notes on the Liturgy in
LBW-ME make immersion permissive.
Both OSB and TLA speak of “applying
water.” RW3 suggests immersion as the
preferred mode while also making pouring
permissive. If a parish does not have a font
large enough for submersion orimmersion,
a larger temporary font can be constructed
easily.' Such abundant use of water clearly
speaks the “drowning” and incorporation
into the death and resurrection of Christ
that are essential aspects of the sacrament
of Holy Baptism.

LBW reintroduced the ritual use of oil
for the anointing. Oil has many biblical
references and meanings. The sign of the
cross with anointing with oil unites us with
the crucified Christ, seals us with the Spirit,
and starts us on life’s faith journey in the
way of the cross. As the LBW-ME points
out, other uses of the sign of the cross (at the
invocation, at absolution, at the benedic-
tion, etc.) “become acknowledgments and
affirmations of Baptism.”'* Such an action
may also be used at home (during meal and
bedtime prayers, for example), thus lead-

! See S. Anita Stauffer, Re-examining
Baptismal Fonts (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical
Press, 1991) (video), and On Baptismal Fonts:
Ancient and Modern (Cambridge, England:
Grove Books, Joint Liturgical Studies), 1994.

12 The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and
True Body of Christ, and the Brotherhoods
(1519), Luther’s Works 35:50.

13 The Holy and Blessed Sacrament of
Baptism (1519), Luther’s Works 35:29.

14 See Stauffer, On Baptismal Fonts, 57.

15 LBW-ME, p. 31, section 14.
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ing people slowly into a more Christ-cen-
tered life.

Two other ritual actions are also pro-
vided in LBW: presentation of a white bap-
tismal garment and presentation of the
baptismal candle. The garment s a christo-
logical symbol: “Baptized into union with
him, you have put on Christ as a garment”
(Gal 3:27). Some sort of garment was used
in the ancient church because adults were
baptized, and they were naked, so some
simple clothing was needed to dry them off
and cover them for entrance into the main
worship space (the baptistery was normally
a separate building, albeit sometimes at-
tached to the church.) In present times
more infants than adults are baptized (al-
though the latter is increasing), and the
infants are usually already clothed in an
elaborate white dress from home, so one
wonders whether the white baptismal gar-
ment is now unnecessary and superfluous.
Indeed, some on the ILCW Liturgical Texts
Committee must have shared this thought,
for the garment is provided for only with a
“may” rubric, and that only in the LBW-ME
Notes on the Liturgy, not in the rite itself.

The other action, which seems to be
more cogent, is the presentation of the
baptismal candle, lighted from the Paschal
candle and thus a sign of the inherent con-
nection between Baptism and Easter. As
well, there are ethical dimensions of the
candle: the neophyte is called to live and
serve in such way that the light of Christ
will be beamed into the world.

One danger in these ritual elements is
that they will be more obvious and dra-
matic than the water bath itself. This can be
avoided with the use of the thanksgiving
over the water (a parallel to the Eucharistic
Prayer) and the abundant use of water gen-
erously applied through immersion or sub-
mersion. All too often it is not, but that
again is the fault of the pastor, not of the
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book. The renewed understanding of Holy
Baptism may require the installation of
larger and deeper fonts.

Conclusion

It seems clear that the LBW did succeed
well in restoring “to Holy Baptism the
liturgical rank and dignity implied by
Lutheran theology, and to draw out the
baptismal motifs in such acts as the confes-
sion of sins and the burial of the dead.”
This rite is a gem of the Lutheran Book of
Worship. The Liturgical Texts Committee
and indeed the ILCW itself and its project
director, Eugene L. Brand, deserve thanks-
giving and honor. And may eternal rest be
granted to the main drafter of the rite for
Holy Baptism, Hans Boehringer, and other
members of the ILCW and the LTC who
have gone to their rest, and may light per-
petual shine upon them. Alleluia.
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A Gift of the Church. That positive phrase
was the title of the first section of the Guide
to introducing Lutheran Book of Worship
that congregations used back in 1978. 1
want to suggest some ways in which the
LBW indeed has been a gift to Lutheran
congregations across North America.

As we consider the short life span of
LBW, I always try to put it in the context of
the 2000-year-old conversation that we call
the Christian liturgy. Assemblies of Chris-
tians around word and sacrament were en-
countering God in the event of communal
worship long before this worship resource
appeared, but LBW has served congrega-
tions in significant ways in this generation.

In his study of Christian worship, Dom
Gregory Dix suggests that deep changes in
worship patterns generally take from 70 to
100 years.! In a time that invites constant
change, it may serve us well, before we
dismiss the LBW, to befriend the treasures
of the tradition that it has bequeathed to us
and cultivate the seeds that still have poten-
tial to bear fruit.

Key things that were emphasized in
LBW include the following: baptismal ac-
cents in various liturgies; centrality of both
word and sacrament each Lord’s day; a
clear Paschal focus; use of lay assisting
ministers; fuller congregational participa-
tion; variations that provide a spectrum
from a simple rite to a festive and full rite;
ecumenical convergence; fuller use of

psalms; appeal to all the senses; expanded
use of the Bible in liturgy and lectionary;
new liturgical music and hymns; a strong
use of trinitarian language; more inclusive
language; a stress on thanksgiving; a fuller
resource for daily prayer; rich rites for
Holy Week and the Triduum.? These and
other aspects of the LBW are gifts for the
worship life of the church. Gordon Lathrop
writes that “the real intention of the gifts of
the LBW is the surprising encounter with
God . . . in the gospel of the crucified and
the life of the Trinity.”

Baptismal focus

A stated goal of LBW was “to restore to
Holy Baptism the liturgical rank and dig-
nity implied by Lutheran theology, and to
draw out the baptismal motifs in such acts
as the confession of sin and the burial of the
dead.” Various rites in the Occasional
Services book such as “Recognition of

! Dom Gregory Dix, The Shape of the
Liturgy (London: Dacre, 1945), xv.

2 Encountering God: The Legacy of
Lutheran Book of Worship for the 21*
Century, ed. Ralph Van Loon (Minneapolis:
Kirk House, 1998), 6, 43, 49.

3 Encountering God, 49.

4 Lutheran Church in America, American
Lutheran Church, Evangelical Lutheran
Church of Canada, Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod, Lutheran Book of Worship (Minneapo-
lis: Augsburg Publishing; Philadelphia: Board
of Publication/LCA, 1978), 8.

Currents in Theology and Mission 30:5 (October 2003)
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Ministries in the Congregation” or “Affir-
mation of Vocation in the World” put in
ritual form the Lutheran theological stress
on Christian vocation that is given in bap-
tism. This has undergirded the use of lay
assisting ministers in shared leadershiproles
with ordained presiding ministers.

Confession and forgiveness have been
more closely tied ritually to baptism. While
we have stressed theologically that daily
confession and forgiveness reflect the bap-
tismal structure or pattern of our lives in
Christ, formerly worshipers did not see the
connection in worship. As pastors have
done the Brief Order of Confession and
Forgiveness from the font and invited people
to retrace the sign of the cross over their
bodies at the baptismal naming of Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, the connection is
being made. (The connectionis even clearer
when the lids on fonts are removed and
water fills the font or pool. Afterall, we are
not into dry cleaning!)

The recovery of the communal dimen-
sion of baptism has moved pastors and
congregations to include baptisms within
Sunday public worship. Private baptisms
tended to make baptisms a biological fam-
ily affair rather than a congregational act.
In addition to family sponsors, some con-
gregations are adding congregational spon-
sors to stress that this newly baptized person
is now part of our community and our
responsibility.

As Ireflect on some nuances and con-
tributions of the baptism liturgy in LBW, I
see several things that have enriched wor-
ship life of congregations. More biblical
images are put before us in Luther’s Flood
Prayer and remind the baptized that they
are now inserted into that story as they pass
through this saving flood. As adults come
to faith and seek baptism, the missionary or
evangelical character of baptism comes to
the fore in making disciples. Congrega-
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tions are rediscovering their “disciple-
making mission” and their call to be cate-
chumenal communities. Lay representa-
tives who give the candle, pour the water,
and welcome the baptized, and the whole
congregation that witnesses the rite, under-
line that “in the one Spirit we were all
baptized into one body” (1 Cor 12:13). The
gift of grace in baptism draws us into the
self-giving of God as we are swept up into
Christ’s mission for the world; the wel-
come at the end of the baptismal liturgy led
by a representative of the congregation
stresses the vocation of all Christians im-
plicit in baptism. The laying on of hands
with the “confirmation prayer” for God to
pour out the Spirit on the baptized as a new
Pentecost takes seriously the biblical call
that we “live by the Spirit” (Gal 5:16) as we
“have been born of water and the Spirit”
(John 3:5). The possibilities for Christian
identity are strong as people recall that
prophets, royalty, and priests were anointed
and that Christ was “the anointed one.” As
the newly baptized are anointed, they are
reminded that they part of “a chosenrace, a
royal priesthood, a holy nation” that they
“may proclaim the mighty acts” of God (1
Pet 2:9).

All of this prompts a lively awareness
of baptism’s continuing relevance for Chris-
tianlife and mission. If I were to say, “I was
married,” you might assume that I am now
divorced or widowed. But while “I was
married” on a certain date, I am still mar-
ried. People are gaining new awareness
that not only were they baptized, they are
baptized. The various dimensions of the
LBW baptismal rite have helped individu-
als and congregations grasp the rich gifts
that God gives the church in Holy Baptism.

Word and Sacrament
Word and Sacrament go together. LBW by
its layout suggests that the main Sunday
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service be a service of both proclamation of
the Word and celebration of Holy Com-
munion. T had a professor who said that this
was not merely a conjunction but a theo-
logical “and.” We have seen congregations
move from Word and “occasional Sacra-
ment” toward every-Sunday celebration of
the Word and Meal. Along with this more
frequent celebration of both Word and Sac-
rament, we are discovering that younger
children sense this gift in Communion and
are being shaped by this gift of Christ’s
grace and presence. They get it. They
know it is “for you”. . . . and for them!

As this pattern of Word and Sacrament
becomes the central focus of our Sunday
assemblies, we also find that people of faith
seek to have their weddings and funerals of
loved ones in the context of a full liturgy of
Word and Lord’s Supper. The profound
pairing of these means of grace is deepen-
ing worshipers’ encounter with God in Jesus
Christ through the power of the Spirit.

Generations were deprived of the life-
giving gifts of the mutuality of Word and
Communion by the private mass or infre-
quent communion practice. Now, as in
baptismal practice, we are discovering that
congregations not only receive the Body of
Christ but sense in profound new ways that
they are being formed into the Body of
Christ for God’s mission in the world. That
is a gift for the world.

The ELCA’s The Use of the Means of
Grace continues the trajectory set by the
liturgies of LBW and suggests that new
worship resources will build on the rich
traditions that LBWhas passed on from past
generations.

Signs of unity

One of the gifts of LBW is its ecumenical
vision shared with other Christian churches.
Because all churches read the Scriptures
and proclaim the Word, they thought that it

would be beneficial to work toward a com-
mon lectionary. Now the gift to neighbors
or co-workers from different denomina-
tions is that on Sunday they have likely
read the same biblical texts, so conversa-
tions during the week can reflect on what
God is saying to the churches.

Basic texts for the liturgy were trans-
lated by ecumenical committees for use in
the various churches. Now when people
visit other churches, many of them have
similar liturgical texts, patterns for reading
the Bible, and patterns for Sunday worship.
In a world torn apart by tensions and di-
vided over many issues, worship that pro-
vides a sign of unity is certainly a gift.
Pastors and lay persons from different de-
nominations can join together in Sunday
text studies because they hold those texts in
common.

Lay worship leadership
Lutherans along with other Protestants and
Roman Catholics have been stressing that
worship is the action of the entire Christian
community. This was emphasized in a
1979 LWF statement: “We need to regain
the concept of an acting assembly presided
over by the pastor. For that concept to
receive adequate ritual expression,
unordained ministers must function in ca-
pacities of leadership as a matter of prin-
ciple, not just to compensate for having
only one pastor.”

LBW clearly calls for laity to fill assist-
ing minister roles in most of its liturgies. In
most congregations lay persons present the
first and second lessons. That is a return to
the ancient communal leadership model of
the early church. However, there are some
things we still can do more effectively.

5 A Lutheran Agenda for Worship
(Geneva: Department of Studies, Lutheran
World Federation, 1979), 29.
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Often alectoris simply given a text without
any shared study or guidance for how the
lector can most effectively proclaim it. I
have found that where the pastor or another
leader in the congregation meets with the
lectors for a liturgical season, new insights
are gained, and practicing various ways of
presenting the texts makes for more dy-
namic communication of the Word.

In one of my classes we work on oral
interpretations of the Word with seminar-
ians. One student related an experience in
his contextual education parish. He worked
on an effective interpretation of the biblical
lesson. Afterthe service, a worshiper asked
him what version of the Bible he had used.
Caught off guard, he said he thought it was
the NRSV. She asked if he was certain. He
said he was confident that it was. Then she
said, “I guess it was the way you read it that
made it seem new.” That could happen
more often with preparation and practice.

The Prayers or the Prayer of the Faith-
ful suggest that alay assisting minister lead
the petitions of the congregation. I find in
my travels around the church that fewer
pastors invite lay assisting ministers to lead
prayers, although some will have them
pray prayers preprinted in publishing-house
inserts or other sources. There is opportu-
nity here to deepen the congregation’s un-
derstanding of and practice of prayer. A
group of members could be recruited, for
example, to serve as the congregation’s
intercessors for a year and then meet during
that year to deepen their understanding and
experience of prayer. They could help each
other discern what the needs of the congre-
gation are and ways to lift up the world to
God in the congregation’s communal
prayer. This pattern is new for us, and we
are still searching for ways to make it more
effective. We might find that people ask,
echoing Jesus’ disciples, “Pastor, teach us
to pray.”

In the liturgies of Morning Prayer,
Evening Prayer, and Prayer at the Close of
the Day, lay people can fill all the leader-
ship roles. If preaching is part of those
liturgies, that would be the one thing the
pastor would do!

In the Baptism liturgy, there is clear
involvement of the whole congregation as
a baptizing community. It is no longer a
private pastoral act done away from the
congregation into whose life and mission
this person is received. The lay representa-
tive who lights the baptismal candle from
the Paschal candle is ideally a symbol of
the congregation’s continuing care for the
newly baptized. For an infant, this may be
a person teaching Sunday School. The lay
representative who welcomes the newly
baptized ideally will be an elected officer
or council member who represents all the
baptized. These are all ways in which the
acting assembly at worship shares leader-
ship with the clergy.

God’s mission in worship
In The Use of the Means of Grace, the
ELCA’s 1997 statement on the practice of
Word and Sacrament, the last section is
titled “The Means of Grace and Christian
Mission.”® The gift that LBW offers in-
cludes the dismissal at the end of the Sun-
day liturgy, which stresses this mission and
vocation of the baptized as a lay assisting
minister sends the congregation into the
new week: “Go in peace. Serve the Lord.”
The mission of God in Jesus Christ in
the power of the Holy Spirit sweeps the
worshiping congregation up into that mis-
sion as it hears and celebrates the pro-
claimed Word and Holy Communion. The
prayers pay attention to the congregation’s

¢ Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America, The Use of the Means of Grace: A
Statement on the Practice of Word and
Sacrament (Chicago: ELCA, 1997), 55.
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call to ministry in the world as they lift up
the laments, intercessions, praise and
thanksgiving of this mission people.

The baptismal liturgy certainly has
added a strong Lutheran baptismal motif in
ritually stressing our vocation and mission
that arises out God’s grace for us. The lay
representative says, “Through Baptism God
has made these brothers and sisters mem-
bers of the priesthood we all share in Christ
Jesus, that we may proclaim the praise of
God and bear his creative and redeeming
Word to all the world.” Then all the bap-
tized respond: “We welcome you into the
Lord’s family. We receive you as fellow
members of the body of Christ, children of
the same heavenly Father, and workers
with us in the kingdom of God.”

These dimensions of LBW are still
shaping us into a more missional people.
The liturgy for us is not simply a sixty-
minute program to entertain or enlighten
us; rather, it draws us more deeply and
passionately into the mission of God for us
and through us in the world.

LBW’s gift of past and future
LBW has served countless assemblies of
worshipers throughout North America as
they have encountered God through the
means of grace. Faith has been given, lives
have been strengthened, hope has been
renewed, communities have been formed,
and mission has been engaged.

More of the gifts of LBW are enumer-
ated in more expansive descriptions of its
past gifts and future promise. Several au-
thors collaborated on a book titled Encoun-
tering God: The Legacy of Lutheran Book
of Worship for the 21* Century,” which will
reward readers who want to explore more
fully the contributions of LBW to the wor-
ship life of congregations. Another book
that picks up the trajectories of LBW’s
contributions to congregational worship and

mission is one authored by professors of
worship from the eight ELCA seminaries
and one Canadian seminary. Inside Out:
Worship in an Age of Mission?® reflects how
the gifts of LBW have brought us this far by
faith and open up a vision of worship ap-
propriate to the twenty-first century.

I have talked positively about gifts of
LBW. Some have spoken of its failure for
our present time. But I keep wondering
whether there is any “perfect” worship re-
source. I wonder whether such failures are
of the LBW (or other resources) or of prac-
tice? Can any book renew a congregation
or give faith? Or is a worship resource a
faithful servant open to serving acongrega-
tion that seeks to center its life on the
encounter with God through the Spirit-
empowered means of grace? In this sense
a good liturgy is not in any book or bulletin
but rather in the gracious promises of the
gospel proclaimed and enacted in the Chris-
tian assembly.

Any worship resource is like notes on
amusic score. Itis not music untilitis sung
and danced. Itis not liturgy until the Word
is proclaimed and Sacraments rightly ad-
ministered and the Spirit breathes life into
the valley of dry bones. Only then are we
graced with the power to raise the dead and
give new life. And that is exactly the way
that LBW has sought to serve congrega-
tions for these twenty-five years. Because
lives are deeply shaped by worship, the
continuing effects of LBW in the lives of
people and congregations will bear fruit for
many years to come, even after new wor-
ship resources continue the faithful service
of LBW. Indeed, this book has been a good
and faithful servant! Thanks be to God!

7 See note 2.

8 Inside Out: Worship in an Age of
Mission, ed. Thomas Schattauer (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1999).
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“900 Words”: Initial Reflections of an Emerging Editor

I’m spending my Sundays preaching in a congregation that is earnestly hoping that
their bishop will give them a pastor for Christmas. Their eyes are peeled for any
sign of activity; their ears are attuned for any whisper of news. They hang on for
any hint of their future. As I ponder preaching in the Advent and Christmas sea-
sons, I wonder: What could possibly make us that anxious and expectant for the
coming of the Christ? A healthy dose of uncertainty, perhaps? How about some
honest-to-goodness fretting over the future? Or maybe what we need is some
overwhelming good news!

Here it is! To a world in which peace seems to be slipping, to a nation in which
unemployment is on the rise, to congregations who know in their hearts that, if they
keep on being who they are, they will someday cease to be, to pastors who are just
plain tired, to people sick and shunned, oppressed and afraid, Christ comes! Christ
comes as a babe so that God knows what it is to be human. Christ comes in Word
and Sacrament so that we know how much we are loved. Christ comes in glory to
make all creation whole and safe. All around us we find uncertainty and fretting.
When we spend prayerful time with the readings, the good news of Advent, Christ-
mas, and Epiphany leaves us overwhelmed. Perhaps that’s how we might spend
some time this fall as we prepare ourselves to prepare God’s people. Two fine
contributors bring purpose to our prayers and offer counsel as we contemplate.

Glenn Monson is Pastor of Our Savior’s Lutheran Church, Austin, Minnesota.
A second-career pastor, Glenn played trombone professionally for more than fifteen
years before beginning his studies at Luther Seminary. I came to know Glenn
through his work in the ACTS Doctor of Ministry in Preaching Program, of which
he is a recent graduate. In the course of his doctoral work, Glenn explored new
forms of preaching, on one occasion effectively bringing his horn into the pulpit,
and revealed new insights into the essential role that our listeners play in creating
meaning in the preaching event. Glenn is married to Ruth and the father of Abby
and Catherine. Glenn will be guiding us through Advent.

For Christmas and Epiphany, we accompany Aaron Couch, co-pastor at First
Immanuel Lutheran Church in Portland, Oregon. Aaron describes himself as a
father, a husband, and a pastor. I knew Aaron in seminary and am delighted to




come to know him again through one of my teaching partners, Melinda Wagner,
who is Aaron’s spouse and co-pastor at First Immanuel. Before attending Trinity
Seminary, Aaron studied ancient Semitic language and literature, gifts he ably
shares with us.

As I complete my first attempt at editing Preaching Helps, 1 find myself
joyously fretting over my own uncertainties. For thirteen years as a parish pastor, I
cherished this pre-chat room for preachers both for exegetical insights that are
concise and relevant and for pastoral perspectives that both affirm and stretch me. I
remember fondly the days of “prophetic reflections,” which always turned the
texts—and me—upside down! It is a bit humbling to assume the stewardship of a
resource that many like myself find essential to a task and calling so important. I
am grateful to Robert Smith for his own care of this coming together of preachers
around God’s Word and for being my wise and gentle guide as we make this
transition. In one e-mail conversation, Bob mused that it might be time to consider
giving Preaching Helps a new name. While that may have been good for Abraham
and Sarah, Jacob and Simon Peter, I have come to trust the name Preaching Helps
as a faithful witness both to the gospel and to the power, promise, and privilege of
preaching. I want to express my gratitude to my colleagues, Ralph Klein and Kadi
Billman, for entrusting me with this task.

For years [ wanted to write for Preaching Helps. 1 sort of felt I owed it to
everyone from whom I was borrowing. I wondered how one gets the chance, whom
one needs to know, what’s the secret handshake. So, please, let me be clear. If you
are interested in writing and have been waiting for an invitation, if you can name a
voice that we need to hear, if you’ve written before and want to indicate how much
you enjoyed it, please drop me a note at LSTC. I’d appreciate your partnership as
we cultivate a company of contributors. How wonderful it would be to be over-
whelmed by a long waiting list!

My biggest learning as an emerging editor is not to count the minutes, as I do as
part of my preparation to climb into the pulpit, but instead to count the words.
We’re allotted an average of 1,200 per Sunday. That’s 400 words for each pericope,
200 for exegesis and 200 for pastoral reflection. That’s short. It requires clarity in
thought, precision of language, deciding what’s important and committing to that
decision. I guess writing for Preaching Helps isn’t that different from preaching,
after all. As for this introductory essay, Peggy Eldredge, my other wise and gentle
guide in this transition, indicates that I’'m allotted 900 words. Clicking File >
Properties > Information, I find that I’m eighteen words over! Do you think I need
to go back and edit?

Craig A. Satterlee, Editor of Preaching Helps
Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago
1100 E. 55* Street, Chicago, IL 60615
csatterl@lstc.edu
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First Sunday in Advent
November 30, 2003

Jeremiah 33:14-16
Psalm 25:1-9

1 Thessalonians 3:9-13
Luke 21:25-36

First Reading
All three readings underscore the impor-
tance of context. By itself, the brief reading
from Jeremiah may seem uninspiring. When
we understand that this word came to
Jeremiah while he was under arrest in the
court of the guard of King Zedekiah, during
the siege of Jerusalem, because he kept
saying there was no use resisting the army of
Nebuchadnezzar, the passage changes re-
markably. Apparently, King Zedekiah tried
desperately to build morale during the siege
by forbidding discouraging words. Look-
ing honestly at the situation and then beyond
it, Jeremiah declared that, though God would
give the city and the land to the Babylo-
nians, this was not the last word. In his
Handbook of the Old Testament, Claus
Westermann said of this passage, “The tired
and bewildered people in the last stage of the
siege were told, ‘All is not lost!’” (p. 164)
Zedekiah and Jeremiah illustrate the differ-
ence between false optimism and real hope.
A most interesting play on words in the last
phrase underscores this. The new name of
the city will be “The Lord is our righteous-
ness.” The Hebrew word for righteousness
is zedech. The phrase in Hebrew is “Adonai
is our zedech,” meaning perhaps that the
Lord is our hope; Zedekiah is not.

The context of the second reading also
is very important. 1 Thessalonians 1-3
reveals that opposition, persecution, and
attacks by Satan are all very real experi-
ences of these believers and their pastor and
teacher, Paul. Paul longed to come and see

his beloved children in the faith but was
prevented, and so he sent Timothy to find
out if they survived. Timothy returned with
the miraculous report that the Thessalonians
held fast to the faith. Verse 8 says, in a
nutshell, what this means to Paul: “For we
now live, if you continue to stand firm in the
Lord.” Our text continues this theme. The
Greek reveals that the question mark be-
longs at the end of verse 10, not verse 9.
Placing the question at the end of verse 10
focuses on the primary verb so that the verse
reads, “How can we thank God enough?”
The primary verb in verse 10, “pray,” is a
participle, indicating that this praying to
God is done in the context of thanksgiving.
Supported by the Greek word order, these
verses read that Paul is rejoicing exceed-
ingly, night and day, for the faith of the
Thessalonians and, in that state, prays to see
them in order to continue to build them up.
As the rest of the passage makes clear,
Paul’s concern is that they not falter in their
faith. Paul does not pray night and day to
see them but rejoices night and day that God
has sustained them in the faith.

The Gospel parallels Jeremiah in that
Jesus distinguishes between false optimism
and real hope. Luke 21:5-6 provides the
context as Jesus predicts the destruction of
the temple, saying: “As for these things that
you see, the days will come when not one
stone will be left upon another; all will be
thrown down.” King Zedekiah forbade dis-
couraging talk about the city of Jerusalem
under siege by the Babylonians, and we can
be sure that Jesus’ talk of destruction was
forbidden by the chief priests and scribes.
Again, there was a denial of imminent de-
struction. The stark contrast between those
who welcome the coming of the Son of Man
and those who do not makes a case for the
difference between false optimism and real
hope. While some “faint from fear and
foreboding of what is coming upon the
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world,” believers are encouraged to “stand
up and raise your heads, because your re-
demption is drawing near.”

Pastoral Reflection

What is the difference between false opti-
mism and real hope? What is the difference
between being merely optimistic in a shal-
low wishful way and the hope that comes
from knowing the Triune God? Imagine a
retired couple; the wife is dying of a chronic
illness and the husband simply can’t bear
the thought of life without her. He is angry
that at the last doctor’s appointment the
physician said, “She’s dying, and there’s
nothing we can do.” He wants somehow to
forbid this kind of talk. Or, imagine a
severely dysfunctional family situation such
as alcoholism. Family members pledge to
one another not to tell “the secret about
Mom,” which, of course, everyone knows.
Butreal hope comes from speaking the truth
and getting Mom to treatment.

The ability to call a thing what it actu-
ally is, is a necessity of real hope. False
optimism is perpetuated when we insist on
calling evil good and good evil. Our ten-
dency as fallen beings, as those whose bond-
age to sin is real, is to insist that real hope
comes by refusing to look at evil and call it
what itis. This is not so. The Cross invites
us to call a thing what it is and then believe
that God is at work even there, in the dark-
est, most difficult times. Our North Ameri-
can culture is particularly adept at refusing
to call evil what it is and refusing to take it
seriously, lest we somehow became “less
optimistic”! Christians can offer a hopeful
alternative by being willing to live a life that
believes that God is at work, yet without
denying that pain and grief, hardship and
turmoil, tragedy and death are part of life.

In reflecting on the difference between
false optimism and real hope revealed in
these texts, I am struck by the image of a

jigsaw puzzle. Wintertime in our house is a
time for working puzzles. Starting a puzzle
is always a bedlam of cardboard confusion.
In difficult puzzles, pieces are even cut to
keep one from seeing the true shapes of the
pieces at first. But as one fits them together,
the whole picture begins to emerge.

Perhaps a way of describing a “puz-
zling” state of affairs, a place of confusion
and difficulty, whether it be Jerusalem un-
der siege, Thessalonica under persecution,
or the coming of the Son of Man, is to use the
image of a puzzle. Real hope, perhaps, can
be described as taking a look at all “the
pieces” without flinching, realizing that
God’s design will in time emerge. Imitating
Paul, who offers extravagant praise to God
even in the face of opposition and persecu-
tion, we, too, can keep our eyes on what God
is doing in the world. Through puzzling
days, days under siege, and times of “dis-
tress among the nations,” we need to pro-
claim that God is at work now and will be to
the coming of the Son. This is finally the
basis for real hope. GM

Second Sunday in Advent
December 7, 2003

Malachi 3:1-4
Luke 1:68-79
Philippians 1:3-11
Luke 3:1-6

First Reading

Malachi is primarily written to the corrupt
priests of Israel. The prophet calls the
priests those “who despise [the Lord’s]
name” (1:6). The priests are accused of
causing “many to stumble” and of corrupt-
ing the covenant of the Lord (2:8). Malachi
says that these prophets have “wearied the
Lord with [their] words” (2:17) “by saying,
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‘All who do evil are good in the sight of the
Lord, and he delights in them.” Or by
asking, ‘Where is the God of justice?’”

Our text is an announcement that the
messenger of the Lord, and subsequently
the Lord himself, will suddenly come to his
temple. Ironically, this messenger is one in
whom the priests claim to be delighting, and
the Lord is one they claim to seek. The
prophet, however, is skeptical of their wel-
come for the Lord and his anointed and
reminds them that the new arrivals will
purify these descendants of Levi as gold and
silver are purified. In other words, they will
be put through fire. The soap (in Hebrew,
“lye”) of the fuller will cleanse them of all
impurities. The message is undoubtedly
that this cleansing process will not be pain-
free. But the result will be that the offerings
given in Judah and Jerusalem will again be
pleasing to the Lord, for they will be made
by righteous hands.

The Epistle reading is primarily a testi-
mony to Paul’s affection for the Philippians.
This congregation seems to have been the

first established by Paul in Europe, and his
relationship with them was a very happy and
close one (Acts 16:11-13, 4:15-16). The
work of the gospel in Philippi, however, was
very difficult, as there was intense opposi-
tion to Paul’s evangelistic efforts from the
beginning (Acts 16:19-40). This persecu-
tion apparently only cemented Paul and the
Philippians together even more closely.
Thus, in today’s text Paul praises them for
their “sharing in the gospel from the firstday
until now.” The word translated “sharing”
is koinonia, a word that has found its way
into popular Christian usage. Often trans-
lated “fellowship,” “participant with,” “part-
ner,” or “sharer,” when a person is in koin-
onia with another, the sharing is much deeper
than any of these translations suggest. Those
who are in koinonia are in fellowship with
Christ, the Spirit, one another, and with the

work and suffering of the gospel. Paul’s
multiple thanksgivings for the faith of the
Philippians are all the more profound as he
gives thanks to God for the myriad ways in
which they share with him in the gospel.

The central figure of the Gospel text is,
of course, John the Baptist. Well before this
time, at both the announcement of his birth
to Zechariah (1:17) and on the occasion of
his circumcision (1:76), we are told that
John will be the one who “will go before the
Lord to prepare his ways.” This parallels the
Malachi text and undoubtedly brings tomind,
for its hearers, the promises and warnings of
Malachi. AsinMalachi, the people that first
heard the announcement of this messenger
and the Lord’s imminent return were ill-
equipped to welcome it. The list of names,
from Tiberius to Annas and Caiaphas, was
certainly no list of saints, and thus this
messenger came to a people claiming to
“delight” in the Lord but by no means living
that way. But thatis exactly why John came
“proclaiming a baptism of repentance for
the forgiveness of sins.”

The exilic prophet Isaiah is quoted here.
Is the inference that the hearers are also
“exiled in sin”? Claus Westermann says
that these verses are a “message of God’s
new act. . .the new event, the exile’s re-
lease and the new exodus, is already under
way.” God has forgiven the people and
resolved upon their deliverance. “That God
turns once again to his chosen people in
forgiveness puts everything right” (Hand-
book of the Old Testament, pp. 34-36). All
this can be seen from the simple purpose
clause that is translated “repentance for the
forgiveness of sins.” The phrase might well
be translated “repentance so that sins might
be forgiven.”

In other words, the purpose of repen-
tance is that sins might be forgiven. God has
decided to forgive. That is the Good News.
GM
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Pastoral Reflection

Paul’s declaration, “that in the day of Christ
you may be pure and blameless,” being
ready for the coming of the Lord, or being
prepared for the announcement of God’s
arrival, are certainly themes that arise from
these readings. Because Advent is a time of
preparation, itis appropriate that at least one
Sunday before Christmas be devoted to re-
pentance.

We might ask our hearers whether they
are ready for Christmas. What does that
mean? Of course it means getting presents
purchased and cookies baked and decora-
tions up, but the challenge could be to stop
and prepare one’s heart. For a preacher this
is no small task, for one could simply shame
everyone from the pulpit for “being so secu-
lar,” but where is the good news in that?
Perhaps we could invite our hearers into the
place where one can hear the weeping of
Jesus over Jerusalem, or the lamenting of
the Lord in the book of Hosea. Certainly a
preacher would want to announce the fact
that God has decided to forgive sin!

A preacher could talk about preparing
for death by lifting up the lives of saints who
have passed away in faith and hope. We
could talk about preparation for receiving
Holy Communion by lifting up our parents’
and grandparents’ memories of going to the
church or the parsonage and meeting with
the pastor the night before receiving Holy
Communion. Aside from the impossibility
of such a system in our day, and the fact that
many of our churches practice weekly com-
munion, this could be an excellent way to
reflect on what preparation means for re-
ceiving the sacrament. We might also con-
sider preparation for Holy Baptism. Many
pastors provide pre-baptismal counseling
with parents and/or candidates. This prac-
tice could be described and used to remind
people of the promises of baptism and the
promises of raising a child in the Christian

faith. “Preparing the way of the Lord” could
find its way into sermons on a wide variety
of subjects.

A related but more difficult tack is to
look at the costs of being unprepared. The
Malachi passage particularly lends itself to
this. The priests for whom this text was
written did not consider themselves unpre-
pared to meet the messenger of the Lord,
and yet they clearly were. What is the
warning here for us? Hubris? This kind of
preaching is difficult not because people
might not want to hear this word but because
it is difficult to get back to the gospel of
forgiveness if the sermon theme is unpre-
paredness. One might get to the gospel by
showing how God prepares us through “fire”
and “fuller’s soap.” The preacher might
suggest that God’s cleansing action, though
painful, is really a gracious act. Like a
surgeon who cuts out cancer, or a parent
who disciplines a child, or a counselor who
leads an intervention, painful means some-
times lead to life-giving ends. This could be
away of getting to the gospel word of God’s
love without giving up on the theme of
unpreparedness.

Philippians gives the preacher fodder
for celebrating our fellowship (koinonia)
with other believers, with Christ, and within
the work of the ministry. We are not alone.
Faith is not merely “Jesus and me.” Chris-
tian belonging means that I am attached to
everything of the Spirit, and in this I rejoice.
Tying in somewhat with the major theme of
preparation, one could say that our partner-
ship with other believers, with Christ, and
with the Spirit is one way of ensuring that
we are “prepared” for the coming of the
Lord. GM
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Third Sunday in Advent
December 14, 2003

Zephaniah 3:14-20
Isaiah 12:2-6
Philippians 4:4-7
Luke 3:7-18

First Reading
The good news permeates the first reading,
with perhaps the best news being the re-
peated phrase “The Lord is in your midst.”
To a people who have known the chastise-
ment of the Almighty this is no small thing.
The promise here is that not only has the
Lord not abandoned the people, but God is
in their very presence. This is significant,
for the earlier chapters of this book make it
clear that Israel has not been faithful in their
worship of the one true God. Indeed, reli-
gious syncretism has been all the rage, and
the Lord has not been pleased. However,
“the Lord has taken away the judgments
against” the people and has returned to Zion
as aking and a warrior (v. 15). The promises
of verse 19 are particularly noteworthy. The
word translated as “the lame” is a substan-
tive participle meaning the “limping ones.”
Recalling that Jacob limped after his en-
counter with the Lord (Gen 32:31), sud-
denly we understand the richness of this
expression. Also, “the outcast” is another
participle which can be translated the “ban-
ished ones,” and this again widens and deep-
ens the meaning. The promise to “make you
renowned and praised among all the peoples
of the earth” (v. 20) is better translated “to
give you a name and fame among all the
peoples of the earth.” Again, the connection
with Genesis can be seen; Abram was told
that his name would be made great (12:2),
and that promise is reiterated here.
Philippians 4:4-7 is sometimes read at
weddings, perhaps because of all the anxi-

ety that often accompanies them. In writing
this letter Paul had much more to be anxious
about than whether the tuxedos fit! Opposi-
tion and persecution were commonplace in
Philippi, and Paul was probably in prison as
he wrote this. Paul’s opening imperative,
“Rejoice!” isin present tense, implying con-
tinual and habitual actions. From prison
Paul exhorts these Christians to continual
and habitual rejoicing, even though they are
under duress. This is no small task. Yet,
Paul urges them to “let [their] gentleness be
known to everyone.” The Greek word for
gentleness is a rich word, shown by the
many ways it has been translated: modera-
tion, forbearance, magnanimity, reasonable-
ness. The word is rare, used only five times
in the New Testament. It is the ability to be
steadfast in suffering, trusting in God de-
spiteitall. “Gentleness” does not do justice
to the richness of this term. The second half
of the text is well known, but again it is
worth remembering that the verbs are
present-tense imperatives, urging all to a
continual practice of not worrying but let-
ting requests be made known to God, while
expecting the peace of God to continually
guard our hearts and minds.

The Gospel is a continuation of last
week’s reading. Today we get to hear John
the Baptist preach, and preach the Baptizer
does! John launches into a tirade against the
crowds who seek to be baptized, going right
to the heart of their self-righteousness when
he calls them “offspring/brood of vipers.”
John continues attacking their heritage as he
mocks their proud phrase, “We have Abra-
ham as our father/ancestor,” and points out
that “even now the ax is lying at the root of
[their family] tree.” What the Lord seeks is
“good fruit,” not simply pious prayers and
hand wringing. The turning point in the text
comes with the crowd’s response: “What
then should we do?” This is appropriate,
for, as Luther said, “to do it no more is the
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truest repentance.” Their question was re-
ally, “What then are fruits which are worthy
of repentance?” John tells them. Luke says
that “even tax collectors came to be bap-
tized.” The word “even” indicates that these
folks were unexpected, as certainly was
their question of what fruits they could bear.
Soldiers were also unexpected; like tax col-
lectors, soldiers were known for their abuse
of the public.

The last verse is a puzzle. After all
John’s exhortations, warnings, and admon-
ishments, Luke summarizes it by saying that
“with many exhortations, he proclaimed the
good news to the people.” Do John’s words
sound like gospel to you?

Pastoral Reflection

John is certainly a colorful character, and
his words are powerful and intriguing. One
way we preachers might get the creative
juices flowing is to imagine ourselves as
members of the crowd. How does it feel to
be preached at like this? One can do this
simply by changing a few words. For ex-
ample, in the opening verse: “John said to
[us who] came out to be baptized by him,
“You brood of vipers! Who warned you to
flee from the wrath to come?” In this way an
exegete can begin to feel the accusation of
hypocrisy that came at these listeners. Since
Pharisaism is a continual problem for Chris-
tians, the preacher would do well to identify
with the crowd, not with John.

The question of the Gospel text, “What
then should we do?” is a pregnant question
for any preacher. How does one “bear fruits
worthy of repentance”? How does one “live
a life consistent with one’s baptism”? This
could send us back to our baptismal prom-
ises, where we “grow in faith, love and
obedience to the will of God.” It could also
send us back to Romans 6, where Paul
reminds us that we are “buried with Christ
by baptism,” and thus the Christian life

involves a daily dying. One possible play
on words could be, “Is the Christian life a
‘Hoop’ [to jump through] or a ‘Hope’ tolive
in?” Our natural Pharisaism makes it into a
hoop more often than not.

The preacher might consider the iden-
tity Jesus is given here. When John talks
about Jesus as one who will “clear his thresh-
ing floor” and “gather the wheat into his
granary; but the chaff he will burn with
unquenchable fire,” it sounds like the stuff
of fire-and-brimstone preachers, something
few Lutherans are known for. Does this
picture of Jesus offer a corrective to our
often completely inoffensive portrait of the
Lord? Where is the place of wrath and
judgmentin contemporary preaching? Does
the Holy Spirit and fire ever need to come
down in our houses of worship?

Zephaniah is pure gospel. It is the
announcement of God’s decision to forgive
and to live among God’s people once again.
This text might well serve as a fine example
of our motivation for Christian living. God
has decided to forgive. God has decided to
live among us. God has become ruler and
warrior for us. God has saved the lame,
gathered the outcasts, changed our shame to
renown, and restored our fortunes, thus we
can do nothing but praise God’s glorious
name. There is much piety not born of
gratitude, and perhaps that is the most likely
to lead to Pharisaism. So an antidote to a
hoop-jumping sort of expression of faith
might well be thankfulness. Zephaniah gives
us all the reasons we need to base our faith-
fulness on thanksgiving. GM
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Fourth Sunday in Advent
December 21, 2003

Micah 5:2-5a

Luke 1:47-55
Hebrews 10:5-10
Luke 1:39-45 [46-55]

First Reading

Micah 1-3 announces God’s judgment upon
Jerusalem for the sins of evil rulers, false
prophets, and immoral priests. These people,
who have been given the responsibility to
shepherd Israel faithfully, have not done so,
but instead have led Israel down the path of
impure worship and social injustice. In
chapter4, judgment changes to God’s prom-
ised restoration. Thus we are led to the text
for this Sunday, where we are told of a new
ruler who will come to shepherd Israel. He
will not be like the wicked rulers of the past
but “shall stand and feed his flock in the
strength of the Lord.” This ruler will come
not from Jerusalem or from one of the large
tribes of Israel but from Bethlehem, one of
the little clans of Judah. Bethlehem reminds
us of the Israelite monarchy’s humble be-
ginnings. The Hebrew word translated
“little” in verse 2 can also be translated
“insignificant,” and thus it reminds us that
the insignificant ones in the eyes of the
world may indeed be God’s messengers or
servants. They minister in the strength of
the Lord, therefore their own strength is not
a prerequisite.

The Epistle reading begins “Conse-
quently,” begging us to look at the context
of this passage. Earlier in Hebrews 10 we
read that sacrifices according to the law and
the first covenant cannot take away sin.
After speaking again and again about sacri-
fices and offerings in this passage, finally at
the end of the periscope we find out what
offering is efficacious: “the offering of the

body of Jesus Christ.” This point is most
effectively reiterated in the verses that fol-
low (11-14) as the writer says that “by a
single offering [Christ] has perfected for all
time those who are sanctified.”

The Gospel is the story of two miracles
meeting for the first time. Both John and
Jesus have now been conceived. John is
more than six months along, we are told, and
thus very capable of giving a swift kick or
two to his mother, and Jesus has just been
conceived. In fact, just prior to this text is
the story in which Mary finds out about
Elizabeth’s pregnancy, and it is to rejoice
with her kinswoman that she goes on this
journey. But the miracles don’t stop with
the conception of these boys. A miracle of
prophetic utterance and discernment is given
to Elizabeth as soon as she is greeted by
Mary. For her babe leaps in her womb, and
at that she pours forth the ecstatic speech of
one who has been gifted by the Holy Spirit.
She is given knowledge of the amazing
news of Mary, and the identity of Mary as
“the mother of my Lord,” as well as the fact
that there would be “a fulfillment of what
was spoken by the Lord.” All this is cer-
tainly miraculous, for even Luke’s “orderly
account” offers no explanation for their
knowledge other than being filled by the
Holy Spirit.

The Magnificat is certainly one of the
great pieces of poetry in Scripture, and it
brings to mind the first text from Micah. As
in Micah when the “insignificant” town of
Bethlehem produced the righteous ruler,
here we are told that God has “looked with
favor on the lowliness of his servant.” Like
the Hebrew word for the “little ones,” the
Greek word for “lowly ones” refers to one
“who is of no account in the eyes of the
world.” Also, just as the righteous ruler in
Micah stood in the strength of the Lord, so
it is “the Mighty One [who] has done great
things for [Mary].” This whole passage is a
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great testimony to the fact that God chooses
“what is low and despised in this world,
things that are not, to reduce to nothing
things that are” (1 Cor 1:26-31). In other
words, God’s favor is not dependent on our
exalted status in the world’s eyes. God’s
favoris notdependent on us being unexalted
in the world’s eyes. Luther makes this point
beautifully in his commentary: “They, there-
fore, do [Mary] an injustice who hold that
she gloried in her humility. She gloried
neither in the one or the other, but only in the
gracious regard of God. Hence the stress
lies not on the word ‘low estate,” but on the
word ‘regarded.’” For not her humility but
God’s regard is to be praised” (Luther’s
Works 21:314). In the NRSV, the word
Luther translated as “regarded” is “looked
with favor” (v. 48).

Pastoral Reflection

Consider the many folks among us who
think of themselves as lowly or insignifi-
cant. There don’t seem to be any real bound-
aries to this feeling. The young can feel like
they don’t matter. The elderly often don’t
feel like they count. A man whois losing his
capacity for work told me recently that he’s
beginning to feel “discarded.” Often people
who are unemployed feel this way, as do
those who are chronically ill, or those who
suffer with mental illnesses, or those who
have been abused. There doesn’t seem to be
any limit to the number of ways a person can
reach the point of feeling insignificant. These
texts preach to this state of mind by saying,
Look! God chose the insignificant ones.
God chose the ones who the world thought
were nothing. In fact, God even became one
of the despised ones!

But there is another message here. Jiir-
gen Moltmann says that the non-poor, non-
oppressed, non-sick, non-disenfranchised of
this world must be moved toward “an atti-
tude of solidarity with their victims” (The

Crucified God, p. 49). So these texts reach
out not only to the marginalized of the world
but also to those of us who sit in seats of
power, exhorting us to remember that we are
all brothers and sisters. Status canno longer
be adividing line for the believer, foritis not
for God. Thus we can be free of the need to
either hold on to our power or seek it. This
can be very good news to the powerful, for
even the powerful know that their status in
the world is fragile. Think of the profes-
sional athlete who signs a multimillion-
dollar contract one season and is forgotten
the next when he gets hurt and can’t play.
Think of Hollywood’s beautiful stars who
are quickly forgotten when they start to lose
their luster. Think of Washington, where
the name of the winners of elections are on
everyone’s lips, but we can’tremember them
as soon as they leave office.

Hebrews is a wonderful passage for
simply preaching the good news that in
Christ sins are truly forgiven. How often we
fail to take this deeply to heart. Instead “we
try to absolve our guilt by bringing sacri-
fices with us [to worship]” and asking,
“Doesn’t it count, Lord? Doesn’tit count?”
This passage is an excellent opportunity to
announce to our listeners that we do not
need to bring our guilty consciences and
good intentions to worship each week, hop-
ing they are enough. Rather, we can simply
trust that Christ’s death is enough, and that
the gospel is true—we are indeed forgiven!
Perhaps the most important phrase in this
pericope is the parenthetical phrase in verse
8, which notes that these offerings were
“offered according to the law.” The preacher
may well point out that when one is in a
loving relationship with another, one does
not bring gifts to the beloved because of “the
law.” One brings gifts because one cannot
help but express love for the beloved. Thus
the point of this passage is not that offerings
are notimportant, but that they do notrecon-




Preaching Helps
T——

395

cile us with the Beloved and do not forgive
sins. We do not buy the affection or the
forgiveness of the Beloved. We receive it
by grace. Any offerings that follow such a
gift function simply as an outpouring of
thankfulness and praise. Perhaps the
preacher could go after the persistent human
predilection to bribe or coerce or otherwise
control God. God’s will remains God’s.
Thankfully, God’s will is to forgive. GM

The Nativity of Our Lord
Christmas Eve
December 24, 2003

Isaiah 9:2-7

Psalm 96

Titus 2:11-14

Luke 2:1-14 [15-20]

First Reading

Isaiah announces a word of hope, employ-
ing imagery that resonates deeply in the
human psyche. Light speaks promise both
for the darkness of shortened days and for
the darkness of troubled times. In the eighth
century B.C.E., the source of the darkness
was the Assyrian invasion under Tiglath-
Pilesar III. But following the death of the
Assyrian monarch, the prophet declares that
in the darkness, light has shined! The text
then completes the metaphor by naming the
light and identifying the specific content of
the hope—defeat of the enemy, deliverance
from oppression, and gift of peace. Al-
though the language might suggest the birth
of a royal heir, it more likely refers to a new
king ascending to the throne (note the simi-
larity to Psalm 2), probably Hezekiah. Hope
for endless peace, justice, and righteousness
is kindled and burns brightly.

This hope is assured not because of
human power or wisdom but because “the
zeal of the Lord of hosts” will accomplish it.
Zeal is perhaps a weak translation for gir’ah,
which can refer to jealousy, envy, even fury.
Isaiah pictures God not as remote and un-
moved but as passionately involved on be-
half of Israel. It calls to mind how God
speaks in Exodus 20—*I the Lord your God
am a jealous God.” It is not human agency
but God’s passion that will bring fulfillment
to the people’s hope.

The Gospel text narrates the surprising
turn to God’s passionate involvement with
humanity. God’s powerful work of salva-
tion comes under the appearance of weak-
ness. Theroyal child—heir to King David’s
throne and bearer of wonderful titles—is
born in poverty. He is laid in a manger
because there is no room in the inn. From
the very beginning, Luke challenges all hu-
man expectations about how God will fulfill
our hopes for endless peace, justice, and
righteousness.

Within the larger context of chapters 1
and 2, Luke employs the story of Jesus’ birth
to proclaim who Jesus is, thus helping the
reader to better appreciate the significance
of the story to follow. As the story of the
annunciation has already told us, Jesus’ life
and ministry are the embodiment of the
work of God’s Spirit. Locating the birth in
Bethlehem permits Luke to return King
David into the picture, reminding us of the
promise that Jesus, descended from David,
will “reign over the house of Jacob.” He is
Messiah—the one anointed to fulfill God’s
promises to deliver God‘s people. Refer-
ring to the Roman census that brings Joseph
and Mary to Bethlehem represents Luke’s
attempt to locate Jesus’ birth in time. It also
identifies God’s intention for salvation as
global. Through Jesus, God will bring sal-
vation to the whole world.
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Pastoral Reflection
The letter to Titus invites us to consider how
we are to live now that God has come to us
in the life of Jesus. We are to renounce
impiety and worldly passions. We are to
live lives that are self-controlled, upright,
and godly. Once in worship I misread Titus,
declaring that we are to be “uptight” instead
of “upright” (a Freudian slip?). It occurs to
me that this is how I have usually thought of
the Pastoral Epistles, regarding them as rep-
resenting an accommodation to the pater-
nalistic values of Mediterranean family struc-
tures. I have never chosen to preach on the
Pastorals, feeling that they feed alegalizing,
overly controlled, uptight way of faith. This
year, though, I'm rethinking that judgment.

If the language of “renouncing impiety
and worldly passions” and being “self-con-
trolled, upright, and godly” seems oppres-
sive, perhaps it says more about us and our
culture than it does about the intentions of
the writer of the Pastoral Epistles. We live
in a tremendously impious culture. (We are
apeople of unclean lips!) We have been led
to believe that life should always be fun and
entertaining and that we should never be
denied anything we desire. Advertising
tries to manipulate those desires, to control
us for the financial gain of others, and never
more than in the Christmas season. As a
culture, we are out of control to such an
extent that we endanger not only our own
health—physical, emotional, and spiritual—
buteven the health of the earth. Titus carries
a wonderful message for us. Our lives can
never be the same, now that God has come
tous in Christ. Because of God’s passionate
involvement with humanity, we have been
delivered from futility and endless self-seek-
ing, so that our lives might count for some-
thing.

Perhaps Titus also permits the preacher
to say a surprising word on Christmas Eve.
While the story of Jesus’ birth from Luke’s

Gospel tells us what happened, more or less,
Titus leads us into “and then what.” Be-
cause God loves humanity with alove thatis
stronger and purer than any of our loves,
God has acted with “zeal.” In Jesus, God
has come to give us new life. This life is a
gift of God’s mercy. It is not a matter of
rules to obey to earn God’s favor. God
offers us anew life in which we are free from
impiety and its cousins, cynicism and de-
spair. God invites us into a life that is self-
controlled, not ruled by ever-shifting inner
desires—directionless, senseless, and finally
meaningless (a tale told by anidiot . . .). As
we enter deeply into the love of God through
the practices of faith, such as prayer, Bible
reading, and worship, God gives us back our
truest self. When we receive Jesus, the most
priceless gift of God, we also receive our
own genuine life. AC

The Nativity of Our Lord
Christmas Day
December 25, 2003

Isaiah 52:7-10

Psalm 98

Hebrews 1:1-4 [5-12]
John 1:1-14

First Reading

There is a quality of majesty about the
readings for Christmas Day, communicat-
ing asense of calm and confidence, grounded
in the conviction that in the gift of Jesus God
has acted decisively to bring salvation to
God’s people. Second Isaiah sets the tone
for the day, picturing the messenger who at
last arrives, declaring peace, good news,
and salvation. The root of this happy proc-
lamation is simple: “God reigns.” This is
the source of great joy that calls forth sing-
ing. The Lord returns to Zion! The lan-
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guage calls to mind the enthronement psalms,
which celebrate the majesty of God’s reign,
received with joyful singing by the people
of God and by the whole of creation (Psalms
93, 95-99).

Even as the fulfillment of the promise
remains in the future, the prophet creates a
surprising sense of immediacy by focusing
on the arrival of the messenger. The procla-
mation is made with perfect verbs, in He-
brew expressing completed action. “The
Lord has comforted his people, he has re-
deemed Jerusalem.” The prophecy pictures
the return of the exiles from Babylon as
being like the deliverance from slavery in
Egypt. However, instead of leaving in haste,
the people will depart in dignified proces-
sion. God will go before them and be their
rear guard (52:12). The return of the exilic
community to the ruined city of Jerusalemis
also the return of God to rule.

In a similar way, the reading from He-
brews declares what God has accomplished.
While in the past the word of God was
mediated through the prophets, now God
has given direct and unmediated communi-
cation by the Son. There is a beautiful ex-
pression of reverence and awe in the exalted
language, describing the Son as “the reflec-
tion of God’s glory and the exact imprint of
God’s very being.”

The high Christology of Hebrews is a
wonderful match for the high Christology of
the Gospel reading. In the first verses of
John’s Gospel, we are given the perspective
from which we are to understand what is to
follow. John wants us to know who Jesus is
and who he is not. He is not simply a teacher
of righteousness, a miracle worker, or a
martyr. He is the Word made flesh—the
creative and redeeming power of God present
in‘a human life. Jesus as the Word does not
provide information about God but is the
very presence of God. In Jesus’ life, minis-
try, death, and resurrection, God makes

God’s self known to us. Jesus is the self-
expression of God.

It is not enough, however, to read the
Johannine prologue for its beautiful lan-
guage and high Christology. In the prologue
we encounter a theme that will be repeated
at the end of the Gospel. This Gospel was
written so that we may believe and have life
through Jesus. The prologue is more than a
word about Jesus. It affirms who Jesusis for
us. Through believing in Jesus’ name, we
receive the power to become children of
God. We become born of God, born from
above, and born to new life.

Pastoral Reflection

The Scripture texts for Christmas Day cel-
ebrate the faithfulness of God, who has
acted decisively on our behalf. In a way,
though, our situation is still like that of
Second Isaiah. We speak of God’s interven-
tion in human affairs as completed action,
yet we also still wait for the fullness of the
reign of God to be revealed, for all tears to be
wiped away and all creation to be made new.
In the meantime, we may look to the Incar-
nation to give shape to our spiritual journey.
When the Word became flesh, God revealed
a desire to be in relationship with us. As
God seeks us, so we—if we are wise—will
seek God. In a life shaped by prayer and
worship, by Bible reading and Christian
fellowship, we seek communion with the
One who seeks us. We seek to belong, ever
more deeply, in love to the One who has
loved us with a love that is stronger than
death.

In addition, the message of the Word
made flesh reminds us that faith also re-
quires flesh. In Christ, God has taken on our
flesh, taken on our sin, taken away our
condemnation. Such amazing goodness calls
for a similarly embodied response from us,
that praise and thanksgiving might become
visiblein every aspect of our lives. Faithcan
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never remain only a matter of head or heart,
limited to thinking or feeling. Faith needs
flesh. Faith comes to life in our pursuit of
justice, mercy, and compassion.

Christmas Day also offers the preacher
the opportunity to simply celebrate the good-
ness of God. Following the lead of the
Epistle and Gospel readings, we might look
beyond the manger in Bethlehem to contem-
plate what it means that God has come to us
in Christ. In Christ, God has come to dwell
among us and take on our flesh. Christ has
proclaimed to us the reign of God, healed
ourdiseases, and delivered us from the power
of Satan. Christ suffered and died for our
sin, bearing the condemnation that was ours.
On the third day, Christ was raised from the
dead, and has promised to come again. This
is the whole mystery we receive. The ex-
alted and majestic language of our Christ-
mas Day readings help to remind us that the
traditional Christmas narrative is only the
beginning of the story. AC

Second Sunday after
Christmas
January 4, 2004

Jeremiah 31:7-14
Psalm 147:13-21
Ephesians 1:3-14
John 1:[1-9] 10-18

First Reading

With subtle differences in emphasis from
one reading to another, God as parent serves
as a unifying image for this day. The first
reading comes from Jeremiah’s “Book of
Consolation.” The joyful character of the
reading is expressed in the series of impera-
tives at the beginning of the reading: sing,
shout, proclaim, praise! Such happiness
springs from the promise of God to gather

and restore the people of Israel. God will
show intimate care and concern by leading
the people with consolations, by brooks of
water, and in a straight path where they shall
not stumble. The reason for such wonderful
care is to be found in God’s declaration: “I
have become a father to Israel, and Ephraim
is my firstborn.”

The NRSV enhances the surprising char-
acter of God’s declaration by translating the
Hebrew Qal perfect verb as a present perfect
(note the simple present tense in the NIV).
While one might argue the translation, it is
worth noting that the present perfect, “I
have become,” fits well with the emphasis in
chapter 31 on a “New Covenant.” Jeremiah
declares that God will now forgive the sins
of the people and establish a new covenant
with Israel. In a new way, now God has
become a parent to Israel. God will be their
source of protection and the one who pro-
vides for their needs. The nation that came
to an end under the power of foreign empire
will know a new beginning and a new fu-
ture. This new future is the reason for the
exuberant language that celebrates the good-
ness of God. Israel’s joyful response to such
amessage of hope is expressed well in LBW
Canticle 14, “Listen! You Nations,” which
is based on verses 10-13.

Following the theme of parenthood, the
second reading employs the image of adop-
tion to suggest the surpassing and surprising
goodness of the gift we receive from God.
We can never construe relationship with our
Creator as our right. Rather, it is a gift of
God’s good pleasure, given through Jesus.
Similar in tone to the exuberant joy of the
first reading, Ephesians pours out praise for
the goodness of God. Purely by grace we
have beenblessed, chosen, destined for adop-
tion as children, redeemed, and forgiven.
According to God’s good will, we have
received gift upon gift, an inheritance of
mercy, finally being marked with the seal of
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the Holy Spirit as the pledge that we will
receive all good things from God.

Since John 1:1-14 was only recently
assigned (for Christmas Day), one may wish
to focus on the new themes at the end of the
reading. “No one has ever seen God. It is
God the only Son, whois close to the Father’s
heart, who has made him known.” While
the Father remains hidden, Jesus has shown
us the Father (14:9-10). In the life and
ministry of Jesus, the heart of God is re-
vealed. Because of Jesus, we know God as
our heavenly parent whose heart is full of

. love for the whole creation.

Pastoral Reflection

The image of adoption speaks with special
warmth and power for me. We have been
blessed to grow our family through adop-
tion. But were it not for the birthmothers
who chose us to care for their children, and
for the social workers and adoption agen-
cies who facilitated the adoption process, I
would never have known the joy of becom-
ing a father.

When we adopted our first son, we
breezed through the process. It was easy.
The match with his birthmother was perfect.
Itall happened so fast! But when we wanted
to adopt again, the process was not so easy.
It tested our patience and endurance. It took
much longer than we ever dreamed. There
were some serious bumps along the way.
Twice we thought we would be receiving a
child, only to have prospective adoption fall
apart. Once this happened in the week be-
fore Christmas. It brought a new level of
difficulty to preaching about the joy we
share at the birth of the Christ child. And
yet, when the phone call finally came that
told us we were to become parents again,
and when we actually held our second son,
the joy we felt swept away the waiting, the
worry, and the sadness that had colored the
previous three and a half years.

As I reflect on the image—on the real-
ity!—of being a child of God by adoption, I
smile with joy, both for God and for myself.
What a source of joy for God it must be to
adopt the whole human family, to claim us
in love as precious children. What a test and
trial it must have been for God, enduring
through waiting and rejection. What a joy it
must be—rmust be/—for us, who through no
merit of our own have been received in love
and made children of God. And from our
loving heavenly parent we receive gift upon
gift. Our sins are forgiven, our guilt and
shame are wiped away, and we have been
drawn into an eternal relationship of love
and blessing.

Those who are unfamiliar with today’s
open adoption process might want to take
time to learn more. One of the most helpful
resources we found was The Open Adoption
Experience by Lois Melina. There are both
gifts and losses for all members of the adop-
tion triad—the birthparents, the child, and
the adoptive parents. The preacher should
consider it likely that there are members of
his or her congregation for whom adoption
is part of their life’s story, and who will need
and appreciate nuanced language. AC
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The Epiphany of
Our Lord
January 6, 2004

Isaiah 60:1-6

Psalm 72:1-7, 10-14
Ephesians 3:1-12
Matthew 2:1-12

First Reading

The guiding image running through the read-
ings for Epiphany is of the wise men, as
representatives of the entire Gentile world,
coming to honor the God of Israel, whose
presence is manifest in the Christ child.
Third Isaiah calls the city of Jerusalem to
rise from the ruins and shine, so that the
glory of God might radiate out to be seen by
all the nations. In its wider context, there is
both a wonderful universalism and a dis-
turbing parochialism about this vision. The
message is beautiful for daring to imagine
the glory of God shining out to the world,
and the world responding by streaming to
Jerusalem to proclaim the praise of the Lord.
The message is unsettling for the threat of
destruction for all who will not serve the
people of the holy city. These more paro-
chial themes are not found in the verses
assigned for reading in worship.

After calling on Jerusalem to stand up
and let the light of God shine forth, Isaiah
speaks a pair of promises for God’s people.
First, the city’s sons and daughters will
return. The exiles will come home again.
Second, the wealth of the nations will flow
to Jerusalem, arriving by land and sea. The
picture of caravans of camels bringing the
wealth of the east, including gold and frank-
incense, may well have provided some of
the inspiration for Matthew’s account of
visit of the magi.

In the verses immediately preceding
our second reading, the writer of Ephesians

reminds the Gentiles of the time before their
inclusion into the people of God, but then
celebrates the gift of grace. God has broken
down the dividing wall of hostility in order
to create one new human family, composed
of both Jews and Gentiles in Christ, to be a
dwelling place for God. Our reading then
identifies this as the cause Paul serves and
for which he is a prisoner—the desire of
God that Gentiles become fellow heirs and
members of the same body, together with
Jewish Christians. The language celebrates
the wisdom and wide mercy of God, who
now receives Gentiles and permits them to
share in the promise of the gospel. Our
passage concludes by contemplating how,
through the church, this wisdom of God is
made known even to the heavenly powers.
Matthew tells the familiar story of the
wise men traveling to Bethlehem to honor
the Christ child. It is worth noting that as
Matthew tells the story, it is Gentiles who
are the firsttohonor Jesus as king. Herodotus
identifies the magi as Medes. After a detour
to Jerusalem and a visit with King Herod,
the wise men find their way to Bethlehem
and the house where the holy family is
living. When they arrive, they are “over-
whelmed with joy.” They present precious
gifts to the Christ child, kneel before him
and pay homage (NRSV). One might also
translate prosekunesan as “‘they worshipped”
or “they prostrated themselves.” These Gen-
tiles appear to appreciate who Jesus is!

Pastoral Reflection

What are we to make of these incongruous
facts? On the one hand, Israel looked for the
whole world to come to worship the Lord,
having received from Third Isaiah (and else-
where in their scriptures) a compelling uni-
versal vision of the nations streaming to
Jerusalem to give praise to the God of Israel.
On the other hand, the cultural walls sepa-
rating Jews and Gentiles proved more sub-




stantial than any desire to make this vision
become reality. It wasn’t until the early
church began its Gentile mission thatalarge-
scale entrance of Gentiles into a primarily
Jewish community actually began to hap-
pen. Sadly, it also contributed to the fractur-
ing of first-century Judaism, with Jewish
Christians finally being expelled from their
synagogues.

Perhaps more pointedly we might ask
about the incongruity in our day between the
Church’s explicit missionary identity and
the relative lack of passion for outreach that
is evident in the life of many congregations.
At our best, we do seek to be welcoming to
those who come to us, warmly receiving
those who find their way to the church door,
especially if they are “like us.” Yeteven at
our best, we seem to generally lack not only
the resources but also the awareness of the
need to reach out to those who have not
come looking for us but nonetheless need
the Christand are included in Isaiah’s vision
of God’s wide embrace.

A year ago I attended a “Transforma-
tional Ministry Event” sponsored by the
ELCA Division for Outreach. WhatIappre-
ciated most was that outreach was not pre-
sented as a program to implement. Instead,
the focus was placed on transforming con-
gregational life, growing deeply in the love
of God so that our hearts are changed. When
the love of God upends our self-oriented
lives so that we become not only aware of
but also passionately concerned about the
needs of others, then our light will truly
shine in such a way that people will be
drawn to experience the grace of God in our
congregations. Our neighbors and cowork-
ers do not need to become our evangelism
prospects or projects, nor do they need to
join a religious club. They need to experi-
ence the love of Christ flowing through us.
This can happen when we are willing to risk
becoming transparent about our needs and

Preaching Helps
I

hurts, and how we have found strength and
hope in Christ and among Christ’s people.

I pray for us to be filled with the kind of
joyful and thankful spirit evident in the
reading from Ephesians, that we may be
passionate about sharing the boundlessriches
of Christ. Martin Luther is said to have

described the church’s mission very simply:

it’s a matter of one beggar telling another
where to find bread. Gone is any trace of
triumphalism. Present is only a sense of
gratitude and joy for the exceeding good-

‘ness of God. AC
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