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Taking Stock of Lutheranism

The articles in this issue form an American response to the 450th
anniversary of the Augsburg Confession. Written by a representative
team of scholars, under the sponsorship of the Lutheran Council in
the U.S.A. and Lutheran World Ministries and edited by Eugene. L.
Brand, they attempt to define the significance of the CA (Confessio
Augustana) in the history of the United States. All this is part of a
worldwide program of commemoration and self-examination
inaugurated by the Institute for Ecumenical Research in Strasbourg.
To keep the document manageable in length, a selection process was
employed resulting in a type of case-study approach. Inevitably this
produced lacunae, including, for example, the question of
relationships with other religions. The selection reveals the
predilections of the drafting committee; another group may have
chosen accents and contents differently.

The question of who we are, chapter one, can be broken down
into periods — colonial, 19th century, and 20th century. The 19th
century was a time of widely divergent attitudes, of confessional
revivals and denominational splits, and of mutual distrust. The 20th
century dawned with twenty different Lutheran bodies and has
continued ‘with bipolar confessional postures: ecumenical
confessionalism (LCA, The ALC, AELC) and exclusive
confessionalism (LC-MS, Wisconsin). Today Lutherans are almost
completely Americanized, and they have become influential
religious leaders. Contact with other Christian bodies has grown, but
Lutherans strike a balance between concern for Lutheran unity and
wider ecumenical responsibility. The dream of unity for all
American Lutherans in this century seems doomed, though close
cooperation and a move toward union characterizes the life of LCA,
The ALC, and AELC.

The goal of Lutheran identity today is to become a reforming
movement in national Christianity that will help the church think
through issues of teaching and practice on the basis of justification
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of faith. To make such a proposal to the church would be the
highest commemoration of the Augsburg Confession. In sharing our
view of the Gospel as the unconditional preaching of justification we
could again take the CA as a practical, daily, and uncomplicated
norm.

Chapter two spells out how the CA has been applied within the
lives of the churches. Corporate worship is always at the center of
church life, and the production of the Luzheran Book of Worship
serves as a test case for evaluating the impact of CA. All the
American churches took quite seriously the doctrinal implications of
this new hymnal, and many of its affirmations and innovations can
be seen as ‘‘Augustanic’’ in content and tone. The primacy of
baptism, an emphasis on lay leadership in worship, and the
centrality of Holy Communion in the church’s worship are three
positive conttibutions of the Inter-Lutheran Commission on
Worship, which drafted LBW. One could also mention the emphasis
on the sacramental benefits of both Communion and Absolution
and the restoration of a rite of individual confession and forgiveness.
Like the CA, the church’s liturgy confesses human sin and gives
thanks for God’s saving acts in Jesus Christ.

When it comes to matters of order and organization, the CA has
had little direct effect. Our essayists, however, provide a
comprehensive review of major issues in policy — congregational ot
centralized authority, bureaucratic change, centralization of power in
LC-MS, and the ongoing quest for a definition of the ministty. In
deciding for the ordination of women, the majority of American
Lutherans could make no explicit use of CA, but appealed to the
Lutheran conception of the gospel and the use of Scripture, and to
the confession’s openness about the ordering of the church.

Programs and materials have also been affected by the CA. The
decision to postpone confirmation and to lower the age of
communion to the age of ten are examples of deliberate change in
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prevailing Lutheran practice. A number of studies and documents
dealing with mission, planning, seminaty training, and the
effectiveness of Lutheran nurture are surveyed in the search for the
CA'’s role in popular church life.

Social concerns from the revolutionary period, through slavery and
the rise of the labor movement, to the many contemporary ethical
issues, have met with an often uncertain witness from the church of
the Augsburg Confession. Yet most would find the CA opposed to
ethical activism @74 quietism, to seculatism #nd clericalism.
Lutherans in this century have tried to overcome the rigidly dualistic
understanding of the two kingdoms typical of their forebears. A two
kingdoms hermeneutic, nevertheless, guards against christianizing
society or secularizing the church.

The focus of chapter three is on ecumenical relations. Our past
has been marked by the divergent positions of a Schmucker and a
Walther, and by the varying extent to which the ‘‘Old Lutheran’’
position was worked out. Within the orthodox docttinal position
could be found a considerable range between Missouri and the
General Council, and the alphabet soup of 20th century
Lutheranism — NLC, ULCA, LCA, The ALC, LC-MS, AELC,
LC/USA — has provided ample opportunity for working out
ecumenical and exclusivistic understandings of CA.

Ecumenical dialogues have flourished during the last generation.
Lutheran discussions with the Reformed could have led to pulpit
and altar fellowship had not inter-Lutheran troubles intervened.
Participants in the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogues have
produced a spate of excellent publications in ecumenical theology
while conversations with the Episcopalians have identified their
concern about our supposed sub-catholic ministry and our concern
about their supposed doctrinal formlessness. But both sides in this
case have proposed that such differences could be most easily
handled within greater fellowship.
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The possibility of a doctrinally and structurally united
Lutheranism offers many internal benefits and may well be an
effective step toward unity with other Christian churches. Consider
this heady prospect: ‘‘As Lutherans draw nearer to each other and to
all those who believe the gospel, they are laying the foundations for
a free and genuinely ecumenical council in which reconciliation with
other parts of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church can
solemnly and publicly be manifested.”’

If Lutherans are to be a confessional church, their confession must
have a number of marks or characteristics: confession is proclamation
in crisis; confession takes place in a context where the unity of new
interpretation and of fidelity to tradition is threatened; confession
establishes norms for subsequent Gospel-proclamation; confession is
always over against those from whom the challenge comes;
confession is always on behalf of the whole Christian community.
Chapter four, therefore, asks us to make these marks our own if we
wish to be called confessional Lutherans.

And so, with apologies to the framers of the conclusion of CA,
par. 6, we have desired to present the following articles as a
declaration of our confession and the teaching of our American
sisters and brothers. If anyone should consider that they are lacking
in some respect, we are ready to present further information in
subsequent issues on the basis of the divine Holy Scripture.

Your most obedient servant:
Ralph, citizen of St. Louis
editor

The drafting committee members were: Donald Armentrout, Ralph A. Bohlmann,* Robert
H. Fischer, Robert W. Jenson, Leigh Jordahl,** Edgar Krentz, Carter Lindberg, Harry
McSorley, Ralph W. Quere.

Those attending a St. Louis consultation, in addition to the drafters, were: Robert W.
Bertram, Faith E. Burgess, Arthur C. Cochrane, Brian A. Gerrish, Eric W. Gritsch, Kurt K.
Hendel, John F. Johnson, John Franklin Johnson, Frank W. Klos, Jr., Eugene F. Klug,
Helmut T. Lehmann, Martin.E. Lehmann, Robin D. Mattison, Phillip E. Pederson, Albert P.
Pero, Jr., Theodore Peters, Frederick W. Reklau, Michael Rogness, David P. Scaer, James L.
gchlazf,vﬂ?bert C. Schultz, Trygve R. Skarsten, August R. Suelflow, Walter C. Sundberg,

arl A. Volz.

* Participated fully in the planning; unable to participate in the drafting.
** Not able to participate in the entire process.



Chapter 1

The Augsburg Confession and
Denominational Identity

Establishing Lutheran Identity In
The United States

The Lutheran Church traditionally has
pointed to the Augsburg Confession
(CA) as the chief statement of its iden-
tity. At the 450th anniversaty of that
confession, therefore, self-examination is
a most appropriate form of commemora-
tion. What role has the CA played, and
what role does it now play, in giving
shape and vitality to the life and mission
of Lutheranism in the United States?

The purpose of this study is, on the
one hand, to help Lutherans in America
clarify their sense of identity and mis-
sion. Equally, the purpose is to com-
municate to Lutherans outside North
America, and to non-Lutheran neighbors
here and abroad, some insight into who
we Lutherans in the United States are.
Our concern is to examine not only
where we have been and where we are
now, but also, in some sense at least, in
what direction we should be moving.!

Beginnings

Dutch, Swedes, Finns, and Germans,
together with other Europeans, shared in
populating the early American colonies.
Germans became the largest non-Anglo-
Saxon bloc; Lutherans became the largest
religious bloc among the Germans.
Predominantly poor, widely scattered,
meagerly supported ecclesiastically,
“foreign’’ in the colonial culture, still

groping for a sense of autonomy and
mission, the German Lutherans never-
theless gradually developed a certain
sense of identity.

Confessional diversity characterized
colonial Lutheranism: (1) There was one
state-established Lutheran colony: New
Sweden (1638). It was nominally ortho-
dox. The Swedish crown lost tertitorial
control within less than twenty years, but
it continued to supply clergy for over a
century. When the Swedish colonists
swung over to the English language,
however, their churches chose to become
Episcopal rather than make common
cause with their German Lutheran
neighbors. No other colonies were
founded on the American seacoast by
Lutheran states in Europe; indeed, it is
significant that the vast majority of colo-
nial German (and Dutch) Lutherans
came from territories which did not have
a Lutheran state church. (2) There were
some decidedly orthodox Lutherans,
mostly from northern Germany. (3) Pre-
dominantly, however, the German Lu-
therans (and Reformed) were moderate
pietists. Most of them came from south-
western Germany (they were indiscrimi-
nately called ‘‘Palatines’’), but they
received their support, such as it was,
from Halle and Augsburg, and from
Lutherans in London and Amsterdam.

The pietistic Lutherans were neither
sectarian nor anti-orthodox. Henry
Melchior Muhlenberg, the pattiarch of
colonial Lutheranism, pledged many
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new congregations to the Lutheran sym-
bolical books and defended his ortho-
doxy against several adversaries. In those
times and circumstances, however, the
symbolic books were mote a traditional
badge of identity than a dynamic doc-
trinal center. Lutherans experienced
some theological tensions but no major
confrontations except for that of
Mubhlenberg with the Moravian, Zinzen-
dorf. Nevertheless Lutherans, despite
considerable fraternization, generally
marked themselves off from the German
and Dutch Reformed. Proposals of
merger never commanded great support,
nor were the differences between the two
sides as slight as implied by the common
dictum that the one side prayed Vater
Unser while the other prayed Unser
Vater. Germans ‘‘of the Augsburg Con-
fession’’ showed many strong if indirect
influences from their churchly tradition:
in style of worship, the role of the
sacraments in pastoral care, instruction
(especially through Luthet’s Smal/
Catechism and Lutheran hymnody) and
— with their German Reformed and
some English-speaking neighbors — in-
sistence on an educated ministty and on
the pietism-flavored cultivation of ‘‘ex-
periential’’ or “‘living’’ piety. Already in
the mid-18th century colonial Lutherans,
adapting ideas from Amsterdam and
London Lutherans and from the local
Presbyterians, also began to develop
autonomous forms of church order
suitable for a free and pluralistic society.

At all these points, as elsewhere in
history, it is important to note that the
role of the Lutheran confessions in
American church life cannot be assessed
exclusively in terms of explicit allusions
to them. Cleatly visible in the life-style
of colonial Lutherans were characteristics
of the well-established Lutheran tradi-
tion: a central commitment to the gospel
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of grace, orderliness, but also flexibility
in regard to ecclesiastical forms, a sense
of the relationship between church and
common life. That relationship confron-
ted the colonists, for example, in their
dilemma of citizenship and revolution.

Nineteenth Century

The youthful nation, aided by a vast
influx of European immigrants, strode
into the 19th century with an exuberant
spirit and great eagerness to push across
the continent. With the disestablish-
ment of religion in the states, mean-
while, all the churches were put to the
challenge of strictly voluntary self-
support. Lutherans, starting with the
disadvantages of ‘‘foreign’’ languages
and little experience in ecclesiastical
autonomy, met that challenge rather
well. As the American denominational
pattern was taking shape at the begin-
ning of the century Congregationalists
and Presbyterians were the leading
groups. By the end of the century
Methodists and Baptists had raced to a
commanding numerical lead among Pro-
testant bodies, but Lutherans were in
fourth place and soon would become
third. '

In a context of population mobility,
religious indifference, and rationalism,
and in the context of religious pluralism,
Lutherans began to face the test of clari-
fying their identity. As Lutheran synods
began to proliferate, thoughtful leaders
formed a General Synod (1820), a loose
confederation for mutual support and
counsel. At the time, no tight organiza-
tion or confessional control would have
commanded acceptance. Young S.S.
Schmucker of Gettysburg, chief propo-
nent of the General Synod, advocated
the CA as the rallying point for Luther-
ans but, in emphasizing absolute
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allegiance to the Scriptures alone, he in-
terpreted it in a latitudinarian fashion.
His formula for ordination (1829)
prescribed the question: ‘‘Do you
believe that the fundamental doctrines
of the Word of God are taught in a man-
ner substantially correct in the doctrinal
articles of the Augsburg Confession?’’
Such a commitment, Schmucker
thought, would be definite enough for
Lutherans of various stripes to recognize
one another, but genial enough to
enable them to cooperate with other
‘‘evangelical’’ (non-Roman, non-
Unitarian) Protestants in the ‘‘advance-
ment of Christ’s kingdom.’’ Rising con-
fessional consciousness in the second and
third quarters of the 19th century,
however, brought this conception of
Lutheran identity and mission under in-
creasing criticism. Schmucker’s op-
ponents detected in his formula three
equivocations: fundamental, substan-
tial, and doctrinal.

But it was waves from the confessional
awakening in Germany which constitu-
ted the chief force which polarized Lu-
theranism in America around mid-
century. Rationalism and subsequent
movements based on the self-sufficiency
of the human spirit challenged Chris-
tianity at its core. Among the counter-
attacks was an energetic revival of
Lutheran confessional consciousness,
which maintained that God’s truth is
found purely and authoritatively in the
symbolic books as interpreted by 17th
century orthodoxy. This confessional
revival, a minority movement in Ger-
many, became a major influence in
North America. Especially among the
immigrants on the western frontier, but
also among the people of the more settled
East, Lutheran confessional precision ap-
pealed to many as the way to establish a
community proclaiming the pure gospel

of Christ, and to counter the rising tide
of secularism and the many denomina-
tional versions of the gospel which
Lutherans found defective.

There was considerable disagreement
among Lutherans, meanwhile, on just
how this community should be iden-
tified and ecclesiastically controlled. In
the East the Ministetiums of Penn-
sylvania and New York became the
leading conservative forces summoning
Lutherans to the Unaltered Augsburg
Confession and the other symbolical
books. They led in the formation of the
General Council (1867). In the Midwest
the Missouti Synod together with several
other consetvative bodies established in
the Synodical Conference (1872) a pat-
tern for Lutheran cooperation based on
doctrinal allegiance to the whole Book of
Concord and complete agreement in
church practice.

A great flurry of synodical
realignments in the latter 19th century,
however, suggested that even those
synods which professed unqualified
allegiance to the entire Book of Concord
would not necessarily find themselves
united. Switches took place in General
Council and Synodical Conference af-
filiation. The five major midwestern con-
servative forces — the Missourian, Joint
Ohio, German Iowa, Norwegian and
Augustana Synods — all concluded the
century out of fellowship. In the mean-
time the General Synod, repudiating
Schmucker’s lax view of the authority of
the CA but still interpreting the Confes-
sions more flexibly than its rivals did,
also continued to flourish and grow.

The picture is completed by sketching
developments among the Scandinavians:
the Swedes gathered mainly in the
Augustana Synod, which aligned itself
solidly with the General Council’s form
of doctrinal conservatism. The Danes
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and the Finns both split internally,
chiefly over tensions between conser-
vative pietism and cultural Christianity
or state-church tradition. The
Norwegians, most numerous of the Scan-
dinavian immigrants, were also the most
deeply fragmented. Their eventual move
toward a massive union in 1917 came
about on a conservative doctrinal basis,
but one which made room for a degree of
theological diversity.

In the 19th century context, then, we
can discern four major alternatives for ex-
pressing Lutheran identity and church
alignments: (1) The CA is a ‘‘substan-
tially correct’’ interpretation of Scrip-
ture, but subject to improvement by
recension (Schmuckcr s ‘‘American
Lutheran’’ party in the General Synod) 2
(2) The historic CA, without revision, is
the authoritative and sufficient symbol
of Lutheran unity, but it is to be inter-
preted with some flexibility (this view,
rejecting Schmucker’s stand, became the
dominant position in the General Synod
from 1986 on). A later spokesman wrote:
‘“The Augustana Confession is the sym-
bol of Lutheran catholicity; all the other
distinctive portions of the Book of Con-
cord are symbols of Lutheran particulari-
ty, creeds of Lutheran Churches, but not
in an undisputed sense of the Lutheran
Church.”’? (3) The Book of Concord in
its entirety presents the correct doctrine
of Scripture, and the CA must be inter-
preted through the Formula of Concord;
ecclesiastical practice and discipline,
moreover, are a necessaty test of true
allegiance to Lutheran doctrine (Missouri
Synod and other ‘‘Old Lutheran’’ bodies
in the Synodical Conference). (4) The
CA is ‘‘by pre-eminence’’ the document
by which a Lutheran is identified, but
the other Lutheran confessions also are
“‘in the perfect harmony of one and the
same scriptural faith’’ (General
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Council). The General Council steering
between the ‘‘laxity’’ in the General
Synod and the ‘‘rigidity’’ of Missouri,
tried to uphold what it regarded as the
position of full historic Lutheranism.
Closely related was the position main-
tained by Wilhelm Loehe’s disciples, the
German Iowa Synod (which adopted a
limited relation with the General Coun-
cil).

The actual dynamics of latter-19th
century confessional rivalty and unity ef-
forts in the United States will require
closer attention in Chapter Three of this
study. In general, however, we may
observe here:

(1) All the Lutheran bodies claimed to
abide in the genuine faith of the CA.

(2) Officially, most Lutherans claimed
that right doctrine was the touchstone
for determining church identity and
unity, and that right doctrine would pro-
duce and guard right life.

The majority assumed that true Lu-
theranism is to be identified primarily in
terms of the doctrinal tradition stated in
the whole Book of Concord. Sharp
disputes arose, however, over whether
this doctrinal tradition was fixed and er-
rotless, or subject to a degtee of diversity
of interpretation, whether or not the Lu-
theran confessional tradition presented a
pattern of church practice and discipline
which both constituted a necessary mark
of an “‘orthodox’’ Lutheran church.

(4) The prevailing mood among
synods was mutual distrust; church unity
and even cooperation were matters that
had to be negotiated doctrinally; the
goal was the establishing of ‘‘pulpit and
altar fellowship!” Examples of these ef-
forts were Ohio’s ‘‘Four Points’” (1868)
and the General Council’s ‘‘Galesburg
Rule’’ (1875). Bitter theological wars
were fought, chiefly among the mid-
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western consetvative synods, over such
doctrines as church and ministry,
chiliasm, whether there are any ‘‘open
questions’’ in the Scriptures, and predes-
tination (by far the most bitter con-
troversy). Moreover, conflicts over such
practices as revivalist techniques (‘‘New
Measures,”’ fought over in both East and
West), sabbath obligation, membership
in secret societies or ‘‘lodges,”’ praying
with ‘‘heterodox’’ Lutherans, were intet-
preted by most Lutherans as essentially
theological issues, clear corollaries of the
doctrine of justification by faith alone.
And yet it was plain that none of these
controversies could be settled by an ex-
plicit appeal to the Unaltered Augsburg
Confession itself.

(5) This polemical mood enormously
reinforced the already strong tendency of
immigrant groups to face inward upon
themselves, at the expense of establish-
ing broader religious, cultural, economic
and political contacts in American socie-
ty. For most Lutherans in this era, ecu-
menical responsibility meant chiefly
assuming the role of a holy remnant, a
brand snatched from the butning.
Lutherans were especially repelled by the
growing tendency of Protestants to find
their identity inpractical programs rather
than in doctrinal clarity.

(6) Nonetheless, Lutherans on all sides
were making sincere and at times heroic
efforts to discern and remain faithful to
their historic tradition. All these efforts,
however, did not produce the longed-for
Lutheran unity nor, apart from the effec-
tiveness of competitive zeal, establish the
effectiveness of Lutheran mission. Some
Lutherans sensed the need for reappraisal
not only of ecclesiastical positions but
also of presuppositions and strategies;
others reaffirmed their traditional pat-
terns. But as the century finished its
course, none were left unchanged.4

Twentieth Century

In the early 20th century, as the
United States was beginning to enter the
arena of international power, the main-
line Anglo-Saxon Protestant churches by
and large were still confident that they
had been the chief religious and moral
force in shaping this ‘‘God-favored’’ na-
tion. Except in the East, Lutherans were
generally regarded as outsiders to this
ostensibly dominant influence. For their
part, the Lutherans welcomed the
freedom and religious pluralism which
enabled them to concentrate on their
own affairs. Most of them had developed
a curious attitude of social and cultural
isolation, if not inferiority, coupled with
religious or doctrinal superiority. Their
phenomenal record of growth simply
delayed their critical examination of
these patterns.

The 20th century has been a time of
bewildering change. In the first half of
the century technological advances, ex-
panding political, commercial, and
cultural influence, and military power in
two world wars continued to bolster
American self-confidence. But since then
accelerating changes in every area of life
and the radical disintegration of tradi-
tional patterns of thought and life have
progressively undermined this compla-
cency. The nation has had to face the
limits of its own skill and wisdom as well
as the rise of cffective forces in other
parts of the world. Traditional Christian
moral values have been challenged fron-
tally by both secularistic and religious
alternatives. By the 1960s and 70s,
moreover, the mainline religious groups
had lost their impressive growth rate,
and many, including Lutherans, have ex-
petienced several years of net loss in
membership. All these groups have been
shaken awake by such challenges to the
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adequacy of their belief-patterns and
their practical programs. To a con-
siderable degree, Christian triumphalism
in America has been chastened.

Within this vastly changing scene,
Lutheranism as a denominational family
in America has undergone enormous
changes:

Cooperation and Union. The 20th
centuty began with over twenty autono-
mous Lutheran bodies. But a strong tide
(though with notable countercurrents)
soon swept them toward cooperation and
merger. The Norwegian (later called
Evangelical) Lutheran Church merger of
1917 united almost 90% of Norwegian
Lutherans. Two previously disputed ways
of expressing the doctrine of election
were both recognized as legitimate.
Following the tradition of Norway, the
church officially accepted the Unaltered
Augsburg Confession and Luther’s Sma//
Catechism but did not reject the other
symbolical books.

In 1918 the General Council, the
United Synod South and the General
Synod (eastern bodies separated since the
1860s) formed the United Lutheran
Church. In 1888, all three bodies had
cooperated in producing the Common
Service, and they had gradually effected
cooperation in several other areas. The
new body established its doctrinal state-
ment upon the Scriptures, the three
“Ecumenical’’ creeds, and the Book of
Concord, but in a stratified manner
which offered recognition to all churches
which ‘‘sincerely hold . . . the doctrines
of the Unaltered Augsburg Confession.”’
It also declared that the other 16th cen-
tury documents are ‘‘in the harmony of
one and the same pure scriptural faith”,

In 1930, after long and painstaking
doctrinal negotiations, the Joint Ohio,
Iowa, and Buffalo synods merged to
create the American Lutheran Church.
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In its doctrinal basis it confessed ‘‘each
and all of the Symbolical Books’’ as *‘the
true exposition ... of the faith;”
declared “‘unity in doctrine and practice
the necessaty prerequisite for church
fellowship,’” thus rejecting all
“‘unionism’’; and denounced lodges
which teach salvation by works.

The Missouri Synod, meanwhile,
cooperating only within the Synodical
Conference, reinforced its strict position
on orthodox doctrine and exclusivistic
practice by adopting in 1932 its lengthy
Brief Statement. It also engaged actively
in negotiations with other midwestern
bodies, however, to seek support for its
conception of Lutheran unity.

Meanwhile, eight bodies, overcoming
theit hesitation to commit themselves to
inter-Lutheran cooperation, even ‘‘in ex-
ternal matters,”’ formed in 1918 the Na-
tional Lutheran Council, primarily to
meet wartime and postwar needs. The
story of this remarkable agency shows
how inextricably related are the ques-
tions of identity and mission. The coun-
cil survived an early backlash of criticism,
chiefly by the theological conservatives,
and by the time of World War II it had
recovered the trust of its member
churches,enabling it to develop an amaz-
ingly aggressive and effective program of
service at home and abroad.

The dynamics of all these organiza-
tional changes cannot be spelled out
here.’ They all have to do, however, with
the manifold confrontations of two types
of confessional hermeneutic which E.
Clifford Nelson has dubbed ‘‘ecumeni-
cal confessionalism’’ and ‘‘exclusive con-
fessionalism.”’ The classic episode of
these confrontations took place within
the National Lutheran Council in 1919
between Presidents F.H. Knubel
(ULCA) and H.G. Stub (Norwegian
Lutheran Church). Their clash reached



AC AND DENOMINATIONAL IDENTITY

outward expression, on the one hand, in
the ULCA’s ‘‘Washington Declaration’’
(1920) and on the other hand in the
‘‘Minneapolis Theses’’ (1925). The
issues were whether doctrinal consensus
is based on the ‘‘orthodox’ view of
scriptural inerrancy or on what the ULCA
claimed was a more ‘‘evangelical’’ con-
ception of the infallibility of the gospel
message, and whether Lutheran ecumen-
ical responsibility requires or forbids
cooperation where theological consensus
is not complete. In its ‘‘Savannah
Resolution’’ (1934) the ULCA repeated
its willingness to recognize as Lutheran
‘“all Christian groups which accept the
Holy Scriptures . . . and sincerely receive
... the historic confessions of the
Lutheran Church (especially the Unal-
tered Augsburg Confession and Luther’s
Small Catechism) . . .”’ It added: ““We
set up no other standards or tests of Lu-
theranism " and expressed the
“belief that we already possess a firm
basis on which to unite in one Lutheran
Church in America and that there is no
doctrinal reason why such a union should
not come to pass.’’ Here was manifestly a
different conception of Lutheran ‘‘doc-
trine’’ from that which had dominated
the 19th century struggles based on
repristinated orthodoxy.

The conservative criticism within the
National Lutheran Council, meanwhile,
resulted in the formation of the
American Lutheran Conference (1930)
by five of the council’s members: the
Norwegian, American, Augustana Lu-
theran churches, and small Danish and
Norwegian bodies. This Conference was
a power bloc based on the ‘‘exclusive
confessionalism’’ of the Minneapolis
Theses. It became a useful laboratory for
testing the adequacy of this confessional
hermeneutic.

75

A new wave of ecclesiastical realign-
ment appeared after World War II. The
eight bodies of the National Lutheran
Council were reduced to two by mergers
creating The American Lutheran Church
(1960) and the Lutheran Church in
America (1962). The former was founded
on the basis on the Minneapolis Theses
by four American Lutheran Conference
members. The Augustana Church,
which had swung independently toward
the ‘‘ecumenical confessional’’ position,
now joined with the ULCA and small
Finnish and Danish bodies to form the
latter. Although rival conceptions of
Lutheran identity were operative in the
two mergers, the new bodies (embracing
nearly two-thirds of over eight million
Lutherans in the United States and
Canada) remained friendly and pro-
ceeded to grow even closer in spirit.

The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod
had achieved doctrinal agreement with
the (former) ALC (‘‘Common Confes-
sion,”’ 1950/53) yet had rejected church
fellowship on the basis of it. Now,
although still maintaining that doctrinal
unity must precede fellowship, yet
engaging cautiously in several forms of
cooperation with the National Lutheran
Council and its members, Missouri
found it possible to join The ALC and
the LCA in establishing the Lutheran
Council in the USA and a Canadian
counterpart. Founded in 1966, the
LC/USA replaced the National Lutheran
Council as an agency for selective
cooperation. The USA National Com-
mittee of the Lutheran World Federation
— renamed Lutheran World Ministries
in 1977 — remained a separate entity.

The LC-MS took an active role in
launching bilateral confessional dia-
logues, a far-reaching cooperative
restudy of Confirmation and First Com-
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munion, and a joint project to produce a
new hymnal and service book. In 1965 it
adopted a remarkable set of ‘‘Mission
Affirmations;’ which urged an ‘‘evangel-
ical’’ rather than ‘‘legalistic’’ approach
to the church’s mission. A conservative
reaction, however, soon set in. Missouri’s
reinterpretation of its position on church
relations had already aroused such ten-
sion that in 1963 the Synodical Con-
ference disintegrated. Tensions also
mounted within the Lutheran Church —
Missouri Synod itself, and a traditionalist
conservative campaign won synodical
control in 1969. Through President
J.A.O. Preus’ ‘A Statment of Scriptural
and Confessional Principles’’ (1972), the
new administration announced its exclu-
sive and orthodox confessional identity
in the most uncompromising terms.
Missouri still maintains its membership
in the LC/USA, especially to press for
ongoing explorations of doctrinal unity.
In the area of practical cooperation,
however, it severely reduced its support.
Meanwhile, polarization within the
synod caused a schism; the Association of
Evangelical Lutheran Churches, a splin-
ter body favoring much closer coopera-
tion with fellow Lutherans, formed in
1976.

Americanization. Shortly after World
War I many ethnic Lutherans began to
become ‘‘Americanized,”’ abandoning
their linguistic isolation. As Lutherans
entered the mainstream of the rapidly
changing nation, they discovered that
they occupied a surprisingly strong posi-
tion in the secular as well as the religous
realm. Intellectually, artistically, and in
public affairs, they began to make an im-
pact on the national scene and to provide
leadership.

Theological Stance. At the same time
Lutherans were gradually outgrowing
their theological isolationism. A striking

editorial in the Christian Century in
1942 had declared:

In the rediscovery by American
Protestantism of the truth and the
Jaith through which the Reforma-
tion brought new spiritual life to
Western Christianity, Lutherans of
America would do well to weigh
the fact that they have played an
almost negligible role ... The
gross fact is that our American
churches have for two decades been
moving in a general way toward
the position occupied by their
Lutheran brethren, but only the
slightest credit can be taken by the
Lutheran churches for this rap-
prochement.$

This pattern soon changed. Opening
themselves to broader currents of
biblical, historical, theological, ethical,
and liturgical thought, Lutheran
theologians have gained and also con-
tributed both critical and constructive in-
sights which have greatly affected
Lutheran and non-Lutheran thinking
alike. Whether or not this greater open-
ness of thought is a faithful development
of historic Lutheranism is a disputed
question which we shall examine later.

Social Posture. Through the National
Lutheran Council and the Lutheran
Council in the U.S.A., the Lutheran
churches have become increasingly active
and realistic in addressing great social
problcms They achieved an impressive
record in wartime and postwar humani-
tarian service. To some extent Lutherans
have managed to alter their traditional
pattern of social quietism without simply
turning into another pragmatically-
oriented American Protest denomina-
tion. Historian Sidney Mead has remarked
that Lutherans are theologically the
“‘least eroded’’ of the mainline Protes-
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tant groups; they still retain the abilty to
face great problems theologically, viz. to
ask what the implications of the gospel
are for a given problem. As for programs
of churchwide social action, the Lutheran
record has not been aggressive.

Ecumenical Position. There has been a
great change likewise in the ecumenical
outlook of Lutherans. With the excep-
tion of the General Synod, they had
been highly suspicious on both theologi-
cal and practical grounds of early 20th
centuty ecumenical organizations. By
mid-century, however, some American
Lutherans wete instrumental in founding
the Lutheran World Federation (1947),
the World Council of Churches (1948)
and the National Council of Churches of
Christ in the U.S.A. (1950), and
Lutherans have exercised a continuing
influence in them. Since the 1960s,
moreover, Lutherans have been heavily
involved in bilateral confessional
dialogues. This area of ecumenical con-
cern will engage our closer attention in
chapter three.

To summatize the current situation of
American Lutheranism (nearly nine
million members strong) in 1980:

(1) The ostensible influence of
mainline Christianity (and Judaism) in
the American scene has been radically
challenged. However, within the sphere
of that religious influence which remains
sobetly vigorous, Lutherans have attained
a new prominence. Almost completely
Americanized, they have established
their credentials for influential par-
ticipating in American society and a
share in its religious leadership.

(2) Lutherans work in much closer con-
tact than ever before with other Christian
bodies, yet a certain aloofness remains.
Lutheranism still self-consciously main-
tains its identity; it continues its struggle
to learn how to strike a proper balance
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between concern for Lutheran unity and
ecumenical responsibility.

(3) Lutheran internal fragmentation
has been sharply reduced both organiza-
tionally and ideologically. In terms of
confessional outlook, Lutherans seem to
be assuming a bipolar pattern: the LCA,
The ALC, and the Association of Evan-
gelical Lutheran Churches on the one
side, the LC-MS and the Wisconsin
Synod on the other. All but the last-
named, meanwhile, remain engaged
through the LC/USA in some areas of
practical cooperation and in the ongoing
quest for doctrinal unity.

Doctrinal unity has been one goal in
the Lutheran struggle for identity within
the context of American Protestantism
and culture formed by Anglo-Saxon in-
fluences. Is there a further role for the
CA in the present and future as the
Lutheran churches continue to struggle?

Prospect

The Augsburg Confession’s
Function in Identity

There is disagreement about the func-
tion of the CA’s propositions in the life
of an American-style denomination, a
disagreement which the CA itself cannot
resolve, since it does not envisage any
such churchly entity as an American-style
denomination. All types of confessional
hermeneutic considered earlier in this
chapter are still present in American
Lutheranism; and the adherents of each
are convinced — perhaps rightly — that
if only all could be brought to share their
hermeneutic, Lutheran identity would
be decisively advanced. But how is this
conversion to be achieved? Not, at least,
by the CA, since it is about the reading
of the CA that there is dissensus.

An American voluntarist denomina-
tion cannot, for example, exist without
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some list of ‘‘fundamental’’ doctrines,
which all who affiliate themselves must,
with greater or lesser passion, affirm.
The ‘‘fundamentalist’’/‘‘modernist’’
division does not mark a division on this
point; ‘‘modernists’’ simply have dif-
ferently accented lists. But can
“‘justification by faith alone’’ be such a
fundamental? Can it function as one
item in a list of things that must be
believed? What can it mean to say that
we must believe that we are justified by
believing? Or, for another example, can
we legitimately search the CA for
references to doctrines variously affirmed
or denied by ‘‘fundamentalists’’ and
“‘modernists’’/ *‘liberals’’ and argue
from such references that the CA com-
mits us in each case to one or the other
side of the controversy? Can, for exam-
ple, a Lutheran body ally itself with the
Southern Baptists in the matter of *‘in-
errancy’’ and legitimately justify this
alliance by the CA’s references to scrip-
tural authority? Or can another Lutheran
body legitimately use the CA’s lack of a
theory of such authority to make the
absence of a theory a matter of principle?

At present the liveliest branch of
American Christianity is the ‘‘evangeli-
cal’’ revival, an attempt to return to the
power and authenticity of the great
American ‘‘evangelical kingdom’’ which
prevailed prior to the ‘‘fundamentalist’’/
“modernist”’ division. The questions
posed to American denominations by
this movement are posed also to the
Lutherans: what sort of ‘‘method’’ can
legitimately be used to ‘‘convert’’?
What experiences ate necessary marks of
faith, if any? It may seem clear to most
Lutherans that the CA will not let Lu-
therans be ‘‘evangelical’’ in this style;
yet S.S. Schmucker, American Lutheran-
ism’s first great confessionalist, thought
the opposite during evangelicalism’s first
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great period. And if we are not ‘‘evan-
gelicals,”” do we therefore belong to
““mainline’’ Protestantism? It is unlikely
that the CA will make the choice for us
this time, any more than the first time
around, when Schmucker found one
answer in it and his own students found
the contrary.

All American Lutherans have decided
views on these and a multitude of similar
questions. They even support their views
by arguments from ‘‘Lutheran’’ princi-
ple. But it is clear that neither allegiance
to the CA as a norm nor affirmation of
its propositional contents can resolve
disagreements of #4is sort, or they would
long since have been resolved.

Identity as Reforming Movement

There may, however, be another kind
of Lutheran identity needed and possible
in America, having both better prospects
and more use for the CA. It would be,
moreover, an identity closely akin to the
original Lutheran coherence. The great
American denominations — ncluding
the Lutheran — are not in fact very dif-
ferent from one another; indeed, it
sometimes seems that their organiza-
tional separatism varies inversely with
the theological, liturgical, and mis-
sionary relevance of their separation.
Ecumenical discussions in this country
invariably reveals that the living prob-
lems are shared by all present and that
disagreement about solutions cuts across
denominational lines. This should not
really surprise anyone, since the prob-
lems and alternatives of American de-
nominationalism are basically defined by
political and organizational disagree-
ments inside the Reformation in
England and Scotland.

One common characteristic of the
homogeneous national Christianity is
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how little it has been affected by, or even
exposed to, Lutheranism’s original pro-
posal: that discourse and practice in the
church must always be so shaped as to
open the sort of justification that faith
apprehends rather than the sort that
works apprehend. There is a real sense in
which American Christianity resembles
the Christianity of the declining Middle
Ages: it is diffuse, uncertain, vigorous,
and unified at least in a great lack (the
same lack as obtained in the Middle
Ages).

Moreover, when anyone speaks in
ecumenical gatherings on the common
problems of American Christianity and
shapes one’s analyses and proposals by
the Lutheran doctrine of justification,
one is regularly received with an enthusi-
asm that transcends denominational
lines. American Christianity is not
‘‘works-righteous’’ because it has re-
jected a more profound insight, but
because it has not — at least recently —
been consistently offered such an in-
sight. A Lutheranism that was and
understood itself as a reforming move-
ment in the church as a whole, i.e., that
re-occupied the position of the original
Lutherans, would not only have a wide-
open calling in the immediate future of
American Christianity, but great hope of
exerting considerable impact. Whether
such a Lutheranism coincided with a
denomination, or was an informal
alliance of church men and women and
thinkers in whatever denominations
these persons found themselves, or was a
mixture of both, would be a secondary
matter in its own self-understanding.

To the identity of such a Lutheranism,
the CA of course would be again fun-
damental. Lutheranism as a movement
offers to the church a doctrine — that we
are justified by faith alone — and the
task of thinking through all the great
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issues of Christian teaching and practice
by that rule. The act of Augsburg was
the greatest single occasion on which this
proposal was made to the church, and
the document by which the proposal was
made is the greatest single example of
good work at the task of rethinking. A
movement of Lutheran reform within
American Christianity would and could
again take the CA as its practical, daily,
and uncomplicated norm of purpose.

Reforming Movement and
Lutheran Denominational
Identity

The considerations just advanced may
even mitigate the negative conclusions in
the first section. For there is no intrinsic
reason why the Lutheran denominations
should not define their identity by the
calling of the Lutheran movement. Why,
after all, should there be such entities as
the LCA or the LC-MS or The ALC or the
Association of Evangelical Lutheran
Churches? Any or all of these bodies that
answered, ‘‘In order to promote in the
whole church in America, that radically
unconditional preaching of the gospel
stipulated by justification by faith
@lone’ would thereby have an identity
for which the CA would again be con-
stitutive.

The Lutheran denominations, instead
of putting the question of their identity
‘““What makes a Lutheran?’’ could put
it, ‘“What do we have to say to the
church about what constitutes the
gospel?’”’ To the former question, the
CA seemingly offers no answers that lead
beyond U.S. Lutheranism’s present
limited achievement of identity. To the
latter question it has much to say not yet
heard in this country.

Through most of its history, the LC-
MS has pressed the ‘‘free conference’’
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path to Lutheran unity: i.e, conferences
on vital theological and churchly matters,
not organized for negotiation between
church bodies, but simply for discussion
of the matter at hand, by participants
not officially accountable for all their
opinions. It may well be that just such a
method is that best adapted to pursue
the sort of unity here proposed.

For American Lutheran bodies to
achieve this sort of identity, they would
of course have to act very differently than
they now do. They would have to take

different attitudes to church fellowship
than any now do, for the proposed voca-
tion in and to the whole church cannot
be conducted outside of fellowship in
the practice of the faith. They would
have to take financial and other respon-
sibility for the theological enterprise in a
way none now do. They would even have
to change their national and regional
bureaucracies. One may not be optimis-
tic about any such re-ordering happen-
ing soon. But the possibility is there.
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Chapter 2

The Augsburg Confession and

Church Life

Confessing is not merely verbal activ-
ity; the life of the church is to realize the
confession it makes. When the church is
described as holy, its holiness is both a
gift and an obligation. Holiness is to be
lived out in the life of the church in its
social context. The CA makes this clear
by applying its central affirmation, the
justification of the ungodly, to many
aspects of practical life, e.g., ecclesiastical
order (Article 14), church usage (Article
15), marriage of priests (Article 23), the
distinction of foods (Article 26), and ec-
clesiastical power (Article 28). The
church is more than a religious grouping
around a common religious commitment.
It is, as Saint Paul says, the place where
Christians present their bodies ‘‘a living
sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God,
the service that correlates to [their] con-
fession’’ (logiken latreian, Rom. 12:1).

Thus any account of the history and
significance of the CA among Lutherans
in America and any evaluation of its
future role must also discuss how it has
been applied within the lives of the
churches. A series of significant topics
both past and present needs to be
discussed. If the Jex orandi (rule of
prayer) reflects the Jex credendi (rule of
belief), then the liturgy and hymnody of
the church ought to be gathered and
shaped by the CA. The church should
both sing and pray its confession; the lay
people’s confessional book is often the
hymnal and setvice book of their church.

The structure of the church and its gover-
nance should reflect the confession. The
presence ot absence of church discipline
(Office of the Keys) and the manner in
which it is exercised should be evangeli-
cal. The ministry to social or racial
minorities should reflect the gospel,
while the role of women in the ministry
should live out the commitment to the
CA. The list could be extended almost
infinitely. All that the church does as the
living community of Christ should be
formed and normed by its confession.
The holiness of the church is also lived
out in the social context of a particular
time and place. The Lutheran churches
by their words and actions support, per-
mit, or attack the problems of social
justice and the common good: slavery,
immigration, labor and management,
abortion, universal suffrage also for
women, genocide, equal educational op-
portunities for all, war, nuclear energy,
racial equality, economic imperialism,
and whatever else affects the social fabric
of our world. No church ever achieves
living out the ‘‘justification of the
unrighteous’’ in all these areas. The CA
allows neither complacency in the face of
evil nor the pessimism of desperation.
Like the doctrine of justification, it both
accuses and forgives. It calls churches to
ongoing concetn in all areas of life.
What follows in this chapter illustrates
the above by discussing selected issues
which emerge from the life of Lutherans
in America: corporate worship, church
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otder and organization, official programs
and materials, and social concern. It will
be recognized at once that other issues
could have been added; the list is selec-
tive.

Corporate Worship

There is a dialectical relationship be-
tween theology and liturgy. Sometimes
theology determines liturgical piety;
sometimes the existetial sequence is Jex
orandi (the rule of prayer), lex credend:
(the rule of belief). This reality has not
always been admitted by Lutherans. In
any case, as Pelikan says, ‘‘liturgy is the
melody of theology.’"!

The difficult thing to determine is
how the dynamics of the interrelation-
ship between liturgy and theology func-
tion with regard to authority, Scripture,
and tradition. In this arena the Lutheran
Confessions have a unique role as the
Lutheran Church’s interpretation of
Scripture.2 From the formula of the CA,
“‘Our churches teach . . .”’ to the For-
mula of Concord’s ‘“We believe, teach
and confess . . .,”’ Lutherans have in-
sisted upon the apostolicity and
catholicity of their doctrine. Melanch-
thon asserted that ‘‘. .. nothing has
been received among us in doctrines or
in ceremonies that is contrary to Scrip-
tures or the Church catholic”” (CA, Con-
clusion 5).2 But in theological and litur-
gical matters this evokes the knotty ques-
tion as to how consensus is to be reached
and decisions made. These issues were a
constant factor in the work of the Inter-
Lutheran Commission on Worship
(1966-1978). The specter of ‘‘liturgical
anarchy’’ arose in which *‘canonicity and
catholicity’’ are displaced by ‘‘individual
judgment’’ and ‘‘personal taste.’’4 The
‘‘democratization of decision-making’’s
opened up the possibility that ‘‘our new
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book will be the result of a mere popu-
larity poll.’’é Furthermore, ‘‘if one gives
any weight to ‘what the majority of our
people are doing,” however, we must
raise some further questions: ‘who are
our people?’ Do we really want to sug-
gest that the people of God and The
ALC are coterminous?’’” This drives us
back to the ecumenical consensus of the
people of God, past and present —
which is a comfortable context in which
to discuss the CA.

Liturgical Revision

In explaining the resolution of the
1965 Detroit Convention of the LC-MS
to the initial meeting of the Inter-
Lutheran Commission on Worship
(ILCW) in February 1966, President
Oliver Harms expressed the ‘‘strong
hope that in this endeavor all might walk
together in complete submission to Holy
Scripture and in full harmony with the
Lutheran Confessions.’’8 At the same
time session, Walter Buszin expressed
concern about doctrinal indifference
creeping into the Lutheran churches via
liturgical practices from Roman Catholic
or Reformed churches.® Yet the press
release from the consultation stated that
there was a consensus to express both
“‘ecumenical and Lutheran traditions of
worship.’’1° This indicates that the con-
sultation saw no necessary contradiction
between ecumenical botrowings and
confessional integrity.!?

““Theological soundness and confes-
sional integrity’’12 were tested by theo-
logical responses elicited by the ILCW to
its first liturgy for Holy Communion,
published as Contemporary Worship 2
in 1970. A thological symposium con-
vened in October 197313 dealt with the
topics of the epiclesis, absolution in rela-
tion to the eucharistic rite, offertory pro-
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cessions, and eucharistic prayers (in the
light of CA 24, 21-38).14

The October 1974 convention of The
ALC instructed its newly appointed
review committee to pay paticular atten-
tion to the theology of the liturgy and
hymns and further instructed its ILCW
representatives to vote to include in the
new hymnal not only the three
ecumenical creeds, but also Luther’s
Small Catechism and the CA.13

The November 1974 ‘‘Progress
Report’’ of Clifford Swanson, the ILCW
chair, asserted that the hymn committees
“‘carefully scrutinize every text for its
congruity with Scripture and its fidelity
to the Gospel as it is preached and
taught in the churches of the Book of
Concord.’’ 1

The review process in the LCA and the
LC-MS (although the latter did not
begin in earnest until the appointment
of the ‘‘blue ribbon’’ Special Hymnal
Review Committee in July 1977) and the
seminary review conducted by LCA in
January 1977 indicate the seriousness
with which the churches took the doc-
trinal implications of the Lutheran Book
of Worship.11

The Lutheran Book of Worship

The Lutheran Book of Worship (1978)
is clearly attempting to restore a balance
of Word and sacrament in worship.
There are provisions for restoring bap-
tism to a prominent place in the
Church’s eucharistic worship, thus
reflecting the CA’s strong doctrine of
baptism (Article 9, 1). In urging weekly
celebration of the Holy Communion, the
ILCW mirrors the practice of the 16th
century Reformers reflected in the
declaration that ‘‘the Mass is retained
among us and is celebrated with the
greatest reverence’’ (CA 24, 1).'® Provi-
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sion for the celebration of marriages and
funerals within the Holy Communion
has suggested to some a revival of nup-
tual and requiem masses.

The fact that the opening ‘‘Brief
Order for Confession and Forgiveness’’ is
preliminary to and separate from the
eucharistic rite emphasizes the sameness
of the sacramental benefits of both the
Communion and the Absolution.?® The
concern expressed about making the con-
fession optional reflects fears about com-
muning unworthily. The CA however,
asserts that absolution is included in
anamnesis: ‘‘to remember Christ is to
remember his benefits”” (Article 24,
31).20

The restoring of ‘‘Individual Confes-
sion and Forgiveness,”’ a rite modeled
after Luther’s Small Catechism, not only
underscores the sacramental character of
absolution but also restores a lost
treasure to Lutheran piety and practice.
“‘Private absolution should be retained
and not allowed to fall into disuse.”” (CA
11, 1) Where this resource of pastoral
care has been neglected, Lutherans have
been unfaithful to their confessional
heritage.

The CA’s strong statement about
“‘original sin’’ (Article 2) is reflected in
the addition to the prayer of confession
adapted from the new Book of Common
Prayer. Like the rites in The Lutheran
Hymnal (1941) and the Service Book and
Hymnal (1958), the prayer of confession
begins with an acknowledgement of our
sinful condition: ‘“We confess that we
are in bondage to sin and cannot free
ourselves.’’2t

Deliverance from bondage, regenera-
tion, eternal life, the gift of the Spirit,
incorporation into Christ’ body, faith,
love, and obedience are stressed in the
pastor’s opening address in the bap-
tismal rite. The adaptation of Luther’s
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Sintflutgebet (Flood Prayer) picks up the
themes of deliverance, cleansing, regen-
eration, new life, and the inheritance of
God'’s kingdom. It is interesting that the
Lutheran Book of Worship teflects the
content and (lack of) organization of the
CA’s doctrine of baptism,?2 which paral-
lel the benefits given in baptism, absolu-
tion and communion.

After the renunciation of ‘‘all the
forces of evil’’ and the confession of
faith, the baptismal washing occurs.
Thereafter the major baptismal benefits
are ‘‘acted out,”’ i.e., ritualized in the
church’s ancient rites: the gifts of the
Spitit, being clothed with righteousness,
being ordained to priestly ministry. The
rite permits no separating of ‘‘water-
baptism’’ and *‘Spirit-baptism,’’ nor yet
any division between the Spirit’s sancti-
fying work and Christ's redeeming
work.23

Critics charged a needless and confus-
ing multiplication of ritual acts in the
rite,24 but the attempt to ‘‘spread out”’
the manifold meaning of baptism ritual-
ly was done so that its various benefits
could be seen and heard clearly. A dis-
tinction was maintained between bap-
tism and its theological explanation on
the one hand and the baptismal rite and
its liturgical language and action on the
other hand. (Cf. Formula of Concord,
Solid Declaration 7, 73-87.)

The prominence given to baptism in
the Lutheran Book of Worship is accom-
panied by a ‘“down-playing”’ of confir-
mation as a de facto Lutheran sacrament.
Instead, confirmation becomes an ‘‘Af-
firmation of Baptism.”’ In effect the
reintroduction in the baptismal rite of
the laying-on-of-hands with prayer for
the Spirit reintegrates ‘‘confirmation’’
with baptism.

There are some christological points at
which the CA has been appealed to in
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opposition to some of the critics of the
ILCW, as well as in opposition to the
ILCW itself. One instance is the ILCW'’s
reluctant decision to retain the tradi-
tional English rendering of the descensus
clause of the Apostle’s Creed, ‘‘he
descended into hell,”’ rather than ‘‘he
descended to the dead.’’ The latter was
part of the version of the International
Consultation on English Texts. The Ger-
man text of the CA renders it Hille
(bell, Aricle 3, 4); moreover, The For-
mula of Concord interprets the descensus
in the sense of Christ’s victorious
triumph over the powers of hell (Article
9).2

A second instance is seen in the con-
troversy centered around the language of
sacrifice. The concept of sacrifice was
questioned not only by those critics of
the ILCW who feared the implications of
“‘eucharistic sacrifice’’ language?é, but
also by those who wanted to absorb all
discussion of Christ’s saving work under
the motif of ‘‘Christus victor.’’2? That
motif had been put forward as a correc-
tive to those Lutheran and Reformed Or-
thodox theologians, who had tried to
make vicarious satisfaction the dominant
atonement motif into which all others
had to be squeezed. In the CA’s
teaching on the atonement, ‘‘Christus
victor,”’ vicarious satisfaction, and the
sacrificial interpretation are all to be
found (Articles 3 & 4); sacrifice is linked
in Pauline fashion to both reconciliation
and propitiation (Article 3, 3).

Ecumenical Dimension

The Service Book and Hymnal had
already moved beyond the Lutheran con-
sensus of the Common Service and rein-
troduced the ancient pre-Gregorian
Kyrie litany preserved in the Eastern Or-
thodox churches. Furthermore, it had
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borrowed the epiclesis of its Prayer of
Thanksgiving from the East via the Book
of Common Prayer. It can be argued that
such epicleses ate consonant with the
CA. For the unique contribution of the
CA’s doctrine of the Holy Spirit is the
subtle tension and delicate balance be-
tween the promise and the freedom of
God: God is free to work faith ‘‘when
and where he pleases in those who hear
the Gospel’’ (CA 5, 2); yet Melanchthon
asserts that in faithfulness to the pro-
mise, God ‘‘gives the Holy Spirit”
through the Word and Sacraments as
through means/instruments’’ (CA 5, 2).
Therefore, prayers that ‘‘implore’’ rather
than formulae that ‘‘bestow’’ the Holy
Spirit seem more appropriately to reflect
the careful distinctions and implicit
dialectic of the CA.

The inclusion of a eucharistic prayer
(the Great Thanksgiving) in the
Lutheran Book of Worship is a second in-
stance of persisting in the course beyond
the Common Service consensus set by
the Service Book and Hymnal. Luther’s
rejection of the canon of the mass
(because he thought it reeked of
sacrifice) is widely known,?® and his
negative polemic is embodied in the CA
(Article 24, 21-38). Ths positive ap-
preciation of ‘‘eucharistic sacrifice’’
comes in the Apology to the CA.?

Where liturgical developments have
gone beyond the Lutheran consensus (as
reflected in the Common Service of
1888), the question arises whether the
CA remains the ‘‘source and guide of
liturgical reform.’’ This question can en-
tail not only further application of
Luther’s liturgical principle of reform
(i.e. retaining helpful traditions not for-
bidden by Scripture), but also moving in
directions pointed to or at least not
precluded by the CA.
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To that question the CA’s final warn-
ing is relevant: ‘‘we obtain grace through
faith in Christ, and not through certain
observances or acts or worship instituted
by men’’ (Article 28, 52). Worship is the
sacrificial response of the community of
faith to the gracious initiative of God in
and through his Word. Worship is the
time and the place (in space and time)
when the voice of God addresses us and
faith responds in prayer, praise and
thanksgiving.

In their own way, therefore, the
church’s liturgies parallel such
documents as the CA in confessing
human sin but also in the doxological
voice of thanksgiving for God’s saving
acts in Jesus Christ.

Order and Organization

The Lutheran confessions say little
about the ordering of the church. Firmly
aligned with the incarnate Word of God,
Jesus Christ, as the creator and head of
the church, and to the written Word as
the norm for distinguishing between
that which is of divine institution and
that which is of human devising,
Lutherans generally have placed church
polity in the latter category. This convic-
tion surfaces in the first attempt to form
a national body of Lutherans of America.
The preamble to the constitution of the
General Synod (1820) begins: ‘‘Jesus
Christ, the Supreme Head of His
Church, having prescribed no special
Regulations concerning Church govern-
ment, and every sectional portion of the
Church being left at full liberty to make
such regulations to that effect, as may be
most adapted to its situation and cir-
cumstances . . ."'30

In the United States as in Europe
Lutherans have lived under several types
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of polity. The Eielsen Synod (1846) and
the Lutheran Free Church (1897) were
examples of a strictly congregational
form. At the other extreme stood the
Buffalo Synod (1845) with its deliberate
clericalism and centralization of authori-
ty. Buffalo’s position aroused the an-
tagonism of the Missouri Synod (1847),
which had shaken off the episcopal
pretensions of its first leader. Missouri
espoused a congregational polity in
which the voter’s assembly had the final
responsibility to judge teachings but
strictly, of course, on the basis of the
Word of God (i.e. as expounded by pure
Lutheran doctrine — a situation which
actually left overwhelming power in the
hands of the clergy who naturally were
the interpreters of doctrine).

Missouri taught that the ordained
ministry received its authority by
“‘transfer’’ or conveyance (Ubertragung)
from the members of the universal
priesthood. This view was opposed by
the Loehe-inspired Iowa Synod, which
argued that God gave the pastoral office
to ‘‘the whole church in its totality,”’ not
to the individual members of the church
as such. Like the General Synod, the
Missouri Synod declared itself to have ex-
clusively advisory powers, but unlike its
tival Missouri identified its unity in
terms of orthodox doctrine which made
rigorous ministerial discipline possible.
The Missouri Synod, therefore, consisted
of autonomous congregations united by
a strictly disciplined confessional consen-
sus; the synod was subdivided ad-
ministratively into districts.3!

Most Lutheran bodies, meanwhile,
have adopted a mixed, congregationally
oriented polity in which congregations
have assigned a measure of authority to
larger bodies. The General Council
(1867) held that congregations are ‘‘the
primary bodies through which the power
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[of the church] is normally exercised,”’
but the representatives of congregations
convened in synod are ‘‘representatively,
the congregations themselves’’ and
‘ ““the judgments of synods are the judg-
ment of the church.” "’32 The General
Council itself was at first decentralized.
However, after the General Synod moved
to relatively greater centralization of
functions and powers, in due time the
General Council followed the same
tendency.

The United Lutheran Church in
America (1918) was constitutionally
composed of congregations, but these
were represented in the general body by
synods (geographic units). In their inter-
nal affairs the synods retained all powers
not explicitly delegated to the general
body, including full control of ordina-
tion and of ministerial discipline. In ef-
fect, then, the ULCA like its predecessor
bodies functioned as a federation of
synods. A much tighter polity was ef-
fected by its successor, the Lutheran
Church in America (1962), largely
because of the influence of the
Augustana Church. LCA synods became
simply subdivisions with powers assigned
by the national body. The LCA pro-
claims an ‘‘elliptical”” view of the
church: the Church of Jesus Christ ‘‘ex-
ists both as an inclusive [universal]
fellowship and as local congregations;’’
‘‘congregations find their fulfillment in
the universal community of the Church,
and the universal Church exists in and
through congregations. [The LCA],
therefore, derives its character and
powers both from the sanction and
representation of its congregations and
from its inherent nature as an expression
of the broader fellowship of the
faithful.”” (Article 4, 2) The LCA de-
scribes its membership as consisting of
‘“‘congregations and ministers.”” The
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American Lutheran Church (1960), on
the other hand, is ‘‘a union of congrega-
tions.”’ Its membership consists of con-
gregations; clergy as well as laypeople are
members of The ALC by virtue of
holding membership in a congregation.
The districts (geographic units) of The
ALC are purely administrative subdivi-
sions of the denomination. The Lutheran
Church - Missouri Synod is made up of
congregations, ministers, and teachers.
Its districts have a function and status
similar to those of The ALC.

In the foregoing picture the CA
seldom plays an explicit role beyond oc-
casional reference to Article Seven. The
most notable exception is C.F.W.
Walther’s effort to develop a doctrinally
articulate membership. His St. Louis
congregational constitution (1843)
prescribed that a member ‘‘should at
least be acquainted with, and adhere to,
the Augsburg Confession and the Small
Catechism of Luther;’’ it assumed that
“‘members who adhere to the confession
of the Unaltered CA . .. accordingly
have obligated the ministers and teachers
of the congregation to adhere to all the
Symbols . . .’’33 Walther also claimed
explicit scriptural sanction for Missouri’s
congregational polity,34, thus removing
the matter from the status of an open
question.

The 1970s have witnessed large-scale
structural revisions in all three major
bodies. On the basis of the report of a
‘“‘Commission on Function and Struc-
ture’’ (1970-72) charged to ‘‘test con-
cepts of organizational development’’
over against ‘‘a basic understanding of
the church as God’s people, his instru-
ment active in the world,”” the LCA ef-
fected major structural changes. Theo-
logical perspectives which were said to
underlie the proposals for change were
drawn from expressions already in the
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LCA constitution. But it was from the
“‘organizational perspectives’’ that new
emphases, new language and new struc-
tures emerged. This is not to say,
however, that the LCA restructuring
lacked theological attention; a glance,
for example, into the new constitutional
statement of the five functions of the
congregation: worship, learning, wit-
ness, setvice and support (Approved
Constitution for Congregations, 3, 1),
shows an intense concern *‘for congrega-
tions to develop and articulate a vision of
their nature and mission’’ in terms of
becoming ‘‘the active, serving body of
Christ for their times.’’3% The restructur-
ing of The ALC took place along lines
fairly parallel with those in the LCA. In
neither case was the basic relationship
between the districts/synods and the
churches altered, nor between the con-
gregations and the churches. It was
rather a restructuring of the bureaucratic
machinery of the churches and the
districts/synods.

Changes in the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod constitution have been
occasioned by the crisis which resulted in
the schism of 1976 and have involved a
considerable centralizing of that body’s
polity. The tightening of doctrinal and
disciplinaty reins by the adoption of A
Statement of Scriptural and Confessional
Principles (1972) and by related actions
raised a dispute whether the Synod
thereby was adding a new confession.
And this controversy in turn raised a
polity issue in the form of a tension be-
tween the autonomous congregation and
a ‘“‘strictly advisory”’ synod. It is still
disputed whether the crisis in the LC-MS
has been basically theological or basically
political. In any case, the problem could
not be handled by appeal to the CA.

The question of using the title of
“bishop’’ has recently gained promi-
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nence, partly as the result of greater
ecumenical experience and discussion. It
has been pointed out that the Lutheran
confessions do not oppose episcopacy as
such but only the abuse of it (Apology,
Article 15). The ALC has officially made
the use of the title permissive. The LCA
will vote in 1980 whether to change the
title of its president and of the synodical
presidents to that of bishop; proponents
argue that ‘‘unlimited power over the
placement of the clergy and life-long
tenure are not essential to the use of the
title.”’7

Lutheran church bodies in America
engage at frequent intervals in elaborate
reexaminations of the office of the
ministry. It was from the LCA’s ‘‘com-
prehensive study’’ (itself not completely
adopted by the 1970 convention) that
the impetus arose for the Function and
Structure enterprise already mentioned.
Concurrently The ALC engaged in a sim-
ilar study. These recent activities have
been necessitated partly by ecumenical
developments, partly by the fast-
changing situation in American society,
and (related to both) partly by the petva-
sive questioning of traditional concep-
tions and practices regarding the nature
and mission of the church and the rela-
tionship of clergy and laity. Does not
“‘clericalism’’ still hobble the church? Is
an allegedly more flexible and human-
service oriented conception of the
ministry needed to replace or supple-
ment the traditional concept of Ministry
of Word and Sacraments? On the oppo-
site side, do not the traditional Lutheran
“functional’’ view of the ministerial of-
fice and American ways of conceiving the
“‘priesthood of all believers” undercut
our realization of the divine institution
and proper authority of the office?
Should not lay ministeries be officially
recognized as well as the ordained
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ministry? Do not all the church’s minis-
tries need to be handled in a much more
flexible and even experimental way?

Noteworthy in modern studies of
church and ministry is the attention de-
voted to analyses of the concrete situa-
tion in society and in the churches, along
with the reexamination of the biblical
testimony and historical tradition. It is
no longer adequate simply to restate an
eternally fixed doctrinal message to be
addressed by any and all human situa-
tions. This conviction, however, by no
means induces Lutherans to let the cur-
rent human situation dictate their
understanding of the nature of the
church. For instance, the LCA 1970
report, with explicit appeal to CA 5 and
7, reaffirmed the divine institution of
the church and the centrality of ‘“Word
and Sacraments’’ for its identity and
mission. Efforts directed toward the
renewal and empowerment of the whole
people of God, the enhancement of
many kinds of lay ministry, and the
elimination of clericalism all call afresh
upon the concept of the priesthood of all
believers, the insistence on church order
(CA and Apology 14 and 28), the Refor-
mation critiques of abuses of authority,
and the realization that the church s
mission. Nevertheless, the fundamental
importance and the divine dimension of
the ordained ministerial office also are
reaffirmed vigorously. In the LCA docu-
ment the ordained ministry is described
as official and representative: ‘‘The ‘of-
ficial’ dimension calls attention to the
ordering of this ministry (viz. of Word
and sacraments), and the ‘representa-
tive’ dimension reflects its function.
Both dimensions are necessaty to distin-
guish the ordained ministry from other
ministries performed by individual
Christians.”’?7

The most radical change adopted in
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1970 by both The ALC and the LCA was
the ordination of women. Here was a
classic example of differences among
Lutherans in confessional and biblical
hermencutics, for the LC-MS firmly
disapproved of the move. A majority in
the other two bodies, rethinking the
question ‘‘in close conjunction with the
church’s teaching on creation, redemp-
tion, baptism, rite as over against sacra-
ment, the concept of vocation, the
freedom of the Christian, sacredness of
individuality, ecumenism, and a new
and dynamic concept of the ministries of
the church,’’38 agreed that ‘‘there were
no hard and fast biblical or theological
reasons for denying ordination to
women’’ and that sociological, psycho-
logical, and practical reasons strongly
favored ordaining them. The CA, taking
for granted the restriction of ordination
to males, could not be appealed to
directly, but it was argued that the
Lutheran conception of the gospel, of
the handling of Scripture, and of the
openness proper to the ordering of the
church, all favor the welcoming of
women into the ordained ministry at this
time. Missouri disagrees.

Programs And Materials

In their congregational life, Lutherans
have experienced several drastic changes
since Wotld War II. To cite a few ex-
amples: many children received the
bread and wine of the Holy Communion
several years before the rite of confirma-
tion. A majority of Lutherans had ac-
customed themselves to a new pattern of
liturgical worship (Service Book and
Hymnal, 1958) and recently have
adopted another (Luzheran Book of
Worship, 1978). Women now serve as
ordained ministers. Shaped by guide-
lines quite different from those which
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prevailed before the war, the relation-
ships of a Lutheran parish to neighboring
non-Lutheran and other Lutheran
churches have changed.

Some members of each of the Luther-
an church bodies have not been pleased
with these changes. As noted, the or-
dination of women has been officially re-
jected by the LC-MS. It is significant,
however, that the majority of Lutherans
worked together and agreed on in-
stituting these new practices, for this fact
indicates not only a new pattern of rela-
tionships among the Lutheran bodies,
but also a conviction on the part of the
majority that these changes of practice
are authentically Lzzheran. To debate
this latter judgment requires both ad-
vocates and critics to reveal their respec-
tive confessional hermeneutics.

Space limitations preclude examining
the whole realm of popular church life in
order to discover the CA’s role in each
area. Instead, a few examples of Luther-
an programs and materials, designed to
nurture the fellowship are sketched in
this section. These relate to preaching,
corporate worship, confirmation, first
communion, patish education, mission,
long range planning, and seminary train-
ing.

Traditionally, Lutheran preaching has
been doctrinal and exegetical; the con-
cern to edify, to build up the people’s
Christian life, has also been characteristic
of it, whether the accent has been ‘‘or-
thodox’’ or “‘pietistic’’ or of some other
type. During the 1950s and the 1960s a
new emphasis on social responsibility
developed and, with it, the need to ex-
periment with new forms of Christian
witness and setvice. In the 1970s there
has been a tendency to teturn to ‘‘the
basics’’ of the Christian message. Some
observers interpret this to mean that
openness to the new has receded, others
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that experimentation has become more
sober and realistic. Amid these shifts of
emphasis, Lutheran homiletical and
devotional literature no doubt reflects
the diverse approaches to the Lutheran
doctrinal tradition. Lutherans seem to
have no inclination to replace the
message of ‘‘justification by faith alone’’
with a different gospel. But neither is it
apparent that they have consciously ap-
pealed to the Augsburg Confession itself
as the major source of homiletical and
devotional inspiration or as the focus of
plans for church renewal.

Developments in liturgical worship are
treated in the first section of this chapter.
Significantly, it is now considered to be
the self-evident norm for Lutherans to
shape corporate worship in order to ex-
press ‘‘the unity of the people of God
and their continuity with Christians
across the ages’’ rather than to find ‘‘the
common consent of the pure Lutheran
liturgies of the sixteenth century.”’ The
theological counterpart to this newer
outlook, of course, is an emphasis on the
ecumenical intention and significance of
the CA.

The revised concept of confirmation
and first communion, arrived at jointly
by the LC-MS, The ALC, and the LCA,
and submitted to these churches in 1970,
is another prime example of deliberate
change in prevailing Lutheran practice.
Studying both the (frequently changing)
historic Lutheran practice and the
‘‘theological aspects of confirmation,’’
the commission proposed changes based
on their conviction that a new and wider

concept is entirely consistent with the

Lutheran heritage. The joint commission
recommended redefining confirmation
as ‘‘a pastoral and educational ministry
.. ."" (rather than a single rite), admit-
ting children to first communion at

about the age of ten (tather than after
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‘‘graduation”’ from catechetical train-
ing), and providing a rite celebrating
confirmation usually at a later age than
the then current average of fourteen
years. The LCA and The ALC adopted
the report and a majority of the con-
gregations put the new program into ef-
fect, though the practice is still far from
uniform. Though criticism of it was
stronger in the LC-MS, congregations
were free to try the new program.
Parish education programs claim to
maintain, whether consciously or not,
their rootage in the Lutheran confes-
sional heritage. The LC-MS and the Wis-
consin Synod still commit themselves to
the parochial school system, through
which they can build into their
children’s education a strong emphasis
on orthodox theological indoctrination.
The other Lutheran bodies have devel-
oped not only Sunday Church School
materials but also a whole netwotk of
other programs for the nurture of the
fellowship. In several instances The ALC
and the LCA have cooperated in plan-
ning and production; special mention

‘may be made of an ‘‘Evangelical

Outreach’’ program (which includes a
remarkably effective new evangelistic
training course called ‘“Word and
Witness’’), and a basic policy-planning
study, ‘‘Foundations for Educational
Ministry.”’40 In all this educational pro-
gram planning, as in past generations,
Lutherans have examined afresh the con-
fessional tradition, but it seems safe to
say that in the planners’ work attention
to the CA has been more subconscious
than conscious. 4!

Catechetical training and church
school programs for youth and adults in
basic Christian beliefs still concentrate
on Luther’s Small Catechism, ordinarily
with little attention to the CA or the
Large Catechism. Study materials on
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popular theology, of course, cite gener-
ously the Lutheran confessions.4 To en-
courage familiarity with the CA itself,
Lutheran bodies in the past have occa-
sionally printed it in their hymnals (most
recently the Lutheran Hymnary, 1935),
but apparently the results were not im-
pressive. A few excellent brief study
guides on the confession, however, are
presently available.

From time to time Lutheran churches
have made concerted efforts to focus the
minds of their constituencies on basic
Christian beliefs (just as at other times
special emphasis has been placed on
stewardship, mission outreach, or social
justice). Notable among these projects
are:

(1) The Mission Affirmations of the
LC-MS in 1965, a brief but vigorous
statement which affirmed that ‘‘the
Evangelical Lutheran Church is chiefly a
confessional movement within the total
body of Christ rather than a denomina-
tion emphasizing institutional barriers of
separation. The Lutheran Christian uses
the Lutheran Confessions for the primary
purpose for which they were framed: to
confess Christ and His Gospel boldly and
lovingly to all Christians.”’ Lutherans
should work with others except ‘‘when it
would deny God’s word.’’ This positive
and evangelical, rather than defensive,
posture toward the mission of the church
reinforced the Synod’s determination to
take part in creating the new Lutheran
Council in the USA (see chapter three,
first section). In the process of retrench-
ment in the 1970s, however, the Synod
has found it necessary to reinterpret the
Affirmations in the direction of a more
conservative stance.

(2) The LCA’s Manifesto: God's Call
to the Church in Each Place (1966), a
succinct G-point statement drafted by a
commission on the nature and mission of
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the congrcgati;n—, called on each congre-
gation to ‘‘find the means and methods
by which it best fulfils God'’s call to be
his people.’”’ Without explicitly quoting
the Lutheran confessions in its specific
recommendations, the Manifesto clearly
shows that the Lutheran understanding
of the gospel is its point of departure.
The Manifesto ‘‘never seemed to find
concrete expression in the life of the
church,’”’ an observer commented later;
it has had some influence, however, on
subsequent long-range planning for the
renewal of congregational life.

(3) In 1974 an LCA commission to
draft a statement of theological affirma-
tions reported in a novel form: not a col-
lection of theses, not an essay, but a con-
gregational study-booklet, In, Noz Of
[i.e. the world]. Designed for parish
discussion groups, and liberally citing
Luther and the Lutheran confessions, the
study laid central emphasis on the asser-
tion *‘I am baptized!’’ as a dynamic of
personal and corporate Lutheran identity
and mission.

Lutheran involvement in world mis-
sion and ecumenism (the latter aspect is
treated in the next chapter) shows in a
special way the urgency for Lutherans to
sort out what is essential from what is ac-
cidental and humanly adaptable in their
witness. To mention only one recent de-
velopment, the Lutheran World Federa-
tion’s Mission on Six Continents, begun
in 1973, aimed to help Lutherans in
America learn from the witness of fellow
believers from other parts of the world
rather than to perpetuate their American
self-image as the teachers and witness-
givers. Meanwhile, missiologists and
ecumenists are pointing out that preoc-
cupation with questions of Lutheran
identity may stunt our concern and ac-
tion in the world-wide sharing of the
Christian life.44
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Long-range planning assumes a grow-
ing role in all Christian churches, i.e. the
procedure of reading current trends in
order to define the policies which under-
lie the production of programs and
materials. Two such studies, though not
strictly comparable, offer an interesting
insight into the LCA's evolution. Signifi-
cant Issues for the 1970s, Theology and
Social Change (Fortress Press, 1968), a
task force report keenly conscious of the
embattled position of the churches, called
for energetic activity and experimenta-
tion. The Shaping of the Parish for the
Future (Parish Life Press, 1975), is a
“think tank’’ symposium and report
dedicated to ‘‘conscious planning to
enable the church to meet an uncertain
future, a time to rediscover our mission
and to understand ourselves more fully
in the process’” (p. vii). The process
comes to focus in a concerted long-range
Parish Life and Ministry Development
program. In neither report does the CA
play an important explicit role. Some
observers may judge that social, scien-
tific, educational, and administrative
mentalities predominate in both and
that the confessional heritage is simply
taken for granted. Such a judgment,
however, would be far from fair to the
intention of the planners; the confes-
sional point of departure is clearly discer-
nible in the conscientious concern to
understand God’s call to his people in
the concrete situation of the times.

Lutheran seminaries provide for the
study of the Lutheran confessions, of
course, but except in LC-MS and Wis-
consin Synod schools the place, purpose,
and approach of such courses has changed
considerably. On the logistical level
alone it is apparent that the time
devoted to the classical confessional
tradition has been diminished to make
room for other subjects. Trust that the
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confessional heritage will be learned
more realistically and vitally by induc-
tion in connection with other studies is
often unjustified. The relationship of the
study of the Lutheran confessions to the
biblical, constructive-theological, and
ministerial disciplines is now far from
clear. Receiving wide and appreciative
attention, however, is a new approach to
the teaching of the confessions in
seminaries exemplified by Eric Gritsch
and Robert Jenson’s Lutheranism: The
Theological Movement and Its Confes-
stonal Writings (Fortress Press, 1976); it
presents Lutheran doctrine not as an ec-
clesiastical end in itself but as a ‘‘pro-
posal’’ to the universal church of a
faithful way to approach the gospel of
Jesus Christ.

Mention may also be made of a con-
troversial testing device widely used in
the seminaries, Readiness for Ministry,
developed by the Association of Theo-
logical Schools in the U.S. and Canada
(1975-76) to help chart ‘‘various behav-
iors and attributes for beginning minis-
ters”’ in individual seminaries. It is con-
troversial because deep problems remain
regarding the relation between the gos-
pel and secular culture, and between the
““ministetial ofice’’ and professionalism.
A Lutheran Edition (ATS, 1978) has
been devised, which explores eleven
“‘special Lutheran characteristics’’ derived
from the Lutheran Seminarian Project.4
Interesting are the implicit views (based
on an extensive sampling of judgments)
of the relationships between doctrine
and other factors, and the effort to chart
theological learning by means of empiri-
cal evidence on attitudes and judgments.

Finally, is there any way to assess the
effectiveness of Lutheran nurture in
developing a fellowship which under-
stands the gospel and is motivated and
strengthened to live it? An elaborate
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“family portrait of Lutherans in the
U.S.,”” A Study of Generations (Augs-
burg Publishing House, 1972), — the
first denominational profile ever made
on such a large scale — was prepared by a
skilled research team (Youth Research
Center, Minneapolis) led by Merton
Strommen. Examining ‘‘78 dimensions
relating to what Lutherans believe,
value, aspire to, and do,”’ the team
studied nearly five thousand Lutherans
between the ages of fifteen and sixty-
five. One may dispute the validity of the
investigative and analytical procedure,
but the fact remains that the book pre-
sents the most comptehensive body of
such evidence ever assembled. A few
features from the ‘‘Summary of Find-
ings’'46 are the following: ‘‘The values
and beliefs of Lutherans are the best in-
dicators of what they will think and do;”’
“‘for most Lutherans faith in Jesus Christ
is at the heart of what they value and be-
lieve.”” (p. 287) ‘‘Some doctrines which
are neglected by contemporary theology
are some of those most potent in the pie-
ty of Lutherans. These are the doctrines
of eternal life, providence, and sanc-
tification.”’ *‘Though Lutherans hold to
a particular faith that makes exclusive
truth claims, most are not exclusivistic in
their attitudes towards other
Christians.”’ (p. 298) ‘‘Law and gospel
were found to be more than theological
constructs . . . About three in five reflect
an awareness of a personal God who cares
for them in Jesus Christ, a certainty of
faith, a positive attitude toward life and
death, and a sense of ministry and mis-
sion . . . [This] orientation to the gospel
is the best indicator of Lutherans who are
open to renewal and change in the min-
istry of the church.”” (p. 289) ‘‘Differ-
ences among Lutherans due to region,
sex, and church body are relatively
small.”’ (p. 297) The summary closes
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with a three-page section on Implications
for Christian Educators and two pages on
Implications for Lutheran Theologians,
both of which offer pointed reference to
many of the issues which underlay the
production of the 16th century confes-
sions.

Social Concern

The Augsburg Confession has played
an indirect rather than a direct role in
shaping the social outlook and activity of
Lutheranism in America. In the first
place, only in a limited sense does the
CA itself deal directly with social prob-
lems. Secondly, it was a long time before
immigrant Lutherans in America, most
of them of very modest status and trained
to a docile social outlook, felt called and
able to exercise any decisive public influ-
ence. By then the nation was grappling
with social problems scarcely dreamed of
in the 16th century.

We cannot undertake to sketch the
social history of American Lutheranism
in this section.4” Indeed, it must be
understood that Lutheranism in America
is not a monolith, but is characterized by
ethnic diversity and by different theolog-
ical, confessional and ecclesiastical em-
phases.

As we have seen, colonial Lutherans
were strong pietistic influences, exempli-
fied in the ‘‘Patriarch of American Lu-
theranism,”” Henry Melchior Mubhlen-
berg. Muhlenberg and his sons illustrate
the differences among colonial Lutherans
about the Christian’s relationship to
society and secular issues. During the
American Revolution Muhlenberg
argued that it was the duty of the church
to preach the Gospel and not to become
involved in political issues. His two sons,
John Peter Gabriel and Frederick Augus-
tus Conrad, argued over the appropriate
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role for a clergyman in the Revolutionary
Woar. Frederick supported his father in
arguing that a preacher should not be a
soldier, while Peter argued that while he
was a clergyman he was also a member of
society. Frederick expressed the situation
among colonial Lutherans: ‘‘How dif-
ferent are our ways of thinking!”’

One of the major issues over which
Lutherans were divided in the 19th cen-
tury was the issue of slavery. Karl H.
Hertz has distinguished three major
Lutheran groupings with regard to their
responses to the American environment:
American Lutherans, cultural isola-
tionists and dualists, and moderate con-
fessionalists.4® Samuel Simon Schmucker
best represents the American Lutherans:

Whatever Schmucker's theological
shortcomings, in political ethics —
consciously calling upon the
writings of the Reformers — he
gave positive conmtent to the
political duties of magistrates and
citizens. He insisted on the respon-
sibility of government for the
public welfare; he underlined
Christian responsibility for pro-
moting and preserving fust institu-
tions; he stood up to be counted
on the question of slavery.4

Wilhelm Sihler best represents
cultural isolationism and dualism:

In and of itself, the Gospel has
nothing to do with the circum-
stances of his [the slave] physical
bondage the Gospel has
nothing to do with the outer per-
son and with physical subjection of
the slave to bis master . . 3

And Theodore E. Schmauk best
represents moderate confessionalism:

There is to be entire separation
between Church and State, but not

between the Christian and the
State. The ‘Let alone’ policy which
Lutherans are apt to assume and
teach with reference to the State is
a great mistake.>!

This division among Lutherans in
America about the Christian’s response
to the American environment also ex-
pressed itself in official synodical pro-
ceedings. While all Lutherans agreed on
the necessity to preach the gospel to the
Negro (the work of the Church in the
Heavenly Kingdom), the issue of eman-
cipation was divisive. Though the Mis-
souri Synod had an aversion to making
public social pronouncements, C.F.W.
Walther held the position that slavery
was not a sin but the result of sin, and
that what God wants is for master and
slave to come to faith in Christ through
the Gospel. Norwegian-American
Lutheran lay people were strongly oppos-
ed to slavery, but the clergy, while sup-
porting abolition, would not call slavery
a sin.

Although according to the Word
of God, it is not in and. by itself a
sin to keep slaves, nevertheless it is
in ttself an evil and punishment
from God. We condemn all abuses
and sins connected therewith, and
Surthermore, when official duties
require it and when Christian love
and wisdom demand it, we will
work for its abolition.>?

The General Synod did not take a
definite stand on slavery until 1862 after
the southern synods had withdrawn and
were considering a General Synod of the
Confederate States. The Committee on
the State of the Country presented a
report which was adopted containing the
following resolution:

Resolved, That while we recognize
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this unhappy war as a righteous
sudgment of God, visited upon us
because of individual and national
sins, of which we have been guilty,
we nevertheless regard this rebel-
lion as more immediately the
natural result of the continuance
and spread of domestic slavery in
our land, and therefore hail with
unmingled foy the proposition of
our Chief Magistrate, which bhas
recetved the sanction of Congress,
to extend aid from the General
Government to any State in which
slavery exists, which shall deem fit
10 initiate a system of constitu-
tional emancipation.s?

The most aggressive and outspoken of
all the American Lutheran Synods was
the Franckean Synod, organized in 1837.
In 1844 it stated that:

. Slavery is mantfestly a sin
against God, a violation of the laws
of nature, the claims of justice, and
the doctrines of divine revelation,
depriving those who were created
in God's image, and for whom
Christ died, of social rights and
domestic privileges and the means
of religious improvement.>*

Nineteenth century Lutheran efforts
to befriend and convert the ‘‘American
Indians’’ and the black people, before
and after the Civil War, were sincere and
sometimes heroic, but suffered from
public opposition, meager support and
unrealistic methods.

William A. Passavant of Pittsburgh
(General Council) became the most ag-
gressive Lutheran activist of the second
half of the century. He tried to rouse
eastern and midwestern Lutheranism
from its inertia and make of it a prac-
tical, ‘‘working church,’’ active in per-
sonal service and tangible support. Not
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only did he promote the habitual work
of the church, congregations, missions,
and schools; but, inspired by Obetlin,
Wichern, Fliedner, Bodelschwingh, and
Sutter, he founded several hospitals and
orphanages, and introduced the female
diaconate to America. He befriended
and aided the new Scandinavian immi-
grant communities. Passavant was the
first Lutheran leader to urge systematic
attention to the expanding cities, and to
extend practical Lutheran concern to all
suffering people regardless of religious
affiliation. For the Missouri Synod the
new term ‘‘inner mission’’ meant home
missions, the gathering of Germans into
the church; for Passavant it meant the
care of all the needy.

Like most Protestant leaders Passavant
had little sympathy for the new ‘‘social
gospel’’; he had still less sympathy for
the (then radical) new labor movement.
With one notable exception, the Luther-
an church which claimed so many people
of the working classes (predominantly
rural at this time) made no impact at all
on the early struggle to build up the ur-
ban labor movement or to attack other
social problems by concerted action.
That exception was the theoretcian
J.H.W. Stuckenberg (Wittenberg Semi-
nary, General Synod), who discerned
that ‘‘society is sleeping on a volcano.”’

It was in the 20th century that the
great shift in Lutheran social attitudes
and activities took place. One major
catalyst was the situation created by
Wortld War I, when many midwesterners
who still spoke European languages ex-
perienced a severe problem, public
hostility. The vast majority of Lutheran
churches made the transition to English
within a decade. Meanwhile, through
the newly created National Lutheran
Council, Lutherans for the first time
cooperated across synodical lines in a
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large-scale program of postwar aid. Both
developments helped to bring Lutheran-
ism slowsly into the mainstream of
American society.

The Great Depression of the 1930s
and, alongside it, the intensification of
world totalitarianism, put to flight the
naive optimism of liberal Protestants
about human moral progress and
““Christianizing the social order.”” In
company with influences from European
ctisis theology, the Lutheran renaissance,
and ecumenical social thought, Reinhold
and Richard Niebuhr’s social realism
helped Lutherans as well as their
neighbors to develop a more sober,
penetrating approach to national and
world problems than the traditional ec-
clesiastical pronouncements of social
ideas buttressed with biblical quotations.
Particularly through the NLC, Lutherans
began to broaden and sharpen their
outlook both in the realm of welfare
work and of social and political concern.
Among Lutheran church bodies, the
ULCA and the Augustana Church led
the way among Lutherans in opening
themselves to a more profound social
concern; A.D. Mattson of Augustana
Seminary and Bertha Paulssen of Gettys-
burg were the early pioneers.

During and following World War II,
practical social involvement was decisive
in accelerating the changes in social
outlook among Lutherans. Such practical
work is epitomized in Lutheran World
Action. Begun in 1940 and developed by
Ralph Long and Paul Empie, it became a
model of resourceful, efficient, and
gospel-graced humanitarian aid whose
scope was global. Its success was accom-
panied by the expansion of other pro-
grams administered for the churches by
the National Lutheran Council and its
successor, the Lutheran Council in the
USA: refugee resettlement, social wel-

fare work, social studies and planning.
In recent decades the Lutheran
churches have been challenged by esca-
lating social problems: movements of
liberation and equal rights among black
people, Hispanic Americans, and native
Americans; the women’s liberation
movement; and the decay of the family
together with the rise of moral anar-
chism. Dealing with these challenges
clearly indicates that social thought and
action are permanent aspects of the
church’s mission,’, and that their effec-
tive solution demands a cooperative ap-
proach among Lutherans, indeed across
the entire Christian community. It is also
clear that effective social action demands
the full involvement of the ‘‘priesthood
of all believers;”’ it cannot be left to the
clergy or to other church professionals. 36
Just what role does the CA play in all
these developments? A sampling of the
massive literature in the field shows little
direct allusion to it. It may seem that the
vast changes between the 16th and the
late 20th centuries render the Lutheran
confessions totally itrelevant for our
social task today. An expression of
Leonhard Goppelt, however, is applica-
ble here: the confessions do not give us
the specific forms for modern interpreta-
tion, but they still provide a useful point
of departure, namely, the gracious in-
itiative of God in Jesus Christ. Though
the CA was not written to expound a
social ethic, ‘‘we may cite four articles,’’
as William Lazareth observes, ‘‘in which
Luther’s restatement of the central thrust
of Paul’s ethic is afforded normative
authority by the Lutheran Church.”’

On the personal level, Article 4
refects ethical activism by groun-
ding man’s salvation solely in his
being justified before God for
Christ’s sake through faith alone.
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Then Article 6 militates against
ethical quietism by affirming that
this Christian faith is bound to
bring forth good fruits, and that it
is also necessary for Christians to do
those good works which are com-
manded by God for the neighbors’
benefir.

On the social level, Article 16
guards against secularism by in-
sisting that Christians are not to
espouse any dualism between the
two realms of creation and re-
demption. Dedicated churchmen
are rather to permeate all of society
with personal love and social
justice in the exercise of their
Christian  social responsibility.
Finally Article 28 complements
this stress with a refection of cleri-
calism by sharply distinguishing
the valid functions of the church
and the state under God. On the
one side, the church should not
impose its will on the civil com-
munity by usurping the power of
enforcement that rightly falls
within the domain of government.
On the other side, the state ought
not interfere with the church’s
prophetic role in holding public
life accountable to the sovereign
law of God.

We conclude both biblically and
theologically that Christian social
ministry is an essential part of the
total mission of the Church of Jesus
Christ . . .57

From this foundation Lutheran theo-
logians and church people are critically
reexamining the traditional concepts of
Lutheran theology and practice.

In this century, for example, there has

been a move by Lutherans to overcome

the rigidly dualistic understanding of the
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two kingdoms which was characteristic of
the 19th century, and to reaffirm the
“‘secular’’ as a legitimate part of creation
and the realm of Christian life. Leader-
ship was provided by the ULCA with its
Christian Social Responsiblity published
in 1957. In the 1960s both The ALC and
the LCA began issuing statements about
specific issues in American life. Studies
of these statements®® indicate that both
bodies are careful not to confuse law and
gospel and to recognize that society can-
not be governed by the Gospel nor can
any social order be identified with the
Kingdom of God. Both do, however,
recognize that all people have been en-

" dowed with reason and are capable of

civil or active righteousness (CA 18), and
that Christians and non-Christians can
work together to achieve a more just
society. These statements have regained
the secular realm as a part of God’s
Kingdom. Several of them recognize
more clearly than previously the right
and duty of Christians to change laws
and not just obey them. The statements
are not as clear on how the Gospel shapes
the Christian’s social involvement.
Criticisms of the concept of the two
kingdoms have been made both by Lu-
therans and non-Lutherans. Karl Barth
and H. Richard Niebuhr have been the
major non-Lutheran critics, with Barth
noting especially the ‘‘soft under-belly of
Lutheran social ethics.”’ Major Lutheran
criticisms have come from Philip Hefner
and Carl Braaten. Hefner notes the nega-
tivity of calling the secular realm the
‘‘left hand’’ (which is obviously less than
the ‘‘right hand’’), and the tendency to
identify law in the secular realm with co-
etcion and obedience.’® Braaten attacks
the two kingdoms because it fails to have
an eschatological dynamic, because it
tends to separate the realms of creation
and redemption, and because it limits
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the revolutionary thrust of Christianity
to the individual. ‘“The problem of the
two-kingdom doctrine is that the revolu-
tionary dynamic discharged by the king-
dom on the right hand did not set off
any explosions in the kingdom on the
left hand.’’60

While these criticisms make their im-
pact felt, they have not changed the
place of the two kingdoms in Lutheran
thought. One may be sure that a two
kingdoms hermeneutic will continue to
be a part of the Lutheran theological
tradition and remain the framework for
Lutheran social ethics. The concept is too
rooted in the Scriptures, in Luther, and
in the Lutheran confessions for it simply
to be dismissed. But the issue in the
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future will be how it is used. Emphasis
should be placed on avoiding what the
two kingdoms guarded against in the
confusion of law and gospel, the confu-
sion of justification by grace through
faith and works’ righteousness, and the
two untenable positions of ‘‘Christianiz-
ing society’’ and secularizing the
Church.

Lutherans in American presently face a
different agenda of such ethical issues as
the right to life and abortion, apartheid,
wotld hunger, corporate investments,
and human rights. The CA, of course,
does not address such issues directly, but
it does provide Lutherans with an orien-
tation from which to do their work.
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Chapter 3

The Augsburg Confession and

Ecumenical Relations

Past

The shaping of Lutheran theological
identity in the American context was
broadly sketched in Chapter one. Now
we must examine Lutheran inter-church
relations more carefully. In the process
we shall find ourselves inspecting some
questions of Lutheran identity more
closely.

As America launched its experiment
of denominational pluralism in the 19th
century, Lutherans had to clarify their
sense of identity in relation to their ec-
clesiastical neighbors. The Augsburg
Confession occupied a central place amid
the bitter clashes of Lutheran groups.

One purpose of the General Synod
(1820) was ‘‘to promote general concord
and unity’’ in the church of Christ.? S.S.
Schmucker took the lead in advocating a
positive relationship with ‘‘evangelical’’
denominations. By zealous advocacy of
that purpose through many writings,
through leadership in cooperative Protes-
tant agencies, and through the Evangeli-
cal Alliance which he helped to found in
1846, Schmucker earned lasting recogni-
tion as a ‘‘pioneer in Christian unity.’’2

As many have supposed, Schmucker
by no means intended to melt down Lu-
theranism into genetic Protestantism.
Nor was he interested in an amalgama-
tion of Lutheran and Reformed forces
after the pattern of the Evangelical
Church-Union of the West of 1840, the
American counterpart of the Prussian

Union church. He was rather a forerun-
ner of church federation among autono-
mous churches. The ‘‘Christian union’’
he advocated was ‘‘not otganic but fra-
ternal and moral,”” a ‘“‘purely advisory
council”’ of ‘‘evangelical’’ or ‘‘ortho-
dox’’ churches (these were the churches
centeted in ‘‘the inspired spiritual
gospel”’ of justification through faith
alone in Christ; excluded were the ‘‘fun-
damental errorists’”” — ‘‘Romanists’’ on
the one side, ‘‘Deists, Unitarians, Pela-
gians’’ ez 4/. on the other side). In the
spirit of George Calixtus and Richard
Baxter, Schmucker proposed to found
evangelical church cooperation entirely
of ‘‘fundamental doctrines’’ (viz. doc-
trines ‘‘unitedly believed by all the or-
thodox churches and regarded as essen-
tial by them’’); in non-essentials diver-
sity should be acceptable. His confession
was clearly modeled on the CA.

According to Schmucker’s concept the
Lutheran Church is a branch of the one
true church of Christ. Its duty is to
cooperate with the other orthodox
churches in united witness for the con-
version of the world. The sharing of holy
communion is a mark of mutual recogni-
tion among these churches.?

Frederick Wentz, writing from the
viewpoint of 20th century ecumenism,
aptly notes two serious limitations in
Schmucker’s ecumenical principles: a
somewhat narrow view of the church
(lack of sympathy with other more
churchly movements of his day) and a
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somewhat shallow assessment of tradi-
tion (failure to see that tradition cannot
be reduced to least-common-denomina-
tor doctrinal statements and that ‘‘a
creed is an organic whole with its own in-
tegrity as a witness to the past’’).4

In Schmucker’s own day, as we have
seen, his ecumenical principles and con-
fessional hermeneutic were virtually
engulfed by the rising tide of confes-
sionalism. The General Synod itself re-
jected the thought of revising the CA;
finally in 1913 it constitutionally
declared its allegiance to ‘‘the Unaltered
Augsburg Confession as a correct exhibi-
tion of the faith and doctrine of our
Church as founded upon the Word’’ and
recognized the other symbols as ‘‘exposi-
tions of Lutheran doctrine of great
historical and interpretative value.”’s It
still refused, however, to be bound to
the hermeneutic and exclusivism of the
“Old Lutherans.”” Throughout its his-
tory the General Synod maintained fra-
ternal, cooperative relationships with
other evangelical churches. A judicious
apologia declared: ‘‘These practices are
not to be construed as ‘unionistic’ in the
offensive sense of that term, but as an
acknowledgement that the Good Shep-
herd has other sheep which are not of our
fold.”’s

Meanwhile, however, the large majori-
ty of Lutherans in America followed the
*‘Old Lutheran’’ approach, a repristina-
tion” of the doctrine of Lutheran Ortho-
doxy. The Missouri Synod worked out
this hermeneutic in its most rigorous
consequences. C.F.W. Walther acknow-
ledged that there are Christians outside
the Lutheran church, that even unortho-
dox groups may in a sense be called chur-
ches, and that one can be a Lutheran
without the CA, but not in opposition to
it. In The Evangelical Lutheran Church,
the True Visible Church of God upon
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Earth (1866), however, Walther spelled
out his position on Lutheran identity:
““The Ev. Luth. Church is the sum total
of all who without reservation profess the
doctrine which was summarily submitted
in writing at Augsburg in 1530 . . .,
and was treated and expounded in the
other so-called Lutheran symbols, as the
pure doctrine of the divine Word”
(Thesis 10); ‘. . . The doctrine set forth
in its Confessions is the pure divine
truth, because it agrees with the written
Word of God on all points’’ (Thesis
21-A); *“. . . The Ev. Luth. Church has
all the essential marks of the true visible
church of God on earth, as they are
found in no other denomination of
another name; it is therefore in no need
of any doctrinal reformation’’ (Thesis
25).

Underlying this outlook are several
presuppositions: ‘‘Purity and unity of
doctrine’’ are the first duty of the or-
thodox church.9 Pure Lutheran doctrine
is a homogeneous whole; the later sym-
bols only clarify what was enunciated in
the CA. Thus the Formula of Concord is
the necessary interpreter of the CA.
Since the Lutheran system is permanent-
ly fixed and irreformable because it
agrees perfectly with the changeless
divine Word, it follows that there is
nothing negotiable in the realm of doc-
trine left to explore among Christians.

Missouri drew the ecumenical conclu-
sion: ““The Ev. Luth. Church rejects
every fraternal or ecclesiastical fellowship
with such as reject its Confession, either
in whole or in part’”’ (Thesis 21-C). To
proclaim the gospel in its purity required
avoidance of adulterated doctrine as well
as hostile doctrine. Since Missouri felt
obliged to avoid unorthodox Lutherans,
there was even less need to consider non-
Lutherans at all, except for the Synod’s
duty to bear them charitable witness to
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its own pure truth.

‘“Unionism’’ was the term (imported
from the experience with the Prussian
Union of 1817 in Germany, where Cal-
vinism was the chief béze noire for or-
thodox Lutherans) used to label the shar-
ing of any churchly activities with the
unorthodox, whether ‘‘Lutheran’’ ot
non-Lutheran. It remains a distinctively
Lutheran term,! applied chiefly to
“‘pulpit and altar fellowship’’ with the
unorthodox, i.e., to the admitting of
unorthodox pastors to orthodox, pulpits
and the sharing of communion with the
unorthodox. Missouri extended the
term, however, to every detail of the doc-
trinal system and to church practice as
well (even refusing to pray with hetero-
dox Christians), since it insisted that
failure in practice to exercise careful
discipline was proof of adulterated
allegiance to pure doctrine.

That Missouri was eager to work
toward ‘‘one single Ev. Lutheran Church
of America,”” meanwhile, is indicatd
both by Walther’s proposal (1856) that
Lutherans unreservedly committed to the
Unaltered Augsburg Confession should
meet in ‘‘free conferences’’ to seck
unanimity in doctrine and by subse-
quent official doctrinal colloquies with
several synods. By these methods the
Synodical Conference was founded in
1872.

Some other ‘‘conservative’’ Lutheran
bodies, equally committed to an Old
Lutheran doctrinal stance, took a dif-
ferent hermeneutical approach and drew
different conclusions for church rela-
tions. The General Council attempted to
guarantee orthodox doctrinal unity but
to follow a slightly more flexible policy
in church practice. Its Fundamental Prin-
ciples of Faith and Polity (1866) stated:
“VIII. We accept and acknowledge the
doctrines of the Unaltered Augsburg
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Confession in its original sense as
throughout in conformity with the pure
truth of which God’s Word is the only
rule . . . IX. . . . The other Confessions

. inasmuch as they set forth none
other than its [the UAC] system of doc-
trine and articles of faith, are of necessity
pure and scriptural.’’t The Council’s
Galesburg Rule (1875) decreed:
‘‘Lutheran pulpits for Lutheran ministers
only — Lutheran altars for Lutheran
communicants only;”’ in subsequent
debate on whether exceptions are per-
missible, Charles Portetfield Krauth, the
author of the rule, declared that it was
meant to be ‘‘educational, not
coercive.”” The German Iowa Synod
similarly emphasized ex animo
allegiance to the entire Book of Concord,
but argued, against Walther, that the
binding force of the Lutheran confes-
sions does not extend to non-fundamen-
tal points and casual individual opinions
of the authors, and that there are some
‘‘open questions’’ in the Scriptures
which dare not be dogmatically fixed or
declared divisive of church fellowship.12

On the ‘“‘orthodox’’ doctrinal basis,
however, as we have indicated, most of
the conservative synods did not succeed
in reaching permanent unity. Missouri
charged all the other bodies with
unionism; Ohio leveled the same charge
at lIowa, and Iowa accused the General
Council (especially for cooperation with
the General Synod and the United
Synod South).

When eastern Lutherans resumed con-
versations across synodical lines at the
First Lutheran Diet (1877), Charles
Porterfield Krauth delivered an elaborate
paper, ‘‘The Relations of the Lutheran
Church to the Denominations Around
Us.”” It was a judicious statement of
Lutheran “‘strict confessionalism’’ within
the American context and emphasized
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“close communion’’ as the guardian of
confessional purity. Krauth’s General
Synod adversary, James A. Brown of
Gettysburg, responded: ‘‘Have we a
right to say that other denominations are
not part of the true Church of Chirist,
and to be treated by us as such? . ..
Against this spirit of exclusivism we ask,
. . . Can any man forbid the administra-
tion of the Sacraments to those who
‘have received the Holy Ghost as well as
we’?’’13 The conservative midwestern
bodies, meanwhile, were criticizing the
General Council for being too flexible in
church practice and discipline.

Some of the deeply pietistic Scandina-
vian immigrant Lutherans took a some-
what different position on church rela-
tions. First, with their great concern for
their ethnic identity, they generally
shunned churchly contact with non-
Lutherans during the 19th century and
they resented efforts at proselytism by
Americanized churches. Second, most of
the Scandinavian pietists were rather
conservative doctrinally, but since their
primary concern was for ‘‘living piety,”’
they harbored a distaste for finely drawn
doctrinal distinctions and felt a certain
sense of affinity with other pietistic
Christians.

In the 20th century great changes have
taken place in Lutheran church relations.
At times they have resulted from altering
the conclusions drawn from the varieties
of confessional hermeneutic, at times
from a shift in the hermeneutical ap-
proach itself. Some examples:

(1) The National Lutheran Council
(1918), the first agency of practical
cooperation established by several bodies
not in formal church fellowship, decreed
that cooperation in ‘‘internal (church)
matters’’ was to be avoided. Neverthe-
less, as the Norwegian Lutheran, Lars W.
Boe, remarked in 1942, ‘‘Time and
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again we re-wrote the constitution and
regulations but the Lord
pushed us across the line every time.’ 14
As Lutherans worked together, par-
ticularly in crises of human need, they
also learned to trust one another and to
reexamine their sense of the mission of
the church. More than theological
discussion, it was practical work that
built up the National Lutheran Council.
The Council, in turn, paved the way for
the post-war changes in Lutheran
alignments and activities.

(2) The United Lutheran Church in
America (1918) not only offered fellow-
ship or merger to other Lutheran bodies
without further ado; it also announced
in its Washington Declaration (1920) a
comprehensive statement on ‘‘the
Church and its External Relationships’’
which emphasized ‘‘the catholic spirit in
the church.”” The concern for catholicity
and for proper cooperation with other
church bodies was positive rather than
defensive, although it also was affirmed
that ‘‘until a more complete unity of
confession is obtained . . . the ULCA is
bound in duty and in conscience to
maintain its separate identity as a witness
to the truth which it knows; and its
members, its ministers, its pulpits, its
fonts and its altars must testify only to
that truth.”’” The last clause was clearly
reminiscent of the Galesburg Rule but
not identical with it. The so-called
Erlangen theology had begun to reshape
the confessional hermeneutic of the
ULCA. The same body in the 1920s and
30s worked out ecumenical guidelines
which led it into membership in the
Lutheran World Federation (1947), the
Wortld Council of Churches (1948), and
the National Council of Churches of
Christ (1950): ‘‘the evangelical princi-
ple’’ (that church councils must be com-
posed of avowedly Trinitarian churches)
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and ‘‘the representative principle’’ (that
church councils must be made up of
churches, not merely churchmen, and
must be officially accountable to the
churches). The Augustana Synod, from
the 1930s on, moved strongly in the
same direction.!s

The Lutheran Church in America
(1962), successor to these two bodies and
two others, rewrote its Ecumenical
Guidelines in 1974 to emphasize with
whom the church should cooperate,
rather than with whom it may not. In
1978 The ALC and the LCA adopted a
joint statement on communion practices
which also breathes a more open and
(these bodies would say) a more
evangelical spirit.??

(3) The American Lutheran Church
(1960) formally espoused the ‘‘exclusive
confessionalism’’ of the Galesburg Rule
and the Minneapolis Theses, both of
which had been reaffirmed in The ALC’s
Articles of Agreement (1958). The
assumption was that additional doctrinal
agreements would be needed in order to
attain Lutheran unity. Since the 1960s,
however, a strong tide within The ALC
has moved toward a more flexible ex-
clesiastical position and greater con-
geniality with the LCA, although The
ALC still hopes to bring the LC-MS into
unity discussions once more. It has
declared ‘‘selective fellowship”’ (left to
the judgment of pastors) with both the
LCA and the LC-MS.

(4) The recent story of the Lutheran
Church — Missouri Synod was sketched
in the first section of Chapter One:
broader cooperation in the 1960s, tradi-
tionalist retrenchment beginning with
1969, the ensuing schism and the forma-
tion of the more ‘‘moderate’’ Associa-
tion of Evangelical Lutheran Chutches in
1976. The latter body promptly joined
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the LC/USA and declared fellowship
with the LCA and The ALC. The LC-MS,
meanwhile, by no means concedes that
its exclusivist position on Lutheran iden-
tity and church relations is less
““evangelical’’ than that of its sister
bodies. On the contrary, it claims that
only its orthodox and anti-unionistic
position does justice to the gospel.!8

(5) The formation of the Lutheran
Council in the USA (1966) has already
been mentioned as a major break-
through in Lutheran cooperation. The
Council numbers the LC-MS among its
members. The key to this new develop-
ment was the adoption of the twin con-
stitutional principles that all par-
ticipating bodies sha// take part in
discussions seeking ‘‘to achieve theologi-
cal consensus in a systematic and contin-
uing way on the basis of the Scriptures
and the witness of the Lutheran Confes-
sions,”” and that cooperation in other
joint activities of the council is optional.
Since Missouri has declined to join the
Lutheran World Federation, the other
members of the council cooperate inter-
nationally through the separately
organized Lutheran World Ministries.

Bilateral confessional dialogues (to be
examined more carefully in the next sec-
tion) are among the most important re-
cent developments in inter-church rela-
tionships. Lutherans in Europe and
America, indeed, helped to initiate the
‘“‘age of dialogue.”” Begun under the
auspices of the National Lutheran Coun-
cil, the present series of bilateral discus-
sions have become the responsibility of
Lutheran World Ministries (with the
Roman Catholics) and the LC/USA
(with other Protestant churches); Missoui
has been an active participant. Begin-
ning in 1963, Lutherans in America have
now engaged in dialogues with the
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Roman Catholics, Reformed (including
Presbyterians), Orthodox, Anglicans,
and just recently, with Methodists and
Conservative/Evangelicals.?? It is to this
aspect of the current ecumenical scene
that we now turn.

Present

Although intended as an ecumenical
document and purposely irenic in tone,
the Augsburg Confession has served
historically more to define Lutheran self-
identity than to facilitate ecumenical
conversation. Especially in America the
CA has been significant mostly in inter-
Lutheran discussions. Lutherans have
assumed that full fellowship with any
group other than Lutheran would re-
quire formal subscription to or at least
explicit agreement with the CA.

The petiod immediately following the
Second Vatican Council (1962-1965)
opened up exciting new visions of ecu-
menism. For the first time since the 16th
century, Roman Catholics found it pos-
sible to engage other Christians in genu-
ine conversation. It is not surprising that
the fervor occasioned by the Council and
its specific references to ecumenism
ushered in a period of ecumenical activity
unprecedented in church history.

The new phase of ecumenism did not
originate entirely with the Roman
Catholics. The Presbyterian, Eugene
Carson Black, had preached a sermon in
Grace Cathedral, San Francisco, in
December, 1960, pleading for the full
merger of several mainline American
Protestant denominations. Eventually
this led to creation of the Consultation
on Church Union, in which six denomi-
nations (eventually ten) joined. Luther-
ans decided not to participate, not
simply because they were not included in
the original invitation, but mainly for
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reasons explicitly associated with the
teaching of the CA. Even the LCA, the
most latitudinarian of the Lutheran
bodies, could not reconcile COCU with
Lutheranism. The CA insists that it is
theological reflection on the Gospel that
is of primaty significance for Christian
unity; on matters of ceremony and polity
there can be diversity. The Blake pro-
posals, on the other hand, emphasized
polity because of the assumption that
sufficient doctrinal agreement among
participating denominations already ex-
isted. Thus the Lutherans rejected
COCU precisely in order, from their
point of view, to remain open to authen-
tic ecumenism.

Meanwhile dialogue with the Reformed
tradition was in fact under way; Luther-
ans were engaged from 1962 to 1966
with the Presbyterian bodies and the
Christian Reformed Church and, in a se-
cond round, from 1972 to 1974, with in-
clusion of the United Church of Christ.
Response to the new Roman Catholic
situation was perhaps more enthusiastic,
even though the barriers to be overcome
appeared greater. The Lutheran-Roman
Catholic dialogue, involving only profes-
sional theologians on both sides, began
in 1965 and still continues. The third of
the dialogues of sufficiently long standing
for evaluation, that with the Episcopal
Church, USA, began in 1969. The first
round lasted until 1972; a second began in
1976 and is still in progress.

In both the Lutheran-Reformed and
the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogues,
the use and understanding of authorita-
tive statements, such as the CA, have
been fairly traditional. Full establish-
meni of fellowship has been supposed to
depend on full agreement in those mat-
ters about which such documents speak.
Thus, for example, in the Lutheran-
Roman Catholic discussion of the



AC AND ECUMENICAL RELATIONS

eucharistic sacrifice, the tools of
theological scholarship were used to dis-
cover ways in which traditional Lutheran
and Roman Catholic positions could be
so interpreted as to agree. But in their
estimate of the extent of needed agree-
ment, the two dialogues differ.

Lutheran-Reformed. The report of the
first Lutheran-Reformed round of con-
versations, widely circulated as Marburg
Revisited,? recommended: ‘‘. . . we see
no insuperable obstacles to pulpit and
altar fellowship and, therefore, we
recommend to our patent bodies that
they encourage their constituent
churches to enter into discussions look-
ing forward to intercommunion and the
fuller recognition of one another’s minis-
tries.”’2t This result was achieved by a
method which had basically two steps:
the discovery and deepening of consen-
sus at what may be called the level of
standard Reformation belief, and the ex-
amination of the old disputes within that
consensus to see whether they should still
be regarded as church-divisive. The ex-
amination invariably produced negative
results. Thus, for example, it was agreed
that the Lord’s Supper is a ‘‘means of
grace’’ which brings the presence of
Christ and ‘‘arouses faith;’’ the ancient
struggles were adjudged matters of ‘‘dif-
ferent terms and concepts” and of
“‘onesided . . . teaching and practice.’’22

Probably the majority of Lutherans in
America agree with such judgments.
Nevertheless, this method from the first
round may have contributed to the
disaster of the second. In any case, the
second round, mandated to carry out the
recommendations of the first, ended
with a confession of having reached a
stalemate, and with the refusal of the
representatives of the LC-MS to sign even
that. It is instructive that the difficulty
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lay in disagreement #nside the Lutheran
delegation over the very nature of
ecumenical agreements and their prac-
tical consequences.

Lutheran-Roman Catholic. The
Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue has
taken a more rigorous view of the
theological agreement and disagree-
ment. Within the favorable climate
created by the Second Vatican Council,
this has resulted in the production of a
great deal of fine scholarship and reflec-
tion; the conversation with Roman
Catholics is the most impressive in-depth
effort in which Lutherans in America
have participated. The purpose of the
Lutherans has been precisely to take the
CA seriously. Beginning with a study of
the Nicene Creed as dogma, the dia-
logue moved to more traditionally
divisive topics, achieving notable
theological rapprochement on several
that had before seemed intractable; the
eucharistic sacrifice, the validity of
Lutheran ordination, and the Pettine of-
fice.2¢ For the Lutherans, the CA has
served both as the mandate for participa-
tion and as a safeguard against too easy
acceptance of positions inconsistent with
the Lutheran understanding of the
Gospel.

The Lutheran-Catholic dialogue is still
in progress and still committed to impor-
tant theological work. Its successive
reports have been widely discussed.
Whether they will receive any official
response from the churches or lead to any
action remains, of course, to be seen.

Lutheran-Episcopal. The Lutheran-
Episcopal dialogue in its first round was
perhaps chiefly notable for three
methodological departures, each with
some claim to a basis in the CA. First,
new denominational arrangements were
not envisaged or even regarded as
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necessarily desirable. The goal of the
dialogues became ‘‘intercommunion, or
pulpit and altar fellowship,’’?5 and the
recommendation of the participants was
immediate establishment of a very
limited form of such fellowship.26
Second, an exegesis of Article 7 of the
CA different from that recently tradi-
tional but claiming textual justification,
led to a new statement of the ecumenical
question that was accepted by both sides:
‘““Are we able mutually to affirm the
presence of the Gospel and apostolicity
in our respective communions sufficiently
to agree that the renewal of the church is
more likely to come in communion with
one another than out of communion
with one another?’’2” With some strug-
gle, both sides said they could. The for-
mulation shows where the difficulties lay
for each side. With respect to the
episcopacy, theological rapprochement
was based on recognition of the dif-
ference between a necessary function and
its varying historical actualizations,?8
which is surely a key principle of the CA.
Third, the existence of continued
disagreement and its importance were
tecognized. Lutherans continued to
regard Episcopal doctrinal formlessness
as an evil and Episcopalians to regard
Lutheran attitudes about ministry as sub-
catholic. But it was held that, at least for
these two communions, such things
could profitably be discussed further
only inside greater fellowship, and provi-
sion for such discussion was made a con-
dition of the proposed fellowship.2® This
method reverses the traditional Lutheran
order, but it too was based on the ex-
egesis of Articles 5 and 7 of the CA, for it
distinguishes church from non-church
(rather than dealing with grades of doc-
trinal purity), and it calls for fellowship
wherever the true church is found,
whatever else may divide believers.3°
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It is perhaps owing to these
methodological innovations that the
recommendations of the first round have
been ignored by the sending bodies.
After several years the very sort of talks
the first round called futile were man-
dated, and these are in progress.

Thus, precisely with respect to the role
of the CA, each of the three dialogues
has differed methodologically from the
others. Perhaps each method has had its
virtues. The Lutheran-Reformed dia-
logue could most easily have led to de-
nominational action had not intet-
Lutheran troubles intervened. The
Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue has
been most notable for its production of
new ecumenical theology. The Lutheran-
Episcopal dialogue, in its first round, was
especially significant in the way it ex-
ploited the implications of the CA (Arti-
cle 7) for ecumenical method.

Two paragraphs from the conclusion
of a recent Lutheran survey of the inter-
church dialogues are worthy of note:

These dialogues have differed
with respect to goals, procedures,
content, and depth. Yet each has
succeeded in removing misleading
stereotypes, in promoting the
reconsideration of theological
traditions, in establishing relation-
ships of warmth and trust, and in
encouraging @ more realistic con-
sideration of ecumenical objectives

We have a remarkable advan-
tage in that Lutheranism is com-
mitted to the principle of being
firm where the biblical gospel is
concerned and flexible in periph-
eral matters. While being dog-
matic about the gospel, Lutherans
have freedom with respect to ec-
clesiastical forms. Whatever serves
the gospel, or does not obscure it,
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can be accommodated within the

multiformity of Lutheranism.’

Voices are now being heard within the
Lutheran church bodies urging ecclesias-
tical action to implement some of the
recommendations attained in the dia-
logues. It should be recognized, how-
ever, that a certain tension exists be-
tween the bilaterals and the ‘‘conciliar’’
approach of the World Council of
Churches. A similar tension exists be-
tween the world-wide ecumenical com-
mitments of Lutherans in America which
are expressed chiefly through the World
Council of Churches and their world-
wide inter-Lutheran commitments ex-
pressed through the Lutheran World
Federation.

Prospect

From all that we have noted about the
Augsburg Confession, we may expect it
to play a crucial role in the ecumenical
movement in America and around the
world. Increasing attention will be given
to the claim of the CA that there is
nothing in its doctrine ‘‘that departs
from the Scriptures or the catholic
church or the church of Rome, insofar as
the ancient church is known to us from
its writers’’ (Conclusion of the First
Part). One consequence of this is that
Lutherans will tend to see themselves less
as ‘‘Protestants’”’ and ‘‘Lutherans,”’
terms foreign to the CA, and more as
evangelical and catholic Christians,
terms congenial both to the spirit and
the letter of the CA. As such, the
adherents of the CA will, even in respect
to nomenclature, find themselves closer
to the increasing number of Roman
Catholics, Reformed, Anglicans, Or-
thodox, and others who consider
themselves also to be evangelical and
catholic Christians.
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It is well known that, although the CA
is the central Lutheran confession of
faith, it still stands subordinate to Scrip-
ture as the supreme norm, of which it is
an historical interpretation. The subse-
quent parts of the Book of Concord
make it evident that the CA itself re-
quires interpretation and, at least in this
sense, development. Moreover, even
though the CA clearly implies that it is a
sufficient statement of Christian faith, it
makes no claim to be a full, perfect,
final, or exhaustive statement. New
theological and exegetical insights and
new developments in the life of the
church do not require that it be amen-
ded in substance; rather, they but sup-
plement it, allowing the CA to be
preached and heard anew. Without for-
getting the fact that there are debates
among Lutherans concerning the nature
and the extent of the interpretive
development that is required to transmit
the CA today and tomorrow, the necessi-
ty of such interpretation unavoidably
raises the question: by whom?

This question, of course, poses the
broader question of inner-Lutheran unity.
It has already been pointed out in
chapter one that the CA simply does
not envision an Ametican-style denomi-
national Lutheranism. Of itself, there-
fore, the CA cannot overcome divisions
among those churches which profess it. If
there is to be a ‘‘union of all Lutherans
in North America,’’32 this means at the
very least that the Lutheran bodies which
belong to the Lutheran Council in the
USA must continue to see themselves as
*‘obligated to participate in discussions
to bring about full doctrinal unity
among Lutherans.’’33 Such unity will
then provide the basis for the kind of
unified church structure that is necessary
for Lutherans in America to express the
faith they share with a single clear voice
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when the situation requires it.

Historical experience suggests that
such a unified Lutheran church in
America may also offer a more effective
means of restoring or promoting concord
where there is schism or threat of schism.
For where the existence of two or more
Lutheran bodies not in full communion
with each other is regarded as normal,
further division into three or more
divided churches or synods would seem
to be less deplorable than would the rup-
ture of a single communion.

A further benefit of a doctrinally and
structurally united Lutheranism is that it
will, in all likelihood, be much more ef-
fective in working for unity with other
Christian churches. Theologians repre-
senting the three major Lutheran bodies
have contributed to shaping some of the
most important consensus statements in
recent ecumenical history.3¢ Yet the pro-
cess of receiving, confirming, or correct-
ing those statements is made unnecessar-
ily cumbersome by the fact of several
separate national Lutheran churches.

In this connection it is significant that
several of the more recent American dia-
logues involving Lutherans with Episco-
palians and Roman Catholics have dealt
precisely with such structural questions
as the ordained ministry, episcopacy,
papal primacy, and teaching authority
and infallibility in the church. With
Christians in all churches, Lutherans will
be challenged to resist the lures of ec-
clesiological docetism, that is, an overly
spiritualized view of the church, and to
see these structural and institutional
questions as important and as worthy of
attention. Lutherans in America are in
fact being challenged by some of their
most distinguished theologians not only
to look ‘‘forward to intercommunion
and the fuller recognition’’ of ministries
with American Reformed churches,35 but
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also to create ‘‘structures as will enable
Episcopalians and Lutherans ... to
assume joint responsibility for the pro-
clamation of the Gospel with one accord
and for an appropriate ministration of
the Sacraments . . .”’3¢ Such structures
would possibly include ‘‘future common
forms of ordered ministry and
episkope.’’®

Lutherans in America will even have to
respond to the question proposed to
them by another group of leading
Lutheran scholars concerning ‘‘the
possibility and the desirability of the
papal Ministry, renewed under the
gospel and committed to Christian
freedom, in a larger communion which
would include the Lutheran churches.’’38
It should be noted here that there is
nothing in the CA or in the Scriptures?®
that precludes an affirmative answer to
that question. In fact, in terms of the
catholic intent of the CA discussed in the
first paragraph of this section, it is the
negative answer that would require
justification.

In drawing closer to and being ap-
proached by other Christian churches
with more integrated structures, Luther-
ans will find that a critical stance
concerning the claims for and the exer-
cise of episcopal and primatial pastoral
authority is by no means incompatible
with recognition of such authority. That
episcopal and primatial authority can be
and has been abused is denied by no one
who supports that authotity. The same is
true of synodical and conciliar authority.
Nonetheless, without undercutting the
critical vigilance that is required to
safeguard the gospel and Christian liber-
ty, the momentum of ecumenical discus-
sions involving Lutherans will lead them
to focus on the long-overlooked benefits
of ministries and structures that have
served historically to relate local churches
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“to the church universal, so that
pluralism and pluriformity do not
undermine oneness, and unity and uni-
formity do not destroy a desirable diver-
sity.’’40

A more concrete challenge to
American Lutheran bodies has been
made by another group of representative
Lutheran theologians who see no incom-
patibility between their commitment to
the CA and the following recommenda-
tions to their churches:

a) that they officially declare that the
Lutheran commitment to the
(Lutheran) Confessions does not in-
volve the assertion that the pope or
the papacy in our day is the antichrist;
in this way our churches would
publicly affirm that antipapal
polemics should be replaced by an at-
titude of respect and love;

b) that they undertake an examination,
with the participation of Catholics, of
catechetical and other teaching
materials, in order to identify and
eliminate distorted accounts of
historic and contemporary Roman
Catholicism;

) that in the presentation of our com-
mon Christian faith they encourage
greater use of Roman Catholic doc-
trinal, theological, catechetical,
pastoral, and liturgical materials;

d) that they facilitate Catholic contribu-
tions to the process of formulating
Lutheran positions on doctrinal and
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cthical issues; this might include
Catholic participation in Lutheran
conventions and assemblies;4!

) that they develop structures for
regular consultation with Catholic
bishops on the local and national
levels regarding matters of mutual
concern;

f) that they declare their willingness to
participate in a world-wide and
ecumenically based magisterium; this
participation might take many forms,
from representation in synods of
bishops or joining in a fully
ecumenical council. 42

Only by taking concrete steps such as
these, conclude the Lutheran draftets of
the above recommendations, ‘‘can
Lutheranism become what it originally
claimed to be: a reformation movement
under the gospel within the Church
catholic.”’#? Those who confessed their
faith at Augsburg in 1530 had hope that
they might have been able to do so at an
ecumenical council. After 450 years such
a hope suddenly has become bright. As
Lutherans draw nearer to each other and
to all those who believe the gospel, they
are laying the foundations for a free and
genuinely ecumenical council in which
reconciliation with other parts of the
one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church
can solemnly and publicly be manifested
‘‘so that the world might believe’’ that
Jesus Christ has been sent by his Father
for the salvation of all.
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Chapter 4

The Augsburg Confession and the

Act of Confession

Lutherans in America have often
claimed, over against the generality of
American Christianity, to be a confes-
sional church in some special sense. It is
not immediately clear what the import of
this claim can be. Evety American
denomination has documents Lutherans
would call confessions — even if some
denominations do not call them that.
Doubtless we Lutherans have a larger
stock of documents than most other
groups and may be more fervid in our at-
tachment to them, though even this
varies among Lutheran groups. But such
distinctions are quantitative, and the
Lutheran claim interpreted in such terms
would become an odious comparison.

Clarifying the notion of Lutheran con-
fessionalism depends, we suggest, on an
analysis of the act of confession. Perhaps
also the act will be somewhat differently
analyzed from an American perspective
than from some other. If so, the analysis
is the final contribution of this study.

The church has used the word confes-
sion — homologein and its successive
translations — for a great variety of acts.
Through much of the New Testament, it
can be used of any decisive theological or
religious verbal commitment and is still
sometimes used in this way; here we are
concerned with a smaller class of uses.

Baptism was called a confession in the
ancient church, probably already in 1
Tim. 6:12. In the persecuted church, a
“‘confessot’’ was a martyr who survived,
probably reflecting 1 Tim.’s use of the

word for Jesus’ confrontation with Pilate.
At the beginning of their doctrinal
decrees the fathers of the great councils
used ‘‘We believe’’ and ‘“We confess’’
as synonomous formulae. When a creed
is used at our Sunday services, it is often
introduced by: ‘‘Les us confess . ..”
The document submitted to Chatles V at
the Diet of Augsburg, in hope of sur-
mounting the religious division of the
Empire, was entitled, Confessio oder
Bekenntnis des Glaubens etlicher
Fuersten und Staedte ... One group
that opposed Hitler’s control of the Ger-
man church was called ‘‘The confessing
(or earlier, ‘‘confessional’’!) church.”
We could go on. The church has doubt-
less used the same word for all these dif-
ferent acts from a perception of struc-
tural similarities among them, but it
may well be that the similarities even
between acts called ‘‘confession’ in a
narrower sense than the general New
Testament use are not sufficient to make
investigation of a supposed common
hermeneutical structure a profitable
enterprise. What follows, then, has the
nature of an experiment.

Even if not all proclamation is confes-
sion in the sense here intended, all con-
fession is proclamation. Thus there is at
least this much common to all confes-
sions: they are proclamations of the
Gospel or are intended to be so, and
therefore share the hermeneutical struc-
ture of all Gospel-proclamation. The
Gospel occurs when the claim that Jesus
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is risen and the hopes and fears of a com-
munity or individual are brought to
mutual interpretation. In other words,
the Gospel occurs when someone pro-
claims the difference it makes that Jesus,
this particular person, identified by the
name and by narrative and reminiscence
of his historic particularity, now lives
with death behind him so that he must
finally triumph. To proclaim this dif-
ference, the Gospel must of course speak
to the hopes and fears of those actually
there to hear, in the particularities of
their histories and places in history.

Precisely in order to be itself,
therefore, the Gospel-proclamation
changes, for it must address the hin-
drances and possibilities of each histori-
cal time and place. Thus the Gospel
spoke to the declining ancient wotld of
the possibility created by worship in the
name of Jesus, of worshipping only one
God (as antiquity had always longed to
do) without lapsing into empty abstrac-
tions. Or it spoke, to use another exam-
ple, of a coming ecumene in which the
universality of the impetial community
and the direct mutuality of the lost com-
munity of the polis, would be joined
under the rule of the universal Friend.

Quite differently, the Gospel should
speak to late-capitalist America of a
liberty which is not liberty froz the com-
munity, because Jesus, who is no one’s
competitor, will be the common bond;
or it should speak of the possiblity of
religion that is neither legalistic or world-
denying because that religion follows an
historical figure who nevertheless lives
beyond history. Many other examples
could be cited. Strictly speaking the
Gospel is never told the same way twice.
Every act of proclaiming it brings new
reality to expression. Theology is the in-
tellectual labor involved in that act of
creation.
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Yet the Gospel is not a series of free
inventions. It is always about the one
Jesus in his personal self-identity estab-
lished between Bethlehem and Golgotha
and known to us only by historical mem-
oty, i.é., in the continuity of the tradi-
tion about him. Nor do the hopes and
fears of any time or place spring into
being then and there from nothing.
They are rather determined by the whole
of previous history and are possible only
within the continuing tradition in which
history is present to us. Thus the speak-
ing of the Gospel is always a meditation
of tradition, and theological creativity is
always intervention in an ongoing discus-
sion,

That completes a sketch of the
hermeneutic structure in which all sorts
of Gospel-proclamations share, confes-
sion included. The sketch is woefully in-
adequate, yet the description does
enable us to say the following about con-
fession: it is always of Jesus; at its heart
will always be some such utterance as
“‘Jesus lives’’ or ‘‘Jesus is the Christ;’’ it
is always an interpretation of the hopes
and fears inherent in a particular histori-
cal situation; it always intends to create
possibility for an historical situation; it is
always an act of loyalty to tradition.

We must next ask if there are any char-
acteristics zo¢ possessed by all acts of
Gospel-proclamation that determine a
class of proclamatory acts plausibly called
confession in a more special sense. Five
such characteristics are proposed:

1) Confession is proclamation in crisis;
it is proclamation over against a chal-
lenge to the message so great that it
threatens the faithfulness of the messen-
ger. The confessor or confessors may say
‘“Jesus is Lord’’ to those who with
authority and power insist he is not. Or
the confessors may be confronted by an
urgent situation in which a new inter-
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pretation of Jesus’ resutrection capable
of speaking to people’s actual hopes has
been delayed so long that manifestly in-
compatible religious groups both claim
to speak the Gospel. Making that neces-
saty new interpretation by which the
Gospel lives becomes their confession.
Or a confessor speaks while standing at
the edge of the baptismal water, after
which there will be no turning back.

2) Confession, then, is proclamation
in a context where the unity of creative
new interpretation and fidelity to tradi-
tion is itself threatened. Confession is
distinguished by the fact that it is reflex-
ively concerned for this unity: #4a¢ the
new and liberating promise and the old,
old message are one and the same, is now
itself part of the good news to be pro-
claimed. When this is not so, we should
not speak of ‘‘confession.”’

Theologically creative groups and in-
dividuals may well also be confessors;
many of the greatest have been. But the
act of confession is not where they will
test their innovations. A necessary com-
ponent of theological reflection is brain-
storming; proposing interpretations of
Christ and the world to see whether they
may prove indeed to be the gospel. That
will be known only at the End, and we
must all expect part of our wortk to be
burned away by God’s refining. But con-
fession is not the occasion for such ex-
periments. The theologian convinced
that a better anthropology eliminates all
need for ‘‘born of the Virgin Mary”’
nevertheless quite rightly adheres to the
old phrase when a creed is needed.

Sometimes, as at Nicea or Augsburg,
the overdue need for new interpretation
is itself the occasion of confession. Then
it is an essential part of the act of confes-
sion that the confessors labor to show
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how the new understanding they proposed
is necessitated precisely by Scripture and
the tradition of the church. The CA pro-
vides classic examples of this labor.

3) Precisely because confession occurs
in moments of crisis where the unity of
old and new Gospel-proclamation is
being challenged, confession often es-
tablishes norms for subsequent Gospel-
proclamation. Confessors say to prospec-
tive proclaimers: if you want to speak the
gospel, say such-and-such rather than
such-and-such. If their instructions are in
fact obeyed and if they remain relevant
beyond the immediate occasion — in tra-
ditional language, if they are ‘‘received’’
by the catholic church — their record
henceforth functions as ‘‘dogma’’ (as
‘“‘confession(s)’’ in the sense of ‘’the
[Lutheran] confessions’’).

Affirming or reciting confessions in
this sense may then itself be an act of
confession: examples are the liturgical
recitation of a creed or formal subscrip-
tion to the CA. Problems of such magni-
tude that they result in dogma-
producing crises rarely go away after the
dogma is proclaimed; instead they tend
to leave their mark on the subsequent
history of the church. Thus there is still
urgent occasion for believers to reject the
God of Arius by saying that Jesus is
“... of one Being with the Father
..."; Arius’ God is still the God of
popular religion, both within and out-
side the church. That is why the litur-
gical use of a creed can be called an act of
confession.

4) Confession is always over against
those from whom the challenge comes.
Matthew 10:32 (and parallels) has
shaped Christian usage: ‘“Whoever con-
fesses me before men ...”" Often
““men’’ are the larger society over against
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which the Christian is called to account.
The confessors of the persecuted church
did their confession in police courts.
Baptism is confession because the
neophyte renounces the ‘‘works and
ways’’ of the old age. The confession of
Sunday morning, however innocuous, is
nevertheless a declaration which draws
the line between those gathered and
those outside. And the CA was submit-
ted to an emperor, by a group of princes
suspected of civil unreliability because of
their religious dissent.

Sometimes, however, confession is
made by a group within the church over
against the rest of the church; in such
cases the ‘‘men’’ are presumed fellow
Christians. Both the ancient conciliar
creeds and the CA are confessions of this
sort. In such cases, we speak of confes-
sion because there is the possibility that
“‘the rest of the church’’ ot part of it may
prove not to be church at all. Only whete
the outcome of theological or other
churchly disputes may be the dissolution
of fellowship is it legitimate to speak of
“‘confession.”” When the confrontation
is inside the existing church, to confess is
to maintain that the issue is potentially
“‘church-divisive’’ and not a matter of
legitimate diversity.

5) Confession is always on behalf of
the whole Christian community, the one
holy, catholic and apostolic church. The
solitary confessor before a Roman
magistrate spoke on behalf of all his
fellows; as a confessor, if he returned to
them, he had teaching and disciplinary
power as an organ of their common
Spirit. The fathers of an ancient council
did not speak #o the church on behalf of
a theological party; they claimed to
speak on behalf of the catholic faith 7o
the parties. And when what they had to
say proved offensive to many believets,

119

the offense had to be fought out. Even
casual church-goers who recite the
Apostles’ Creed on Sunday morning do
not do so because they have taken inven-
tory of their individual religious opinions
of the moment and, by some miracle,
have discovered exactly these creedal
items; rather by their recitation they
commit themselves to the community
that has identified itself by these clauses,
and wizh that community speaks ##s faith
to the world. Most remarkable in this
connection is the CA in which the point
most at issue between the parties, the
doctrine of justification, is nevertheless
located among the matters of ‘‘common
Christian’’ teaching with which the con-
fessors claim to expect the Roman
delegates to agree.

Lutherans should join Lutheran and
confessional, and apply the resultant
phrase in some special sense to them-
selves only if they are convinced that the
above five marks apply. Otherwise, the
claim to be ‘‘confessional Lutheran’’ or
that ‘‘Lutherans are a confessional
church’” is an invidious and unjustified
compatison.

Lutherans can confess the CA only if
they are convinced that the crises in
which those ‘‘several princes and cities’’
made their confession has endured
within the catholic church, or that an
analogous crisis has developed so that we
are again called to submit the polemic
and irenic of Augsburg to the church and
the religiously concerned civil communi-
ty, as something urgently needed for the
church’s health and authenticity. They
can, that is, confess the CA only if they
think there is something wrong with the
proclamation of the church, against
which the arguments summarized by
‘“We are justified by faith alone’’ still
need to be directed. In the United
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States, at least, many think this is indeed
the case, not least zmside the Lutheran
church bodies.

Lutherans can confess the CA only if
they are convinced that teaching and
practice which stress a righteousness of
works instead of faith, threaten the self-
identity of the Gospel. If, inside or out-
side the Lutheran bodies, members can
live with a bit of churchly works-
righteousness, they should not claim to
be ‘‘confessional’’ over against the CA.

Lutherans can confess the CA only if
their act of ‘‘confession’’ acknowledges
the CA’s dogmatic status, its normative
role over against their own inspirations
and predilections. A denomination in
which significant matters of teaching or
practice are decided by considerations of
organizational efficiency, or of affection
for prevailing practice, or of party align-
ment, or of suitability to the climate of
society, or even of ‘‘pastoral’’ advisabil-
ity, thus relegating ‘‘theology’’ to the
seminaries or to another day, cannot
claim to be ‘‘confessional’’ over against
the CA, no matter what statements ap-
pear in its constitution.

Lutherans can confess the CA only if
they can and will risk something for it. If
there are no adversaries over against
whom our affirmation sets us, we may be
glad for this peace, but we should not
speak of ‘‘confession.’’ Conversely, if an
affirming relation to the world and har-
mony in the church are the final con-
siderations, no confession can occur.
Despite all ecumenical commitment, a
denomination that confesses the CA
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must think, and act upon the thought,
that division in the church can some-
times be necessary. Despite all openness
to the world, a denomination that con-
fesses the CA — or anything else! —
must be prepared sometimes to stand
against what all the rest of society takes
to be self-evident truth and virtue.

Finally, Lutherans can confess the CA
only inside the one catholic church. Con-
fession may divide the church and con-
fessors must accept that possibility. But
until they must judge that, for example,
those obedient to the See of Rome are
simply outside the church, Lutherans
may not of their own choice effect a
separation. It is not to those who already
see the point of ‘‘justification by faith’’
that the CA can be confessed, but to
those who do not. And as long as Luther-
ans continue such witness, they thereby
refrain from judging that those to whom
they witness are outside the church. A
denomination that claims to be *‘confes-
sional’’ over against the CA cannot
evade taking action on negotiated ecu-
menical openings or assume other de-
nominations heretical until proven inno-
cent.

Thete is never a lack of opportunity to
confess the faith; the Lord sees to that.
Whether we are now or in the future to
confess the faith by confessing the CA, is
also in the Lord’s hands. ‘‘Lutherans,”’
in any vital sense, are those who read the
signs of the times in such a way that they
think the Lord indeed desires them so to
confess,
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THE EARLY HISTORY OF ISRAEL. By
Roland de Vaux. Translated by
David Smith. Philadelphia: West-
minster, 1978. xxvii and 886 pages.
Cloth. $30.00.

Father de Vaux, long-time professor
at the Ecole Biblique in Jerusalem, ar-
chaeological excavator of Qumran and
other sites, contributor to the Jeru-
salem Bible, author of Ancient Israel:
Its Life and Institutions (an
authoritative guide to what we know of
almost every aspect of Israelite
culture), spirited lecturer and church-
man, died suddenly on September 10,
1971. At that time he had published on-
ly volume one of his eagerly-awaited
history of lIsrael. Volumes two and
three, which would have taken the
story down to Alexander the Great,
died with him — except for five
chapters on the period of the judges
which were found among his papers —
and edited — by his colleagues.

What made de Vaux unique was not
only his amazing control of the secon-
dary literature, and an ability to lay out
the options and his own choice among
them with fairness and clarity, but his
uniqueness lay also in his careful
literary-critical and tradition-critical
handling of the biblical text (he could
rival any German!) and his knowledge
and critical sense of archaeological
materials (he could rival the best of the
“American’ school!).

In a lengthy prologue to this history
he studies the land from every possible
perspective — geography, climate, pre-
historic inhabitants, and the Canaanite
people and their religion. Part | covers
the patriarchal period; Part 1l the so-
journ in Egypt, the Exodus, and the
events at Sinai; Part Il the settlement
in Canaan; Part IV (incomplete) the
period of the judges.

A few of his opinions: The Habiru
were an ethnic group which moved
about the fringes of the desert and
took on whatever employment was
available to them (a decidedly minority
view today); Shaddai (“Almighty” in

most English versions) was the name
of the “God of our father”” which Israel
brought from Mesopotamia; Yahweh
meant originally “he is” — for Israel
Yahweh was the only existing one;
some Israelites were expelled from
Egypt and entered Canaan from the
south while others fled Egypt under
Rameses |l and entered Canaan from
the East; Sinai should be located in the
traditional area rather than in the Ara-
bian peninsula; there were many en-
tries into Palestine, some peaceful,
some warlike.

Pick almost any topic in Israel’s
early history and you can find an
authoritative opinion, the evidence,
and the history of research — up to
1971 — in this volume. There are 24
columns of names, with 30 or more
names per column, in the index of
authors. De Vaux was a giant in our
time.

Ralph W. Klein
Christ Seminary — Seminex

THE EXTENSION MOVEMENT IN
THEOLOGICAL EDUCATION. By F.
Ross Kinsler. Pasadena: William
Carey Library, 1978. xv and 288
pages. Paper. $6.95.

Third World traditional ministry and
its attendant theological training are
bankrupt, though injections of funds
from Europe and America have kept
them marginally alive. Ross Kinsleris a
leader and spokesman for a movement
that changes that tradition. In 1963, the
Presbyterian Seminary in Guatemala
changed from residential to extension
training. Pastoral leaders, chosen by
their communities, were trained for
their leadership without being up-
rooted from their homes and occupa-
tions. This book outlines the story of
how this movement has spread to all
parts of the Third World and enables
ministry closely connected to the roots
of the people.

Kinsler presents “Fundamental Con-
cepts and Vision of the Extension
Movement” in Part |, traces the
development in Part Il, and provides
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“Tools for Change and Development in
the Extension Movement” in Part Ill.
His references to Britain’s Open
Education and to the problems on the
American scene make this book timely
for the U.S. situation.

About two years ago a church
executive from New York City
told a Presbytery that only con-
gregations of 300 members or
more would be able to support a
pastor and program in the near
future. At the present time more
than half of the 8686 United
Presbyterian congregations have
less than 200 members; two-
thirds of all United Presbyterian
congregations have less than 300
members. The other Protestant
denominations probably show
similar statistics.

What is going to happen to
(these) congregations? Will they
continue to serve the rural com-
munities spread across the coun-
try? Will there continue to be . ..
congregations in Alaska, in Ap-
palachia, and in the inner city?
How can the churches maintain
all their small congregations and
start new ones, even in major
towns and suburbs, if they are
unable to support fulltime profes-
sional pastors?

Theological educators, mission staff
persons and strategists, and parish
pastors in or near marginal parishes
and unchurched sparsely settled areas
need to listen to Kinsler’s theses now,
when we still have the resources for
imaginative change.

Herbert M. Zorn
St. Andrew’s Lutheran Church
Beaverton, Oregon

STEVE BIKO — | WRITE WHAT I LIKE.
Edited by Aelred Stubbs, C.R. New
York: Harper & Row, 1978. viii and
216 pages. Cloth. $8.95.

If reading Steve Biko’s writings can
teach us to listen to the oppressed and
to try to act according to their stated
needs, rather than to decide for them
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what they need, this book, the efforts
of the editor, and even Biko’s death in
prison have shown their value. A
casual visitor, news reporter, research
scholar or long-term resident in South
Africa should be reduced to saying,
“Listen to those who suffer, not to me!
All | can say is that they do suffer and
that | do not really understand.”

Steve Biko died in detention at the
hands of South African police on Sep-
tember 11, 1978. He had led the efforts
at establishing a black identity in
South Africa and had maintained a non-
violent stance in the freedom struggle.
He was shrewd enough to see that
armed revolution was a strong proba-
bility. This man, subjected to an inade-
quate education by the white-domina-
ted policy of his country, wrote and
spoke effectively and eloquently in the
cause of liberation. Some genius of
perception enabled him to cut through
the fog of misread history, theology,
economics, and politics.

Read the book, beginning at the end
with editor Stubbs’s memoir. Chapter
14, “The Quest for a True Humanity”
and a brief section in chapter 15, pp.
115-119, ““The Importance of
Language,” are most effective and
disturbing. Reflecting on them helps
one to affirm the apparent anomalies
in Biko’s life: a Christian severely
critical of all the churches, a person
full of hope in a hopeless situation, a
prisoner who must have terrified his
captors because he had made his
peace with death. See especially
chapter 19 “On Death.”

The skill and tenacity of the editor in
gathering this material and the per-
sistence of his contact, David Mesen-
bring, in seeing to it that materials
reached Stubbs in the neighboring
Lesotho after he was expelled from
South Africa are another story that
needs to be heard. In the meantime,
read the ‘“story” in Biko’s words; you
probably won't “like” it, but it will force
a new perspective on you.

Herbert M. Zorn
St. Andrew’s Lutheran Church
Beaverton, Oregon
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VARIETIES OF CHRISTIAN-MARXIST
DIALOGUE. Edited by Paul Mojzes.
Philadelphia: Ecumenical Press,
1978. 210 pages. Paper. $3.95.

The appearance of Roger Garaudy’s
From Anathema to Dialogue in 1966
opened the way for a stream of books
in English treating the Christian-
Marxist dialogue. To date, however, we
have lacked an English equivalent of
the German volumes produced by the
Paulusgeselischaft, which present a
variety of viewpoints by serious
scholars. This volume, originally
published as a special issue of the
Journal of Ecumenical Studies, takes a
long step toward meeting that need.

The writers of the essays are diverse
in background: Christians and -Marx-
ists, clergy and laity, academics,
parish pastors, and politicians. A con-
scious effort has been made to include
authors from many countries, some of-
ficially Communist and others not. The
editor notes, however, that despite the
influence of Marxist thought on libera-
tion theology in Latin America, no
essays are included from this source
because of the lack of any public
dialogue. (Interestingly, no essay by a
woman is to be found in the volume.)

The editor’s introductory essay pro-
vides a succinct and encyclopedic
survey of the history of the dialogue
and its current status. The guidelines
for effective dialogue are presented
briefly in the same essay, and
developed in great detail by the report
of the Aarhaus workshop sponsored by
the Lutheran World Federation.
Together these two essays outline a
paradigm for dialogue between any
two differing groups seeking to under-
stand one another. All the writers in
this work live up to the high standards
of such a dialogue.

One body of essays examines topics
such as freedom and necessity,
religion, and secularization from both
Christian and Marxist perspectives.
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Andreija Kresic, a Yugoslavian Marx-
ist, discusses the implications of a
Christian understanding of the king-
dom of God for communism. And
James Will, an American theologian,
demonstrates the place of ideology in
theology. Will’'s essay, however, con-
ceives ideology in a somewhat neutral
sense, in the fashion of a Marxist such
as Georg Lukacs, rather than in the
pejorative sense of the tradition of
ideology-critique begun by Marx and
Engels in The German Ideology.

Another selection of essays con-
siders how Christians and Marxists
can cooperate on the political level.
And the two ways of thought are syn-
thesized by Gerhard Melzer, a West
German theologian, who shows how
dialectical materialism might be
employed as a method for Christian
thought and action.

Finally, two professors who have
team-taught a course on the Christian-
Marxist dialogue at Wright State
University for several years outline
what is done in such a course. In
methodical and lucid fashion, they
outline the essential steps which lead
to an understanding of Marxist thought
and how to establish meaningful
dialogue with the Christian tradition.

These essays, all of which are com-
pletely and concisely written, can
serve a variety of readers. A parish
pastor might discover quickly how the
dialogue opens up new insights into
the implications of the Christian faith.
The volume could serve as a particu-
larly useful resource for a college stu-
dent who has had his first encounter
with Marxist thought and wants to
understand how Christians can relate
to it, both theoretically and practically.
And clearly it can serve as an excellent
resource volume for anyone about to
teach a course on the subject.

Dale G. Lasky
Department of Theology
Valparaiso University
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..expanding the horizons of
contemporary religious thought.

EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY:
An Introduction
Karl Barth

Based on lectures delivered during
his visit to the U.S. in 1962, here is what
Barth described as “a short account of
what, up to now, | have basically sought.,
learned, and represented from among
all the paths and detours in the field of
evangelical theology.”

Published paper, $5.95

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE
THEOLOGY OF KARL BARTH
Geoffrey W. Bromiley

Aninformed and helpful susnmary,
structured in terms of the 12-volume
Church Dogmatics. “...remarkably bal-
anced and judicious in its selection of
emphases...written with great clarity...
There could hardly be offered a better
or more trustworthy guide to students
and to mature theologians intheir study
of Barth’s Dogmatics®’
—Thomas F. Torrance
Published paper, $7.95

INCARNATION AND MYTH:
The Debate Continued
Michael Goulder, editor

Participants in this spirited colloquy
on 1977's controversial The Myth of God
Incarnate—including Maurice Wiles,
Brian Hebblethwaite, Lesslie Newbigin,
John Hick and Charles Moule—debate
and expand upon the issues raised by
the earlier volume.

Published paper, $5.95

CHRISTIAN FAITH: An Introduction
to the Study of the Faith
Hendrikus Berkhof

In a major new examination of the
basis and practice of Christian faith, a
distinguished scholar provides original
and stimulating responses to profoundly
important questions about the nature of
belief.
“A thought-provoking and often contro-
versial analysis of some of the great
themes of the Christian Faith.”
—Donald G.Bloesch

February cloth, $19.95

JOHN R. MOTT, 1865-1955:
A Biography C. Howard Hopkins
Acknowledged as the leading ecu-
menical statesman of the Protestant
world throughout the first half of the 20th
century, Mott eamed a Nobel Peace
Prize in 1946 for his diplomatic and hu-
manitarian achievements.
“Hopkins' very detailed, very personal
biography will reinfroduce this ecumen-
ical and evangelical giant...to thou-
sands who are indebted to him but know
him not.”—Creighton Lacy.

March illustrated; cloth, $22.50

ISSUES OF THEOLOGICAL
CONFLICT (Revised)
Richard J. Coleman

“The determining issues of the
immediate future” —biblical authority
and cultural subversion —receive
Coleman’s special attention in this up-
dated examination of the contemporary
theological scene.

April paper, $5.95




THE BOOK OF JEREMIAH (NICOT)
John A. Thompson

The concept of covenantis central
fo this exposition, the fourth volume
released in The New International Com-
mentary on the Old Testament.

March cloth, $15.95

THE SPREADING FLAME FF. Bruce
The rise and progress of Christianity,
from its first beginnings to the conversion
of the English, is fraced in this reprint
edition of a classic reference volume.

Published paper, $7.95

THE MINISTRY OF THE WORD
D.W. Cleverley Ford

Thirty-five years’ experience inthe
parish ministry informs this lively and real-
istic discussion of the problems facing
today’s ministers.

Published cloth, $13.95

THE SAYINGS OF JESUS T.W. Manson

This commentary on the recorded
words of the Savior, notes The Times
Literary Supplement, is “invaluable to
everyone engaged in the study of the
New Testament.”

Published paper, $7.95

GOSPEL/LAW: Contrast
or Continuum? Daniel P. Fuller

After exploring the underlying
principles of dispensationalismn and cov-
enanttheology, the author of this search-
ing new study suggests aresolution of the
apparent tension between grace and
law.

Published paper, $3.95

MISSION TRENDS NO. 4:
Liberation Theologies
Gerald H. Anderson and Thomas F.
Stransky, editors

Focusing on North American and
European Liberation Theologies, the fourth
volume in this popular series looks at
Black, Feminist, Asian-American and
Native-American experiences.

ART IN ACTION Nicholas Wolterstorff
Viewing the arts as multifunctionail,
Wolterstorff develops a Christian aesthetic
that integrates art with daily life.
February paper, $6.95
THE TWO HORIZONS
Anthony C. Thiselton
Combining a survey of the field of
hermeneutics with an assessment of its
limits as a fool for biblical interpretation,
Thiselton provides both clear exposition
and critical insight.

February cloth, $20.95

THE BIBLE IN ITS LITERARY MILIEU
John Maier and Vincent Tollers, editors
Twenty-five contributors address

concerns of literary as well as biblical
scholarship, providing new understand-
ing of the scriptures.

Published paper, $10.95

THE TEXT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
Ernst Wirthwein

A broad survey of the original texts,
franslations and versions of the Old Tes-
tament, designed to aid in under-
standing the central problems of textual
criticism.

Published illustrated; cloth, $8.95

Previously Announced

INTERNATIONAL STANDARD BIBLE
ENCYCLOPEDIA (Revised)
Volume 1, A-D
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, General Editor
The first volume in this completely
revised and updated version of a classic
among biblical reference works is now
available.

Published cloth, $29.95

Published paper, $3.45
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Currents in Theology and Mission —

— A bimonthly journal edited by the faculty of Christ Seminary-
Seminex.

— Publishes popularly written articles on the Bible, the church’s doctrine
and history, and contemporary practice.

— Attempts to alert its readers to the challenges and the opportunities of
a church in mission.

— Reviews 20 or more recent books in almost every issue.

— Understands Lutheranism as a confessing movement within the whole
Body of Christ.

To begin your subscription (One year $8.50; two years $15.00) send your
name and address, with a check, to Currents—Seminex, 607 N. Grand, St.
Louis, MO 63103.
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