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Foreword
By: Pres. Wilhelm Petersen

This issue of the Quarterly continues with Pastor Gaylin
Schmeling’s thesis on “The Lord’s Supper in Augustine and Chem-
nitz.” The December 1993 edition focused on Augustine and his
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper and this issue continues with Chem-
nitz and his theology. ' '

The author begins with brief, yet interesting, information on the
life and activities of Chemnitz and then proceeds to analyze his
theology of the Lord’s Supper. The article points out that even
though Augustine and Chemnitz were separated by more than a
thousand years, separated both in culture and in race, one a North
African and the other a Saxon German, yet both confess the real
presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Supper. Pastor Schmel-
ing also points out some of the differences between these two fine
theologians.

Also included is an interesting article by Pastor Paul Johnston
on “The Theology of Death in the Writings of St. Ambrose.” He
examines what Ambrose believed concerning death in some of his
writings, mostly sermons that he delivered. Our readers will ap-
preciate the many positive things that he says about the death of a
believer in Christ. Pastors will find some very helpful material for
funeral sermons.

Pastor Johnston concludes by saying “that, for Ambrose, physi-
cal death is not something for the Christian to fear. Christ is the
very Champion over death’s powers and its ability to separate man
from God. Death for the believer is sent from God as a remedy for
his sufferings on earth, as a blessing instead of a punishment.”

We conclude by wishing our readers a pleasant and relaxing
summer as they go about their various duties!
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Chemnitz and the Lord’s Supper

By: Pastor Gaylin Schmeling, STM

The Life of Martin Chemnitz, the Superintende.nt of . .
Braunschweig (1522-1586, Si Martinus non fuisset, Martinus vix

stetisset)

¢ Chemnitz’ Early Life. o
The name Martin Chemnitz is one largely buried in' antiquity.
With the exception of a few Lutherans whoAremember him in con-
nection with the composition of the Formula of Concord (1577
AD), Chemnitz is one of history’s forgotten men. Yet, he was the
leading light in Lutheranism after Luther, so much so that the sev-

enteenth century had this saying: “If the second Martin (Chemnitz)

had not come, the first Martin (Luther) would scarcely have
stood.”! This is not to say that he was the only figure gf any impor-
tance in the generation following Luther. But, of the sixteenth cen-
tury Lutheran theologians (Andreae, Selnecker, Chytraeus, gnd
others) who transmitted the treasures of the Lutheran Reformatlon
to succeeding generations, Chemnitz was the greatest. He, more
than any other, was the bridge and link between Luther and third
generation Lutherans, the dogmaticians of the seventeent'h cgntury.
Chemnitz was not a creative spirit, but he put the theologlcal inheri-
tance which he received from Luther and Melanchthon into a log-
ical and systematic form for future generations. ‘ .
Martin Chemnitz was born November 9, 1522, in Treuenbrlejt-
- zen, Germany, a small town located fifteen miles northeast of Wit-
tenberg. His father, Paul, was a wool merchant who died when
Martin was eleven years old. The local schoolmaster, Laurentius

Barthold, recognized him as a lad with superior gifts and persuaded

his mother to send him to Latin school in Wittenber.g. Because of
financial difficulties, he had to discontinue his education for a time,
but later with the help of two prominent citizens of Magdeburg, he
continued his studies in the same city from 1539 to 1542. After some

' Si Martinus non fuisset, Martinus vix stetisset
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additional studies at the University of Frankfurt on the Oder, Chem-
nitz returned to Wittenburg in 1545. There he studied at the feet of
Melanchthon and established a longtime friendship with him. As a
bonus he heard Luther lecture and preach, but by his own admission
he “did not hear him with due attention then” (Graebner, 479). It

was later that he came to treasure the seminal writings of Martin
Luther.

® Chemnitz the Librarian at Koenigsberg

When the Smalcald War disrupted the University of Wittenberg
temporarily, Chemnitz in 1547 sought the more peaceful atmosphere
far to the north at Koenigsberg in East Prussia. As the rector of the
city’s Kneiphof school, he received his master’s degree in 1548 at
the newly established University of Koenigsberg. Later he attained
the position of librarian at the ducal library of Koenigsberg. Here he
had the opportunity to do a considerable amount of study which
prepared him for his future as one of the greatest theologians of the
age. Chemnitz was very much a self-taught doctor of the church.

With the outbreak of the Osiandrian controversy in Koenigs-
berg, Chemnitz found himself at odds with Duke Albert of Prussia.
Andrew Osiander, the Duke’s favorite, advocated a doctrine of jus-
tification which stated that the sinner is justified, not by imputed,
but by essential righteousness. God does not declare the sinner just,
but makes him just; does not impute Christ’s obedience and righ-
teousness to the sinner, but has Christ Himself dwell in the sinner
for his justification. This view was sharply resisted by Chemnitz and
his friend Moerlin. The Duke did not dismiss Chemnitz because he
needed his expertise as an astrologer. Chemnitz, however, decided

himself not to remain in the hostile atmosphere of Prussia, especial-
ly since his friend Joachim Moerlin had been banished by the Duke.

® Chemnitz the Superintendent

After Moerlin’s flight from East Prussia he was called as super-
intendent at Braunschweig. At his urging, Chemnitz accepted the
duties of preacher and coadjutor in Braunschweig. On November
25, 1554, John Bugenhagen, the original developer of the
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Reformation in Braunschweig, ordained Chemnitz into tbe holy
ministry. In 1555 he married Anna Jaeger, the daughter of a licensed
jurist, and to this union ten children were born.

In 1561 Chemnitz became involved in the Hardenberg case.
Hardenberg was a preacher at the cathedral in Bremen, Where he
held to views concerning the Lord’s Supper that were considered to
be Calvinistic. At a meeting held in Braunschweig, Hardenberg was
declared to be a despiser of the Augsburg Confession and a 'Sac’ra-
mentarian. That same year Chemnitz’ first theological pubh'cat]on
appeared, a lengthy treatise on the Lord’s Supp.er in.reactlon to
Hardenberg. What Chemnitz found particularly disturbing we'ls-the
dishonesty in the word-games played by the .Crypto-Calvmlsts.
Rather than being straightforward as the Zwinghans had. been, the
Crypto-Calvinists were concealing their error with deceptive Worfis.
Chemnitz emphasized the interpretation of the Word§ of Instl_tutlon
and the importance of distinguishing between questions havmg_to
do with the substance and essence of the Supper, and tho§e dealing
only with its power and effect. The Calvinists were more mter;ested
in the later, and this he found to be the great weakness in their ap-
proach (Jungkuntz, 54). _ ‘

" In1567 and 1568 Chemnitz reaped the fruits of his long years of
self-preparation, for in 1567 he was appointed superimtendent of
Braunschweig when Moerlin became bishop of Koemgsberg, an.d
the following year he took his doctorate in theolf)gy at the Umv'ers1-
ty of Rostock. He faithfully served the church in Braunschwe%g as
superintendent. An important vehicle in developing the coqfesgongl
consciousness of both the laity and the clergy was the pub.hcatnon in
1569 of his Enchiridion which was used in the preparation of 'the
clergy for examinations by the superintendent and for the examina-
tion of candidates for ordination.
o Chemnitz the Theologian and Concordist |
A short writing by Chemnitz against the new Jesuit order
brought him into conflict first with Johannes Alber of Cologne, and
then with a more formidable foe, Jacob Payva de Andrada. In an-
swer to Andrada and his defense of the Council of ,Trent, Chemnitz
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analyzed the Council in four books, demonstrating with exhaustive
evidence from Scripture and from the ancient teachers of the
church, where the Council of Trent had departed from the teaching
of Scripture. In his £xamen Chemnitz, following Luther, helped the
church to see the difference between justification itself and the
fruits of justification. He distinguished clearly between the righ-
teousness which is ours by imputation unto faith, i.e., forensic righ-
teousness and the righteousness that is worked in us gradually as a
result of faith, that is, that which belongs to sanctification. Werner
Elert writes, “As Martin Chemnitz showed in his critique of the
Trent dogma, this concept made it impossible to bridge the opposi-
tion” (Elert, The Structure of Lutheranism, 1, 73). There was an ir-
reconcilable difference between the Lutherans and Rome
concerning the central article of the faith. The first volume of the
Examen which appeared in 1565 covered the chief articles of the
Christian faith. In the remaining three volumes he treated the Sacra-
ments and the abuses in the Roman Church which the Council of
Trent sought to defend.

Chemnitz is known predominantly for the role which he played
during the dissension that arose after Luther’s death. After Luther’s
death, Melanchthon was looked upon as the leading theologian in
the Lutheran Church, but he was unable to give strong direction.
Melanchthon did not have leadership qualities. He tended to vacil-
late on important doctrinal issues. As a result of this, opposing par-
ties like the Gnesio-Lutherans, who believed they were upholding
Luther’s doctrine, and the Philippists, who accepted Melanchthon’s
compromises, arose in the Lutheran Church. It was Chemnitz, more
than anyone else, who was the guiding force behind the Formula of
Concord which settled these doctrinal controversies. He was instru-
mental in putting together this document which was signed by three
electors, twenty dukes and princes, many lesser nobles, thirty-five
imperial cities, and about 8,000 pastors and teachers. Chemnitz was
irenic, yet firm. He did not engage in name calling but focused on
the issues, and as a result brought concord out of dissension.
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“this” refers not to the bread our Lord had in His hand, but to His
body seated at the table. The word “is — ¢otwv” can be understood
in no other way than “is.” It cannot mean “This is a picture of My
body” nor “This only represents My body.” Rather, it means “This
is My body.” Likewise, there is no figure in the word “body —
odpe.” Tt is His natural body born of Mary that would die on the
cross and rise again (LS, 154). In summary Chemnitz writes con-
cerning the bread words of our Lord:
Moreover, concerning that bread which becomes the Eucharist or
the blessing in the Lord’s Supper and is distributed, received, and cat-
en, if the question is asked what it is, the Son of God has affirmed with
a clear declaration that it is His body... Therefore it is not merely
bread which after the giving of thanks is distributed to those who cat
the Lord’s Supper and is received orally, but at the same time the body
of Christ is distributed and received to be eaten (LS, 96).
The Words of Institution continue: “In the same way also, the
cup after supper.” The words “after supper” indicate, according to
Chemnitz, that the Lord Jesus instituted His New Testament meal
of salvation after they had completed the Passover meal with its
paschal lamb (LS, 108f). Jesus took the third cup of the Passover,
which was a cup of wine, for only wine was used in the Passover.
He blessed it even as He had blessed the bread and gave it to them
saying, “This is the new testament (covenant, dLedrikn) in My blood
which is shed for many for the forgiveness of sins.” Chemnitz states
that these words of explanation concerning the cup, which is
Christ’s true blood, allude to the ratification of the first covenant in
Exodus 24. As the old covenant was sealed by animal blood
sprinkled on the people picturing the blood of Christ, so the new
covenant is sealed by the very blood of Christ through which we re-
ceive all the blessings of salvation. Real blood ratified the old cove-
nant and the people were given that real blood in testimony of the
fact that they received the blessing of the sacrifice. Likewise real
blood ratified the new covenant and God’s people are still given
that real blood of the true Lamb of God so that they are certain that
the benefits of Christ’s redemptive sacrifice apply to them (LS,
100ff). The Words of Institution summarize the blessings of the

)

l
|
I
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Sacrament with the phrase “for the forgiveness of sins” which indi-
cates that the whole treasure house of salvation is offered in the
Supper as Chemnitz points out in the Examen:

Itisa very sweet promise which is joined to the communion of the
cup by the voice of the Son of God: “Drink of this all of you; this cup
1s.th§ New Testament in my blood, which is shed for you f(’)r the re-
mission of sins.” The New Testament includes the grace of God, rec-
onciliation, forgiveness of sins, adoption, etc., according t(; the
statement of Jeremiah (Chr 31:31fF; Ex, 2, 347).

Jesus concluded His institution with the command, “Do this. as
often as you drink it in remembrance of Me.” A simi,lar comm;md
had al{eady been given concerning His body. These words explain
that this institution was not meant only as a one-time occurrence in
the past. It is to be repeated until Christ comes again in glory. (1Co
11:26) Each time Christians celebrate this Supper they. bring
Christ’s great sacrifice into remembrance and receive the treasure
of that sacrifice, the forgiveness of sins, life and salvation.

When Christ said, “Do this in remembrance of Me.” He com-
manqed Christians to continue this institution. What is nécessary for
a valid Lord’s Supper celebration? Jesus said, “Do this.” do what I
havs’: done. One is to take bread and wine, bless them \;vith Christ’s
almighty Words of consecration “This is My body, This is My

blood” which effects the presence, and distribute His true body and
blood.

But tbe command of Christ, “Do this,” which compréhends the
who»le'action or administration of this sacrament (namely, that in a
Chnysn&‘n assembly we take bread and wine, consecrate it, d;stribute it
receive it, cat and drink it, and therewith proclaim the Lord’s death)’
mu.st be kept integrally and inviolately, just as St. Paul sets the wholé
action of the breaking of bread, or of the distribution and reception

. l.)eforc our eyes in 1 Corinthians 10:16 (#C SD, §7 [82], Tappert 584) ’
.Thxs Do” includes the entire action of the Sacrament: conéecra~
tion, distribution and reception (LS, 186). 4

* The Words of Institution are Christ’s Last Will and
Testament



















































































































































