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Foreword

Grace is God’s gracious disposition toward us on the basis of
Christ’s redemptive work. This is the main theme of the sermon presented
by Pres. John A. Moldstad at a Circuit Visitors’ Conference of the
Evangelical Lutheran Synod (ELS) last year. Preaching on Acts 15:6-11,
Pres. Moldstad reminds the circuit visitors that, as the apostles of our Lord
emphasized grace as the backdrop of everything they did, so we will keep
grace as the center of all we strive to do as a church body.

From the Scriptures we learn that fellowship is a unit. It is a unit
both in respect to the doctrine of Scripture, that is, there must be agreement
in all scriptural teaching, and in respect to the various expressions of a
shared faith that they are considered an indivisible whole. In his essay
Fellowship Principles and Practices in the Reformation Era, Prof. Mark
Harstad of Bethany Lutheran College points out how the principles of
fellowship were applied in that period of history.

The Athanasian Creed teaches that without a proper understanding
of the doctrine of the Trinity there is no salvation. While lip service is often
paid to this doctrine, in practice many are really modalists, merely teaching
that the one God has three names, Father, Son and Holy Ghost. This is one
of the issues raised in the essay The Most Holy Mystery of the Trinity: Its
Relevance for Spiritual Formation and the Faith-Life by the Rev. Timothy
Schmeling of Trinity Lutheran Church in Sebastian, Florida.

Reinhold Pieper (1850-1920), one of the famous Pieper brothers
of the Lutheran Church, was the author of a number of sermon books, a
textbook on homiletics, and three volumes on Luther’s Small Catechism.
In his Brief Summary of Instruction in Homiletics and Pastoral Theology,
he gives a synopsis of Lutheran homiletics. It goes without saying that in a
Lutheran sermon the Gospel will always predominate. In addition to this,
Pieper shows the importance of proper sermon delivery. He states, “Saving
power lies alone in the Word, but a careless, lazy preacher preaches out
of the church those he desires to win.” This text was translated by Wilbert
Werling (1907-1990), a pastor in the ELS.

There have been homiletical studies written concerning the
sermons of C.F.W. Walther and other German Lutherans both in Europe
and here in the States. Little, however, has been written about the sermons
of our Norwegian fathers. The essay, “Then We Can Gladly Climb on
Their Shoulders” — Learning to Preach From Our [Norwegian] Lutheran
Fathers, is intended to fill this gap. The author of this essay is the Rev.
Jerome Gernander, who is the pastor of Bethany Lutheran Church in
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Princeton, Minnesota.

Many questions have arisen concerning the liturgy and worship
forms. There are issues in regard to non-traditional formats in worship and
contemporary worship. The essay The Biblical-Confessional Lutheran
Doctrine of Worship encourages Lutherans to continue to follow the
historic outline of the western liturgy. The author of this essay is the Rev.
Donald Moldstad, who is chaplain at Bethany Lutheran College.

This issue of the Quarterly includes a book review of a new
translation of Johann Gerhard’s Sacred Meditations. This translation
was produced by the Rev. Wade R. Johnston, who is the pastor of Christ
Lutheran Church in Saginaw, Michigan. The author of the book review
is the Rev. S. Piet Van Kampen, who is the pastor of English Lutheran
Church in Cottonwood, Minnesota.

- GRS
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Sermon on Acts 15:6-11

by John A. Moldstad, Jr.

Text: The apostles and elders met to consider this question. After much
discussion, Peter got up and addressed them: “Brothers, you know that
some time ago God made a choice among you that the Gentiles might hear
from my lips the message of the gospel and believe. God, who knows the
heart, showed that he accepted them by giving the Holy Spirit to them,
just as he did to us. He made no distinction between us and them, for he
purified their hearts by faith. Now then, why do you try to test God by
putting on the necks of the disciples a yoke that neither we nor our fathers
have been able to bear? No! We believe it is through the grace of our Lord
Jesus that we are saved, just as they are.” (Acts 15:6—11; NIV)

Men of the church had gathered in the large city. They needed to
come together to address some issues. As they met, they were heartened
by some very good news, as they heard a report from a couple of the
pastors indicating new converts to the Christian faith had been brought
into the kingdom.

Sound like a Circuit Visitors’ conference? Sort of. But not quite.
As you know, the men who gathered there at Jerusalem in Acts 15 had to
address a serious issue of prejudice and partiality between two groups of
people: Jewish background believers and Gentile background believers.
Now, we do not have on our Circuit Visitors’ agenda the subject of
refraining from certain meats sacrificed to idols for the sake of eliminating
offense, nor are we here to deal with a Jewish/Gentile debate. But the two
meetings — the Jerusalem Council long ago and our own Circuit Visitors’
Conference today — are similar, very similar in this major respect: Each
was/is A Meeting Full of Grace.

Peter previously had some inside knowledge to help with matters at
the Jerusalem Council. You recall how God had permitted him at Joppa to
have a vision showing how God no longer had commanded people, having
come to faith in Christ, to refrain from eating certain meats. Cornelius
and his household had come to faith and Peter learned the importance of
fraternal association with Gentile converts. Here, Peter addresses the men
at the council. He sets the stage for what is to come in all their deliberations
that day. Notice the emphasis on grace alone for salvation: “We believe it
is through the grace of our Lord Jesus that we are saved, just as they are.”
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As we gather today and tomorrow, may our stage of activity in
this room be set with the beautiful backdrop of God’s grace. When we
say “backdrop,” this isn’t a stage. God’s grace isn’t an act. It isn’t play-
acting. It is very real in every way. But this is what is to set the scene for
all that we do. That same grace by which we are saved, just as is the case
for all of our fellow believers in our synod and all believers in the world,
is the setting in which we want to operate with all of our discussions, our
prayers, and our counsel for one another. We too want A Meeting Full of
Grace.

At the end of August a strange thing happened in northern Lake
Michigan. A man who was fishing found a dead 2-foot shark in the water.
The saltwater fish was identified as a young black-tip shark. Who knows
how it got there? It was natural the fish would be unable to survive. It
needed the right kind of water, water with the right amount of minerals.
Without the saltwater, the fish may have gotten by for a time in fresh water
but its span was bound to be short-lived.

That can serve as an interesting picture for all of us. We sinners
need the right water — the water that gives us life — real life. Apart from the
right water, the water given by our Lord Jesus, we would perish. Maybe
we would try to swim in this life for a while, thinking things to be fine,
but death of an eternal nature would occur. “As a result one trespass was
condemnation for all men,” states Romans 5. Our Lutheran confessors put
it this way: “This damage is so unspeakable that it may not be recognized
by a rational process, but only from God’s Word” (FC). The waters of
this world look pretty inviting, and there are fish of all stripes seeming to
get along fine without God’s Word and without the sustenance of Christ’s
cross. But death is imminent — death of such a nature that the horrors of a
9-11 fade in comparison. Who can imagine an eternity in an abyss where
there is no quenching of the fires and nowhere to turn for help, for it is
truly a God-forsaken location? By nature, at one time we too were facing
that dooming prospect.

Do we here today need reminders—wake up calls—as we drift along
in the waters of this life? Can we—even clergy who have been called to have
our noses in the Word—get caught up in the attractions to the water around
us, which is not the living Water of Life? Can our ministry activities lose
steam, because we ourselves are consumed by earthly interests, maybe
without realizing it? Have our gills been taking in a heavy dose of either
the pleasures or the sorrows of this world? Can we easily lose sight of the
fact that we are fish of another pond?

Yet, you and I do have salvation! It is a salvation intended for all.
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It is a salvation that is also very personal. “Whoever drinks the water I
give him,” says Jesus, “will never thirst. Indeed, the water [ give him will
become in him a spring of water welling up to eternal life.” How can this
water give life? Here is the answer: “In him we have redemption through
his blood, the forgiveness of sins.” Talk about the right water for living!
This is it: Christ’s life carried out perfectly in every thought, word and
deed in your place and mine; and Christ’s death as the God-man securing
payment of the eternal punishment demanded by God’s justice. This is the
one and only formula, found in the living water poured out upon us at the
font, which gives regeneration—new life.

Like Jerusalem long ago, we are at A Meeting Full of Grace. The
grace that saves us, Christ’s undeserved love freely given through also his
means of grace, is the very same grace that saves Jew or Gentile, the very
same grace that saved the apostle and all who gathered at the Jerusalem
Council. Today we too join them in saying, “We believe it is through the
grace of our Lord Jesus that we are saved, just as they are.”

A meeting filled with GRACE.... Where is our focus? Whenever
we gather, let us gather to highlight and reaffirm God’s miraculous grace
for salvation through faith in Christ. Be also concerned—like the Jerusalem
Council-about outreach, no matter to what background or nationality. And
one more item: Look for trying to unify around the truth. You remember
that the advice given at Jerusalem was tempered with a concern for God’s
grace. James the elder made this remark that day: “It is my judgment,
therefore, that we should not make it difficult for the Gentiles who are
turning to God.”

It’s all about God’s grace. Brothers, let us close our devotion this
morning by hearing these vital words of the apostle Paul in Romans 5:
“Therefore since we have been justified through faith, we have peace with
God through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom we have gained access
by faith into this GRACE in which we now stand.”

God, bless our meeting. May it be a grace-full one. Amen.
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Fellowship Principles and Practices

in the Reformation Era
by Mark O. Harstad

In preparation for this presentation I have worked primarily with
three sources: F. Bente’s Historical Introductions to the Lutheran Book
of Concord, Werner Elert’s Eucharist and Fellowship in the First Four
Christian Centuries, and Hans Werner-Gensichen’s We Condemn: How
Luther and the 16" Century Lutherans Condemned False Doctrine. 1 rely
most heavily on this last work.

This presentation is an attempt to trace in broad outline the
progression of ideas connected with the doctrine of the Church and its
fellowship, and the practice which flowed from those ideas. The time frame
is from Luther’s discovery of the Gospel through the compilation of the
Book of Concord. The focus here is on the flow of concepts and arguments,
not on historical events. A historical overview, marking every meeting,
document and personality, is far beyond the scope of this presentation.
Hans Werner-Gensichen’s book provides a quite thorough overview of the
material. This presentation is largely a condensation thereof.

We begin with this observation: The shattered unity of the Church
was not a result of the Reformation, but rather a condition out of which
the Reformation arose. Even the most superficial study of the theological
history of the centuries leading up to the Reformation reveals this. Luther
was dismayed by the fragmented condition of the visible church, the
diverse and contradictory theologies which existed side by side in it. He
had to struggle to find a definition of what the church is, and then think
through the implications of that definition for discussing the fellowship of
the church, and what that meant for one’s relations with other people who
also professed allegiance to the Christian tradition.

The flow of ideas for Luther began with the discovery of the
Gospel, which in turn led to an understanding of what the church is. From
there he could proceed to clarify a concept of church fellowship, and
then to an actual practice of fellowship. Across the centuries many have
operated in the opposite way: First define what fellowship is and make that
definition a focal point of theology and practice, and then derive a concept
of the Church from that definition. This was Schleiermacher’s approach
in the 19" century, and it has generally triumphed to the present time. A
review of what transpired in the Reformation Era is a helpful antidote to
that mentality.
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Luther and Rome

The theological method of the church which Luther encountered
was shaped by a quest for a synthesis of theology and philosophy,
under the control of an authoritarian episcopal structure, normed by
the accumulation of prior pronouncements. Truth was defined by the
hierarchical church. That truth was enshrined in the church’s accumulation
of its pronouncements, the tradition of canon law. The hierarchical church
determined what belonged to the content of the faith. It was necessary for
salvation to submit to its determinations. The Church was conceived of
as a visible entity, “as visible as the Republic of Venice,” as one Roman
Catholic theologian would have it.

The mission of the church was to proclaim its accumulation of
pronouncements, compel those who hear to accept them, and punish those
who refuse. The essence of fellowship became obedience to the episcopal
hierarchy. If you agreed to be obedient you enjoyed the fellowship of
Holy Mother Church. If you were willful and disobedient, you were
excluded. Elaborate theory and practice developed for dealing with those
who departed from this notion of fellowship. A framework of punitive
jurisdiction developed which employed secular authority. The perpetuation
of the institutional church became the summum bonum.

The definitions of key theological terms all served the same
purpose. Grace was defined as a quality imparted by the church through
its sacramental-sacerdotal system. Faith was equated with obedience to
the church. The church consisted of the hierarchy of bishops, and people
who lived in obedience to the hierarchy. Doctrinal discipline consisted in
identifying deviations from obedience, and following up with the exercise
of the punitive authority of the church.

A concept of unity based on a commonly held confession of the
Christian Gospel message did not exist, chiefly because there was no clear
understanding of what, precisely, the Christian Gospel was. Under the
broad umbrella of Holy Mother Church a wide variety of theologies was
sheltered. Unity/fellowship was a matter of obedience to the hierarchical
structure.

Luther began his work as a teacher of exegesis at the University
of Wittenberg. He experienced firsthand the principle that if you want to
learn something, get into a position where you have to teach it to others.

While it is possible to speak of a Turmerlebnis (Luther himself
did so), a moment of epiphany, an “Aha!” experience, the reality is that
Luther’s discovery of the Gospel was the product of years of patient and
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meticulous study and teaching of the Bible. That discovery came into sharp
focus with the realization that the righteousness that counts for something
in the sight of God, which has the power to deliver the sinner from sin,
death and hell, is not a righteousness demanded of us according to the
Law, but a righteousness that was acquired for us by the redemptive work
of Christ, is given to us in the sacred means of grace, and is appropriated
by the individual through faith alone. This discovery was the beginning
of the Reformation, the work of defining the Gospel, the Church, and the
Church’s fellowship.

In the time between October 31, 1517, and the bull Decet
Romanum Pontificem of January, 1521, the Roman Catholic Church
(RCC) proceeded against Luther in predictable fashion. His utterances
were laid side by side with canon law and the interests of the episcopal
hierarchy. The question posed was not, “Are these things scriptural and
evangelical?” but rather, “Are these things coming from approved sources
within the church?” Where deviance was noted various expressions were
applied to Luther’s work: “stupid and ridiculous,” “falseness,” “rashness,”
“error,” “heretical doctrine.” Soon followed authorization for Luther’s
arrest and demands for recantation. Theologians at Cologne and Louvain
provided officially approved theological opinion. The Cologne theologians
applied the expression “injurious to the community of the faithful” (i.e.,
the hierarchical church) to Luther’s writings.

The official action of the RCC concluded with the ban of Luther
and his supporters on January 3, 1521. Then came the summons to Worms
to recant. His refusal meant that thereafter he was officially an outlaw
with no rights. The only question at issue was whether or not Luther had
written things that conflicted with canon law. It was all about preserving the
authority, prestige, and financial underpinnings of the institutional church.
Its underlying assumptions regarding the nature of truth and authority were
certainly not founded on clear Scripture. Furthermore the condemnations
were directed against persons, not just teachings.

Out of this experience Luther came to some clear perceptions
regarding what was going on in the church of his day. Scripture, obviously,
was not regarded as authoritative, clear, efficacious, and sufficient. There
was confusion/fuzzification in virtually every important doctrinal category:
the problem of the human condition, how salvation was acquired, how it
is distributed, how it is appropriated by the individual, the nature of the
Christian life, the Christian hope, the role of the Church, etc. There was
nothing there that could be regarded as a basis for a spiritual fellowship.

The fact is that human flesh finds it very comfortable to belong
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to an authoritative, powerful, and well-financed organization manifesting
in perceptible and palpable ways its greatness. The tower of Babel had a
powerful unifying effect. So did the medieval RCC.

Luther concluded that the purpose of the office of Bishop of Rome
was “to curse and slaughter souls.” The ban of the RCC could, in Luther’s
mind, properly be dismissed as a “Scheissbann.” It was not biblically
authorized and evangelically carried out. It was simply a matter of tyranny
protecting its selfish interests. The claim of the church that the doctrinal
discipline they practiced was that of Christ and the apostles was patently
false. An office (the papacy) which ignored Scripture and undermined
the understanding of Christ and the Gospel must be Antichrist, Luther
concluded.

Luther’s experience with the theology and practice of church
fellowship in the RCC drove him into the Scriptures. The papacy could
only fortify itself against the primacy of Scripture by hiding behind a
massive wall of purely human authority enshrined in canon law. On Dec.
10, 1520, Luther burned the Bull Exsurge Domine, which threatened him
with excommunication. Into that same fire he threw a copy of canon law.
This was far more important than burning Exsurge Domine. It was the
foundation of papal tyranny. Luther’s response to the church’s ban was to
issue his own counter-ban. His basis for doing so was simply the fact that
he was a baptized child of God supported by the authority of Scripture.

Thus the Sola Scriptura principle emerged with clarity. Along with
it came the “regula fidei” concept, the core issues of the faith employed
as a norm or standard for judging doctrine. At the center of the core
issues stood the doctrine of justification by the grace of God alone, the
grace which expressed itself in the redemptive work of God the Son in
human flesh, distributed through the means of grace, and appropriated by
faith alone. This faith arises where the realization of human inability to
achieve or contribute to salvation is acute. The Church exists where the
Gospel creates faith. The fellowship of the faithful consists in the common
apprehension of these core truths.

Whatever is contrary to the core teachings was “contrary to the
Gospel.” It must be recognized and labeled as false teaching. The concept
of doctrine as an “inviolable golden ring” came into focus for Luther.
The violation of any one part of it constituted the violation of the whole.
“Believe everything whole and simple or believe nothing. The Holy Spirit
does not permit Himself to be parted or divided, so that He should allow
one part to be taught or believed truly and another part falsely” (WA 54,
158).
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The 1520s: Zwickau Prophets, Heavenly Prophets, Humanists, and
Sacramentarians

Issues began to come at Luther thick and fast through the decade
of the 1520s. He sorted them out by returning again and again to the core
issues that had emerged for him in his dealings with Rome.

Thomas Muentzer and the Zwickau prophets had no understanding
of the purpose of the church. Their methods and purposes had nothing to
do with Scripture, Christ, Gospel, grace, faith, and church. Radical social
reform was their agenda. Their hope was for this life. No bond of fellowship
was to be found there. Carlstadt and the Heavenly Prophets separated the
working of the Spirit from the Word. An efficacious Gospel in Word and
Sacrament which creates the Church was not to be found there. Therefore
there could be no fellowship there.

Erasmus and the Humanists did not understand the fallen
condition of humanity. “Do we need a Savior or don’t we?”” Luther would
ask rhetorically. There could be no fellowship in the Gospel with people
who did not have a grip on the need for the Gospel. Furthermore, the
Humanists could not conform their thinking to the idea of Scripture-based
assertions which must be accepted as true doctrine, and their opposites
labeled as false doctrine. “What is Scripture good for if we can’t make
doctrinal assertions on the basis of it?”” Luther would ask.

The “spiritual eating” of Zwingli and the Swiss in the Sacrament
of the Altar could not be reconciled with clear Scripture. And furthermore,
in spite of Zwingli’s protestations of agreement in virtually all other points
of doctrine, there was the nagging suspicion of underlying problems in
other areas, which would emerge into the light of day with the unfolding
of further events. The seemingly harsh pronouncement against Zwingli at
Marburg, “You have a different spirit,” proved to be on target.

By the end of the decade of the 1520s virtually all the issues
which would determine lines of fellowship for Lutheranism had been
identified and fought through. Lutheranism was set apart from Rome and
its ideas about what constitutes authority, the use of religion for radical
social reform, the separation of Word and Spirit, humanistic assessments
of human nature, and a purely spiritual understanding of the presence
of Christ in the Sacrament (and the rejection of sacramental theology in
general).

For Luther pure doctrine was knowable from Scripture. Salvation
is connected with knowing and confessing it. What is contrary to pure
doctrine is false doctrine. It must be rejected. But the point of doing this was
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not to bolster the prestige and power of some outward organization. The
purpose was to serve the spiritual needs of real human beings. Clarifying
pure doctrine and practicing fellowship in keeping with it had practical,
spiritual value for real people, not just an organization.

Furthermore, the judging of doctrine is not just a matter for
professional theologians. Every baptized Christian equipped with the Word
of God judges doctrine, hears and follows the voice of the Good Shepherd,
and flees from the hireling. The Church’s fellowship is connected with the
common grasp of pure doctrine. Morality and purity of life and conduct
cannot be the basis for fellowship. Doctrine and life must be sharply
distinguished from each other.

The fellowship we are talking about here is Church fellowship.
Therefore clarity in understanding of what the Church is is of the essence.
Luther sharpened his understanding of the Church both over against Rome
and the enthusiasts. The Church is the creation of the Holy Spirit who
works through the Gospel in Word and Sacrament. It consists in those who
have been called by the Gospel and united by faith with the Savior. But in
this world this Church is always hidden, out of sight. It does not become
visible either in a hierarchy of bishops, or in the ideal, pure community of
the sanctified, as taught by the enthusiasts. There is a paradox here. The
presence of the church, where its fellowship can be found, can be known,
but only by the presence of its marks, the Gospel in Word and Sacrament.
Its bare essence remains hidden in this life.

The only way to find the presence of the church and experience
its fellowship is take note of where the marks of the church are, the rightly
taught Word and rightly administered sacraments. Where the fides quae
creditur, the essential objective doctrinal content, is found, there will be
people who possess the fides qua creditur, faith in the heart of the individual
believer which appropriates saving righteousness. They have a fellowship
in the Gospel which unites them.

Thus the concepts of Church, pure doctrine, faith in the heart,
and the fellowship of the church converge and become inextricable. For
theological purposes we can distinguish and discuss them individually, but
they can never be separated.

For Luther another important point emerged in the relationship
between the Word and the Church. The Word precedes and produces
the Church. Rome would have it the other way around, and from that
confusion flowed a host of errors. Everything becomes externalized and
a matter of perception: church, membership and fellowship therein, and
all related matters. Church and church fellowship, both for Rome and the
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enthusiasts, belong to what Luther labeled the theology of glory, things
that are outward, visible, prestigious, etc. For Luther they remained in the
category of the theology of the cross, things hidden away, out of sight,
often masked by what is weak and lacking in prestige in the eyes of men.

Luther’s understanding of the Church enabled him to acknowledge
that there were at all times true Christians within the organization of the
Roman Church, because it was possible to hear the Gospel there. But he
also asserted that the majority of those in the church of the pope were not
Christians, not because of their affiliation with the Roman Church, but
because of unbelief in the pure Gospel.

Since salvation, membership in the Church, and the experience
of church fellowship are all connected with the concept of pure doctrine,
indifference to the distinction between true and false doctrine was
inconceivable. False doctrine must be recognized and labeled, not,
however, for the purpose of lording it over others, punishing them, or
making oneself look good in relation to others (“my practice is purer than
yours”). Salvation is connected with confession of the truth. That which is
false places salvation in jeopardy.

Since the devil is active wherever Christ builds the church, there
will never be a time this side of the resurrection when it will not be necessary
to confess saving truth and condemn that which stands in contradiction to
it. This is the case for all baptized Christians, but especially for those who
preach and teach in the midst of the Church.

Exercising doctrinal discipline is both the responsibility of every
baptized Christian, and a part of the essence of the work of those who are
called to preach and teach in the Church. Luther derived his authority to
teach the truth and condemn the false from both bases: the fact that he was
a baptized child of God armed with knowledge of the Word, and the call
he possessed to teach the Scriptures.

Luther possessed a realistic view of the effect of condemnations
of false teaching. In the history of the church heretics were seldom, if ever,
completely overcome. The devil will see to it that Christian unity is always
challenged and disrupted.

Luther envisioned no use of secular authority to enforce doctrinal
or church discipline. The teaching role of the church should not be
connected with the power to impose civil penalties. The faith cannot be
upheld by using force. Unity in the faith cannot be required and enforced
by the law of the land. Furthermore, distinction must be made between
those who err ingenuously on the one hand, and the stubborn, repeatedly
admonished heretic on the other hand.
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Luther also struggled to deal with what seems, at times, to be a
contradiction between the obligation to show love to one’s neighbor, and
the obligation to label and condemn false teaching. Love can and must put
up patiently with all kinds of bad behavior; faith, on the other hand, can
tolerate nothing but pure doctrine. It must label that which is false as such.
Where matters of doctrine are involved it is not right to appeal to love and
tolerance to preserve unity. Love practices tolerance. Faith does not. The
law of love does not set boundaries for condemnation of false doctrine.

But false teaching must be distinguished from the false teacher.
Neither church discipline (excommunication) nor doctrinal discipline
(condemnation of false doctrine) includes imprecation of individuals.

The negative side of church fellowship (condemnation of
false doctrine) developed for Luther out of specific dealings with false
teachers: Rome, radical social reformers, humanists, enthusiasts, and
sacramentarians. The latter two groups especially drove him to see that the
working of the Holy Spirit and authority of God must be connected with
the external Word.

A summary of Luther’s views on condemnation of false doctrine
and fellowship, developed through the decade of the 1520s, would highlight
the following points:

e Doctrinal and church discipline are not primarily about outward
organization and their prescribed procedures for accomplishing ends
and purposes that are not spiritual, but have to do with dealing with
persons perceived as trouble makers. This is what he had experienced
at the hands of RCC officialdom.

e His route to discovery of legitimate doctrinal discipline came from
following the “ad fontes” motto of the Renaissance and Reformation.
He went back to the early Christian church and Scriptures. He sought
the true continuity with the holy catholic Church, the ancient creeds,
and the Scriptures.

e Inthese sources fellowship practice and condemnation of false doctrine
are connected first and foremost to Christ and the Gospel. This was
clear from Scripture and from the history of the early church, but it
had been obscured in the Medieval church, which had placed its own
hierarchical authority above the authority of the clear and sufficient
Word. Ecclesiastical practice rendered the Word powerless. Pope and
canon law vitiated the Word. This led Luther first to question, then to
reject pope (bishops) and canon law (tradition). What authority was
left? “The Word, the Word, the Word!”

e Pure doctrine was the proper preaching of Christ and the Gospel on
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the basis of the Word. This establishes the fellowship of the Church.
False doctrine is what is contrary to Christ and the Gospel. It breaks
the fellowship of the Church.

e The church in its essence remains hidden and out of sight. Its presence
is known only in the rightly taught Word and rightly administered
Sacraments.

e  With the authority that was his as a baptized Christian Luther rejected
the unscriptural and antichristian authority of the Roman church.

e The purpose of identifying and rejecting false teaching is for the benefit
of the believers. It is not primarily about punishing persons.

e Doctrine holds a fundamental primacy over life and conduct. Therefore,
an appeal to the law of love for the purpose of curtailing judgment on
false doctrine is inappropriate.

Condemnatory Clauses in the Augsburg Confession

On June 25, 1530, a Lutheran fellowship officially acquired an
identity. The Augsburg Confession systematized the thinking of the
previous decade among Luther and his associates. It made extensive use
of the self-evident principle that thesis must be accompanied by antithesis.
The boundaries of a Lutheran fellowship were defined over against Rome,
enthusiasts, humanists, and sacramentarians.

The AC defined the fellowship of the pure Word and Sacraments.
It could not be done without condemnations. Condemnatory statements
occur in Articles I, 11, V, IX, X, XII, XVI, XVII, XVIII. The purpose
was to demonstrate the continuity of the AC with the ancient church in
its struggles over the Trinity, Christology and other issues, and to set
Lutheranism apart from contemporary opponents.

At Augsburg it was clear what needed to said about Rome,
Anabaptists, and humanists. The big question was, How would the
Lutherans define themselves in relation to the Zwinglians? It was no
secret that many had hoped for a united front combining the Lutheran and
Zwinglian forces. The south Germans hoped to function as mediators and
effect union.

But Luther’s judgment of Zwingli from the previous year at
Marburg prevailed. Article X affirmed the real presence of the body and
blood of Christ. And then came words with profound implications for the
future: “The contrary doctrine is therefore rejected.”

The arguments for peace and the unity of Wittenberg and Zurich
had come from prominent theologians and powerful political figures. But
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Luther was absolutely clear: No fellowship with men at the expense of
fellowship with God. The vicious charges of the Zwinglians against Lutheran
“cannibalism” and worship of “the bread God” had made a deep impression
on Luther. “I will now break with them [the Zwinglians] according to St.
Paul’s teaching in Titus 3,” Luther had said (WA 26, 262). AC X expressed
succinctly what Luther had said before in his Great Confession of 1528.
At Augsburg it also represented Melanchthon’s conviction, although his
Latin translation of the AC changed the condemnatory clause in Article
X from “rejected” to “disapproved.” It was axiomatic at Augsburg that
condemnation applied to doctrine, not persons.

The role of Philip of Hesse at Augsburg is an interesting one. He
was young in 1530, just 26 years old. He envisioned a grand union of
evangelicals including the Swiss. He had arranged the meeting between
Luther and Zwingli at Marburg, his new university. He eventually signed
the AC but was obviously disappointed over Art. X and its statement of
rejection. His view seemed to be that the understanding of how Christ is
present in the sacrament should not be regarded as a divisive issue. The
cause of evangelical unity was more important for political reasons than
a point of doctrine. There should be toleration for both a metaphorical
understanding and a Lutheran view of the real presence, he argued. Philip
pleaded with the Wittenberg delegation for a tolerant view of Zwingli. The
amazing thing was that Melanchthon, at that point, stood up to him and
wrote Art X as he did, with the condemnatory clause.

Philip of Hesse’s agenda differed sharply from that of Luther:
Unity of all evangelicals was a political necessity in light of the politics
of the day. This must be given priority over theology. Emphasis was on
the good things that would come of a united front against theological
and political opponents. Philip’s behavior at Augsburg was revealing. He
ordered his court preacher not to talk about the Sacrament. He attended
Zwinglian services, and avoided those of the Wittenberg delegation. But in
the end he subscribed to the AC. He was very much a conflicted man.

It’s easy to condemn the heretics of bygone eras already
condemned by the consensus of the Church. It’s not so easy to deal with
one’s contemporaries. The AC did. Luther could lament that it tread far
too lightly for his tastes in dealing with Rome, but the basic concerns
of the Reformation were dealt with adequately. Lutherans defined their
fellowship.
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Luther, Melanchthon and the Swiss after Augsburg

In 1531 the South Germans (preeminently Martin Bucer) brought
themselves to subscribe to the AC and they joined Philip of Hesse’s
Smalcaldic League. The Swiss remained aloof from both. Martin Bucer
worked tirelessly to bridge the gap between the Swiss and Luther. In 1532
Zwingli was killed in action in the civil war among the Swiss which his
reforms had touched off.

The Wittenberg Concord of 1536 established rapprochement
between Wittenberg and the South Germans. (But is it true that this
fellowship was established by ignoring one question in connection with
Sacrament, the manducatio indignorum?) This agreement did not bring in
the Swiss. Luther continued to communicate with the Swiss down to 1538.
But nothing positive came of it.

The big surprise after Augsburg was the change in the views of the
author of the AC. As early as 1531 Melanchthon’s doubts had emerged. By
1535 he admitted in personal correspondence that his work of defending
Luther’s doctrine of the Lord’s Supper was done as a messenger boy for
another (Luther), not out of his own convictions. But he subscribed to both
the Wittenberg Concord and the Smalcald Articles. In 1539 in his will he
asserted the Wittenberg Concord represented his theology. But in 1540
he altered the AC by dropping the condemnation in Art X. Now it was a
public matter, not just a matter of personal doubts expressed privately. In
the 1530s Melanchthon also began to use expressions regarding the ability
of the unregenerate will and the necessity of good works which would lead
to serious problems later on.

Why there was not at least an expression of concern from Luther
and others is much discussed. It was John Eck, of all people, who began to
call attention to changes in Melanchthon’s teaching. This was, of course,
done for the purpose of taunting the Lutherans and gloating over their
disunity.

Shaky convictions combined with fear of appearing to pass
unbrotherly judgment characterized Melanchthon the rest of his days. He
called himself a “Peripatetic who lives the golden mean” (CR 3, 383). He
never clearly renounced or reaffirmed the condemnatory clause in AC X.
Luther, on the other hand, in his short confession concerning the Sacrament
of 1544, reaffirmed everything he had said previously about the Sacrament
and the sacramentarians.

Publication of Zwingli’s “Exposition of the Christian Faith”
after his death confirmed all of Luther’s suspicions about Zwingli. The
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old charges of “cannibalism” and “bread worship” came up again. Luther
came to regard his ongoing attempts to deal with Zwingli a waste of time.
In his exasperation he finally concluded that no Christian should pray for
the sacramentarians and that hopes of fellowship were in vain.

Luther never lost his zeal for the unity of the Word and its truth. “It
is certain that he who does not believe one article correctly, or refuses to
do so (after he has been admonished and instructed), will surely not accept
any article seriously and in true faith.”

The Zwinglians remained adamant that differences of opinion on
the presence of Christ in the Sacrament are not divisive because they can’t
be called doctrine. For Luther, on the other hand, how one understands the
Sacrament is inseparable from the chief article. “I have in all earnestness
condemned and avoided the Enthusiasts and enemies of the sacrament,
Carlstadt, Zwingli, Oecolampadius, Stenkfeld [sic] and their disciples at
Zurich and wherever they may be” (WA 54, 146).

But Luther continued to distinguish the misled from the misleaders.
Stubbornness in the face of admonition makes one a heretic. On the other
hand, his personal disappointment and embitterment were intensified by
his dealings with the Zwinglians. He reached a point where communication
was no longer possible.

The final Swiss response to Luther made these points:

e Luther’s behavior is not Christian, but popish. He demands submission
and obedience.

e The Swiss are not stubborn heretics.
Luther engages in excessive name-calling and scolding in an
unchristian manner.

e The manner of the presence of Christ in the Lord’s Supper is not a
divisive issue. People can hold different views about it.

Luther made no further effort to reply. He had condemned false
teaching and avoided the teachers. That was all he could do. To a friend
he wrote: “Blessed is the man who does not walk in the counsel of the
Sacramentarians, nor stand in the way of the Zwinglians, nor sit in the seat
of Zurichers.” Melanchthon’s reticence, inconsistency, and indecisiveness
stand out in contrast to Luther’s consistency.

In 1555, in connection with the Peace of Augsburg, the issue of
what was the real AC became very important. The treaty recognized two
legal religions in the Holy Roman Empire, Roman Catholicism and that
expressed in the AC. But which AC and who could claim to be under
its banner? If the Unaltered Augsburg Confession was recognized, then
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Zwinglians and Calvinists could not legally practice their religion within
the Holy Roman Empire. If an altered text was recognized, there would be
confusion as to who was really Lutheran. This set the stage for the conflict
between Gnesio-Lutherans and the Philippists.

The Gnesio-Lutherans and the Philippists

Some important developments in the decade 1545-1555:

1545:  First convening of the Council of Trent.

1546: Death of Luther.

1547: Emperor Charles V’s victory over the Smalcaldic League at the
Battle of Muehlberg.

1548: The enforced reinstitution of many Roman teachings, ceremonies
and practices by the authority of the Augsburg and Leipzig
Interim arrangements in Lutheran territories.

1555: The Peace of Augsburg with its cuius regio eius religio
provision.

1548 to 1555 proved to be a terrible time for Lutherans. Some
provisions of the Augsburg and Leipzig Interims were the following:
e Compromise on justification in the direction of a RC understanding.
e The necessity of obedience to pope and bishops.
e Reintroduction of Roman ceremonies in connection with the Mass,
baptism, confirmation, etc., also laws regarding fasting.

Melanchthon was one of the authors of the Leipzig Interim. He
justified himself by arguing that the various RC reintroductions were
all in the category of adiaphora. He also used objectionable language
regarding the human will in conversion and the necessity of good works.
This elicited strenuous criticism from others, notably Flacius and his
associates, which had the effect of causing Melanchthon to realize he had
made a big mistake. A growing rift developed among heirs of the Lutheran
Reformation and the battle lines emerged between the Gnesio-Lutherans
and the Philippists.

The Peace of Augsburg of 1555 with its cuius regio eius religio
provision brought an end to the authority of the Interim arrangements.
Lutherans were once again allowed to practice their religion as they saw
fit in Lutheran territories. But what was to be done to patch up relations
between those Lutherans who had gone along with the provisions of the
Interim agreements, and those who had refused? Matthias Flacius emerged
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as a significant voice for authentic Lutheranism. He insisted on explicit
condemnations of errors and errorists by name. Others advocated a more
restrained approach, a quiet return to the way things had been without
pointed, specific condemnations. How the name of Philip Melanchthon
was to be treated became a big issue.

Inameeting of Lutherans at Weimar in 1556 the distinct approaches
to the reestablishment of Lutheran unity emerged. One side argued for
amnesty. Just drop all the issues that had arisen during the period of the
Interims. The other side argued that there must be some acknowledgment
of error and repudiation thereof. At bare minimum the list included the
errors of Zwingli, Osiander and Schwenkfeld, synergism, Majorism,
and adiaphorism. But it was generally agreed that public penance by
Melanchthon would not be required.

The issue was: When fellowship has been disrupted by serious
aberrations in doctrine and practice, what is required for the reestablishment
of full fellowship?

The Flacian approach for reconciliation included the following:

o (lear identification and condemnation of the various false teachings,
including adiaphorism.

e Requirement of clearly written documents, not just word of mouth
consensus.

e Signatures from both sides.

Melanchthon and his people did not trust Flacius, and mistrust
of Melanchthon ran deep on the other side. Attempts were made to bring
about face-to-face meetings of the two men, but they failed. Insults began
to fly. Both sides started to keep score.
Flacius’ focus was on the doctrinal issues and the achievement
of reconciliation on the basis of written statements. Melanchthon thought
that his expressions of regret over what had happened in the past should be
sufficient for reconciliation. Specifically regarding adiaphora he asserted:
o There was no concession in the area of doctrine, only in outward
practice.

e He had only done what his prince required of him. He had to obey
civil authority.

e Some of the ceremonies in question had never been condemned by
Lutherans previously.

Shuttle diplomacy was conducted by prominent names, back and
forth between Magdeburg and Wittenberg. Melanchthon felt that he was
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being pushed to cut his own throat in spite of the careful actions of the
intermediaries. But he appeared ready to concede to Flacius on every point
except the adiaphora. Thus adiaphorism became the sticking point. It was
followed by entrenchment of the two sides.

Melanchthon claimed that he was not fighting for personal
vindication, and showed willingness to admit grave errors in judgment.
But he claimed he could not condemn things that were not worthy of
condemnation (adiaphoristic practices). To do so would be to condemn
things that even Luther had practiced.

Flaciusresponded thatthere mustbe a condemnation of Romanizing
tendencies manifested by Melanchthon. All impression of capitulation to
Rome must be removed. Without this there could be no reconciliation. The
person and prestige of Melanchthon could not be taken into consideration.
While acknowledging the great contributions of Melanchthon to the cause
of the Reformation, he could not back off. True honor is connected to the
truth of the Word, not the personalities of men, even very prominent men.

Questions about this period abound. Was Flacius, in fact,
deliberately working for a permanent division of the Lutherans? Was he
demanding too much of a one-sided surrender from Melanchthon? Was
there vainglory and ambition in Flacius? (“I’'m the guy who brought the
great Praeceptor Germaniae to his knees.”) So thought the supporters of
Melanchthon. It appears that history’s judgment on Flacius has been more
favorable. “In an emergency one must for the sake of love pull his teacher
out of the water, even if that required pulling his beard,” he said, apparently
without guile. Restoration of union and fellowship had to be based on
condemnation of error. The purpose of condemnation was ultimately the
creation of a stronger fellowship. But for Melanchthon, the demands were
simply too great.

Flacius proved not to be the man who could bring about
reconciliation. Can a person be a party in a debate, the one who dictates the
terms of the settlement, and an impartial adjudicator all at the same time?
The problem was complicated by his alleged peevishness and abrasiveness.
But the other side was by no means clear in this area as well.

In 1557 an imperial diet decreed that an attempt at theological
reunification in the Holy Roman Empire should be made. But first the
Lutherans would have to come together, and then other Protestant
elements. A group influenced by Philip of Hesse advocated ignoring the
differences as unimportant. This was, of course, not acceptable to the
Gnesio-Lutherans.

The formula forunionput forward by the Gnesio-Lutheransincluded
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subscription to the Unaltered Augsburg Confession and condemnation of
sacramentarians and other heretics by name. A counter-proposal from
the Philippists included condemnation of Anabaptists, Schwenkfeld, and
Osiander by name. Condemnation of Zwinglian teaching and adiaphorism,
however, should be done without mention of names. The Flacians walked
out. The Swiss were offended. The Roman Catholics gloated over the
disunity of the Lutherans and other Protestants.

The Gnesio-Lutheran agenda emphasized these points: The issue is
not this or that person. God’s Word, the church’s need, and conscience are
central. Itis necessary to repudiate both papacy and sectarians. Preservation
of pure doctrine and separation from all schismatics are paramount.
Condemnations must be specific, or they are of no value, because anyone
can read into general condemnations whatever he wishes.

Melanchthon continued to contend that union could be achieved
on the basis of documents of bygone decades: the UAC, the Apology, and
the Smalcald Articles. The Gnesio-Lutherans responded: Condemnations
of Osiander, sacramentarians from Carlstadt to Calvin, Major, the Interim
(adiaphora issues), and the Council of Trent are necessary. The chasm
widened. The necessity of condemnations (antitheses) became the focal
point.

The Frankfort Recess of 1558 reaffirmed the Melanchthonian
agenda. In Ducal Saxony the Weimar Book of Confutations was the
response, which consisted of a roster of false teachers to be condemned in
the congregations of Saxony.

Philip of Hesse proposed that condemnations be required for
reconciliation but only after a public hearing. He pleaded for patience, and
for making distinctions among the various errors to be condemned on that
basis that some were less serious than others.

Flacius’s counterproposal was to condemn right away the teachings
of Servetus, the Anabaptists, Sacramentarians, Schwenkfeld, antinomians,
and Osiandrians. Then call a meeting to deal with adiaphorism, Majorism,
and synergism. For the Gnesio group, adiaphorism was emerging by 1560
as “the Trojan horse of Rome,” the issue that must be dealt with clearly
and firmly.

Philip of Hesse again chimed in that demands for condemnations
should be replaced by fraternal invitations to discuss. Furthermore, the
Swiss should be included.

A conference at Naumburg in 1561 proposed re-subscription to
the AC with no one-sided condemnations as a basis for unity. This went
nowhere. The two sides suspected each other of attempting to rig the
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voting in various gatherings.

The Gnesio-Lutherans argued that they were not interested in strife
and argumentation. They simply wanted to confess the truth. Furthermore,
it is necessary for Christians to pass judgment on false doctrine when they
see it. The Melanchthonians accused the Gnesio-Lutherans of wanting
to control the whole process by assuming the roles of prosecutor, judge,
and jury. Union and fellowship should simply be based on the AC and
Scripture.

Some of the princes who favored the Gnesio-Lutherans began
to try to rein in the pastors by forbidding scolding from the pulpit, and
condemnations by name of people who had never had a fair hearing.
It became clear to some lay leaders that there were those among the
controversialists who loved controversy a little too much.

Focused discussion was given to the meaning of condemnation.
What is the purpose and effect of condemnations? What is the relative
weight of condemnation issued by individuals versus that of larger
groupings? Does it mean cessation of fellowship? Is it the same as church
discipline? Should civil authorities be involved?

It was clear to all that a changed set of circumstances from the era
of the Augsburg Confession prevailed. Then the targets of condemnation
were relatively few in number. Three decades later there was a whole
roster of things to condemn, many of which were within the pale of
Lutheranism.

Melanchthon’s opposition to condemnations had at least something
to do with expediency and church politics. Condemnations would simply
inhibit future possibility of coming together with various groups, Roman
Catholics, the Swiss, etc.

But ever since the AC condemnations of false teaching had
become an identifying characteristic of Lutheranism. This simply could
not be ignored or undone, especially not simply in the interest of church
politics.

With regard to the weight of condemnation the Gnesio-Lutherans
pointed to Luther’s assertion that a condemnation issued by one baptized
Christian based on Scripture had all necessary weight, because the
individual Christian has the obligation to identify and condemn false
teaching. Others pointed out that this would lead to an endless, arbitrary
hereticizing by individuals. More weight must be given to condemnations
issued by ecclesiastical groupings.

Luther’s emphasis was always on condemning what conflicted
with the pure doctrine of the Gospel, justification by grace for Christ’s
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sake through faith. Willful and stubborn rejection of the clear Word in
relation to these things elicited legitimate condemnation. But how wide
is the perimeter in which condemnation should take place? Were the
Gnesio-Lutherans trying to expand that perimeter unnecessarily? Were the
Melanchthonians trying to shrink that perimeter dangerously?

The Gnesio-Lutherans saw a slippery slope extending across the
decades as follows: Philip of Hesse’s plan for union at Augsburg which
would have included the Swiss, Bucer’s attempts to find middle ground,
what happened under the Interims, the various meeting of the late 1550s.
All of these led to doctrinal indifferentism. They were all things that needed
to be opposed vehemently. The expression which brought things into focus
was “Satis est.” When can one say, “It is enough™?

Melanchthon could complain that Flacius never addressed the
whole body of doctrine, but was continually picky about its parts. Flacius
could counter that Melanchthon’s concern for the whole was vitiated by his
lack of concern for specific parts. The Gnesio-Lutherans had the advantage
throughout the discussions of consistency and lack of the vacillation that
characterized Melanchthon. Pure doctrine, in their thinking, was always
doctrine against heretics. It is not simply a static thing in a container. It is
something to be wielded by two handles: thesis and antithesis.

The Philippists complained of the lumping together of
condemnationswithoutconcernfordegreesofseriousness. Schwenkfeldians
and the Swiss; antitrinitarians and adiaphorists; Roman Semi-Pelagianism
and Melanchthonian synergism: Are there no degrees of difference here?
For the Gnesio-Lutherans the answer tended to be that error was error. But
they distinguished between deceivers and the deceived, leaders and poor
people, and conceded that there was indeed a difference between error and
heresy.

In spite of the impasse, both sides left the door open for discussion.
Both hoped for a general synod of Lutherans, though with somewhat
different purposes in view.

Emergence of a third impetus came about in the early 1560s, after
the death of Melanchthon. Some princes totally sympathetic to Flacius in
content spoke out against his methods. They spoke out against controversy
for controversy’s sake. New winds of desire for reconciliation began to
blow.

Naumburg had represented the high water mark of the compromise
mentality: indifference to doctrine and the giving of primacy to church
politics. People came to recognize that this was not the route to go.

Another motivation for Lutherans to get their act together was
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the growth of the influence of Calvinism. Calvinism by the 1560s was the
aggressive and growing form of Protestantism. Would it simply swallow
up Lutheranism? There was growing influence of Calvinism in France,
England, Scotland, the Netherlands, and elsewhere.

The Controversy About Condemnations and the Formula of Concord

A colloquy at Altenburg in 1568 revealed no change in relations
between the Gnesio-Lutherans and Philippists in the two parts of Saxony.
But the beginning of a breakthrough came about with the emergence of
Jacob Andreae, chancellor of Tuebingen University in Wuerttemberg.
He produced five articles on the most controversial points of doctrine.
His approach initially was simply to state doctrine briefly, clearly, and
positively, and issue a very general condemnation of opposing teaching,
but omit personal condemnations. Critique of his work began, by Chemnitz
among others. Andreae’s critics pointed out that his work was not specific
enough on the controverted points. It was too general to be useful in
bringing about concord.

It seemed that things were at the same old impasse. The Gnesio-
Lutherans wanted specific condemnations. They tended to be suspicious
of Andreae. The final test for them of a person’s attitude toward truth was
to be found in what a person was willing to condemn with specificity. The
Philippists gave Andreae’s project the cold shoulder. But, his work got
people’s attention, created interest, and it proved to be the icebreaker. The
princes were especially attracted to his work.

Andreae saw that downplaying sharp contrasts would not bring
about the desired end. He had at first attempted to stand above the fray in a
position of neutrality. He came to see that such a posture didn’t work. But
he was willing to keep on trying.

In 1573 Andreae produced his Six Sermons. They dealt with the 10
most important issues since 1548, thetically and antithetically. There were
no condemnations of teachers by name, but no doubt was left regarding
the content of what was being rejected. This applied both to the Philippists
and to Flacius’s problems on original sin.

The next step was to transform the sermons into a set of articles,
the document which became known as the Swabian Concord. The pattern
was this: Lay a foundation with Scripture and earlier Lutheran confessions.
Then deal with controverted articles by way of theses and antitheses.
Include in the condemnations ancient heresies, those dealt with previously
in confessional writings, and then the issues especially since 1548, the
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beginning of the Interim period.

Thus was initiated the chain of events that led from the Six
Sermons to the Swabian Concord, to the Swabian-Saxon Concord plus
the Maulbronn Formula, to the Torgau Book, to the Bergen Book, to the
Formula of Concord, and finally to the Book of Concord of 1580.

Critique of the steps in the process arrived from all shades and
gradations of non-Philippistic Lutherans. Among the more extreme voices
were those of Tileman Hesshusius and John Wigand, both of whom had
lost previous positions due to the machinations of Philippists. Their critique
included the following:

o The Torgau Book is excellent in what it states positively and in what
it rejects, but Andreae must apologize for his earlier grave sin when
he put out his initial five articles, because they contained no clear
antitheses.

o False teachers must be named because this was done in Scripture and
in the ancient church.

e Names of false teachers must be included everywhere, not just in
connection with some issues.

e Melanchthon must be singled out by name for condemnation. Lack
of such specificity proves lack of sincerity in condemning false
doctrine.

e Naming names is the Shibboleth of orthodox Lutheranism.

On the other hand, it was clear that specific condemnation of
Melanchthon by name would cause several areas to have a deepened sense
of alienation from the process.

By the year 1577 there was a new factor on international scene:
Queen Elizabeth’s agenda and diplomatic efforts to stop the adoption of
the Formula. All evangelicals should unite (behind leadership of England)
against Roman Catholic forces. The proposed Lutheran “Formula of
Religion” would impede such efforts. Therefore, it must be opposed.

(Note developments around Europe: the reign of “Bloody Mary”
in England (1553-1558), the War of the 3 Henrys in France, including the
horrendous St. Bartholomew’s Day Massacre of 1572; the struggle of the
northern Netherlands for freedom under William of Orange; the various
brutal activities of the RC Counter-Reformation, etc.)

The queen’s activities opened many eyes to the obvious distortion
and subjugation of theological issues to international politics. Not since
Philip of Hesse’s activities at Augsburg in 1530 had there been such a
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crass example.

The queen persisted in dismissing the significance of ideas about
the presence of Christ in the Sacrament. “Get rid of condemnations and
let people think what they want about how Christ is present.” In spite
of letters written to her by faithful Lutheran princes, the issue of the
condemnations remained incomprehensible to good Queen Bess. She
thought the Lutherans were damning her to hell. Fellowship as practiced
by the Lutherans was inscrutable to her. She could not see that fellowship
practices were not harsh weapons for condemning others and punishing
them. Doctrinal discipline and church discipline were still one in her mind.
That doctrinal issues could be a matter of conscience was simply beyond
her grasp.

The upshot of the efforts of the Queen was that the Lutherans
would not be involved in a pan-evangelical alliance. The long-range
implications of this would extend into the next century, into the period of
the Thirty Years War (1618-1648).

A meeting of German Calvinists at Frankfort in 1577 urged the
Lutherans not to condemn foreign churches. They claimed to accept the
AC as amended in the editions of 1540-42. Some thought was given to
drawing up a Calvinistic formula of concord, but it came to nothing.

Andreae prepared an answer to the queen and the Calvinists. He
defended the necessity of the condemnations.

e Lutherans had always carefully differentiated between true and false
doctrine by means of condemnations.

Condemnations were of doctrine, not persons.

e The ideas of the queen were rooted in human reason for the purpose
of temporal advantage.

e The attacks on condemnation were really for the purpose of spreading
Calvinistic ideas.

e Every Christian has the responsibility to judge doctrine.
Condemnation cannot be withheld until an orderly process like a legal
hearing has taken place.

e Sacramentarians had in fact been given many opportunities to defend
their teaching, and had often simply resorted to slander against
Lutherans (cannibalism, worship of a bread god, etc.).

e An appeal to the law of love against condemnations is out of place.
Love which contributes to the weakening of faith is not true Christian
love.

e The fact that many Calvinists had given their lives in Christian
martyrdom does not change the fact that Lutherans found aspects of



121 LSQ 49:2-3

their doctrine unscriptural and worthy of condemnation.

The formulators of the Formula of Concord met in March, 1578, to
deal once again with the issue of condemnations. They arrived at complete
unanimity:

e There was no way Lutherans could abandon condemnations of specific
doctrine at this point.

e They took no delight in condemnations. The fanaticism of the
sacramentarians necessitated it.

e Once again they were not condemning persons, churches or whole
kingdoms, but false doctrine.
The names of false teachers would not be included in their document.

e Moderation of condemnations at this point could only be understood
as a backing down from their doctrine.

e The proposals from England in the interest of pan-evangelical union
would only promote the spread of Calvinism.

They were united in the conviction that condemnations were
doctrinally necessary, true to the facts, and relevant to the situation.

In Germany the territories of Anhalt and Hesse remained aloof.
William of Hesse and Queen Elizabeth continued to hope for a general
convention of evangelicals (an answer to the Council of Trent), but it
never happened.

The Elector Louis of Saxony still objected that the mention of
synergists in the condemnations was a violation of the principle of not
naming false teachers. He also continued to hold that the condemnations
in the Article on the Lord’s Supper needed to be toned down.

The solution to these last objections became the preface to the
Formula of Concord. Once again it was emphasized that the condemnations
were of teachings, not teachers. Lutheran condemnation of Calvinism did
not mean that Lutherans approved of the atrocities committed against the
Huguenots in France in connection with St. Bartholomew’s Day, 1572.
Pronouncing condemnation of false teaching and practicing the law of
Christian love toward others are not mutually exclusive. The hearts of all
Lutherans went out toward the Protestant martyrs in France and other places
at the same time that they disagreed with their Calvinistic theology.

Eight thousand pastors, teachers, and theologians found the
Formula of Concord worthy of their embrace. It stands as a model of
clarity in confessing divine truth, and restraint in matters where dealing
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with human weakness is involved.
The Controversy over Condemnations at Strasbourg

What happened in the city of Strasbourg is an interesting case
to look at regarding reaction to the Formula. The dominant personality
in Strasbourg from the 1520s to the 1540s was, of course, Martin Bucer,
well known for his mediating theology. After the defeat of the Smalcaldic
League, Bucer refused to abide by the Interim. Thomas Cranmer invited
Bucer to come to England to help with the work of Reformation there.
Henry VIII was dead (1547). The boy king Edward was on the throne
under the tutelage of protestants. Bucer lived and worked at Cambridge
until his death in 1551. (Had he lived two more years he would have faced
death or exile under “Bloody Queen Mary.”)

After the departure of Martin Bucer, Strasbourg had come under
strong Lutheran influence under the leadership of John Marbach. When
the Bergen Book arrived in Strasbourg, the clergy quite quickly approved
it, but the city government did not. The issue: What should be the attitude
toward people who agree in substance with the FC, but are not ready to cut
themselves off from others who are not yet completely convinced of the
theology of the FC (triangular fellowship arrangements)? They thought
that approval of the condemnations would alienate people from whom
they were not ready to be alienated.

A controversy developed in which the chief participants were
John Pappus, a young theologian who supported the FC, and John Sturm
who opposed it. Pappus produced 68 theses on the issue of Christian love
and its relation to the condemnation of false doctrine. This proved to be an
enduring contribution.

Previously the discussion had gone on: Opponents of condemnation
regarded the appeal to Christian love as a “trump card.” It’s one or the
other: either you practice love or you condemn others as the Lutherans do.
There are no other choices. The two are irreconcilable.

Defenders of condemnation argued that there was no
incompatibility, and that in matters of doctrine confessing the truth must
be given priority over charity. They argued that inappropriate appeals to
charity in connection with questions of doctrine were an indication of
indifferentism to doctrine, apathy toward the truth, and the placing of
humanistic considerations above the things of God.

Pappus wanted to show that there was no tension between
practicing Christian love and condemnation of false doctrine, but that a
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positive relationship existed between them. Pappus structured his theses
around two questions:

1. Is it contrary to Christian charity to fight against teachings
which conflict with the Word of God?

2. Is it contrary to Christian charity to condemn churches which
stubbornly defend false teaching?

Pointing out and condemning false doctrine does not violate the
law of love because the church is commanded to reprove that which is
false, argued Pappus. The command to love does not set aside another
scriptural mandate. Condemnation is necessary in order for faith to have
certainty. Thesis and antithesis work together. The command to love does
not undermine being certain in one’s faith.

The command to practice love and the command to identify
and reprove false doctrine do not negate each other. They are positively
interconnected. Love for fellow human beings must never take precedence
over love toward God. There is a reason why the first table of the law is
the first table. Condemnation of false teaching is finally the highest form
of love.

Pappus recognized that zeal for the truth must be genuine, and
not simply rooted in a carnal passion to win arguments, put others down,
make oneself look good, to play “Gotcha!” or “My practice is purer than
yours.”

There is no conflict between condemning false teaching and
having sympathy for those whose teachings are condemned. There is a
perpetual, double obligation here.

To say that only God can condemn does not take seriously clear
Scripture which commands Christians in general and ministers in particular
to discriminate between truth and falsity (shepherds and hirelings, true
prophets and false prophets), to embrace the truth and reject the false.

In the relationship between sheep and wolves, watchdogs play
a legitimate and important role. When appropriate, they must growl,
bark, chase, hound, and even bite. Condemnation is not just the work of
theologians, but of the whole church. Obedience to the first table of the
law and the hallowing of the name of God require clear confession of truth
and condemnation of error.

Sturm’s counter-arguments had to do with church politics. His
purpose was to block the approval of the FC in Strasbourg. In the tension
between the government and the clergy, the former must win out in the
interest of political concerns. Sturm continued in the spirit of Bucer,
even though by the 1570s the setting in which Bucer had presented his
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ideas was long gone. The cause of pan-Evangelicalism must be upheld.
Pappus’s defense of the condemnation of false doctrine was offensive.
Bucer’s Tetrapolitana had contained no condemnations. This was the
route to go. Sturm frankly admitted that he had never read the FC. (Nor
had he partaken of the Lord’s Supper in over twenty years.)

Sturm raised the charge of fanaticism. Melanchthon, Bucer,
and Calvin represented a level-headed approach to things. The Gnesio-
Lutherans were fanatics. His procedure simply avoided substantive
theological issues, and banished the idea of condemning doctrine, which he
conceded might be theoretically necessary in some few cases, to a setting
remote in time and place. He reiterated that only God can condemn. Human
judgment concerning the eternal destiny of others was presumptuous.

Pappusreplied that Sturm was again attributing to the condemnation
of doctrine a meaning which it did not have. Distinguish doctrinal discipline
from church discipline, he argued.

Sturm argued the unfairness of the those who condemned false
doctrine. They wanted to be both accusers and judges at the same time.
They should, rather, strive for impartiality and objectivity. This was the
humanist tradition. Pappus replied that in the battle for truth, impartiality
and objectivity are not virtues, but constitute treason to the cause.

Sturm wanted to slow down the process. Wait for a general council
of evangelicals. Wait for judgment day. Condemnations are legitimate only
for proper cause, in good manner, not arbitrarily, not against persons, and
not prematurely (i.e., before Judgment Day, apparently).

Pappus replied that condemnation was not about persons, branding
people as children of the devil, consigning the French martyrs to hell,
etc. It is possible and necessary to condemn false teaching and manifest
love and kindness toward the erring at the same time. Consideration for
persons is very important, but also has limitations when dealing with the
impenitent and stubborn.

The Parable of the Tares among the Wheat frequently came up
in these discussions. Sturm charged that condemnation of false doctrine
violated the point Jesus was making in the parable. Pappus disagreed.

Other charges of Sturm were these: The Gnesio-Lutherans desired
to consign whole churches and all their members to the devil; or to turn
those condemned over to civil authorities for punishment; or to justify the
bloody persecution of opponents. Pappus’s reply: No, No, and No.

The final argument of Sturm was this: In the present dangerous
situation of the church (the various measures of the RC Counter-
Reformation, with especially St. Bartholomew’s Day fresh in mind), it
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was a very bad thing to alienate anyone in the evangelical camp by issuing
condemnations of doctrines like those having to do with the manner of
Christ’s presence in the Sacrament, the precise role of human will in
conversion, etc.

Pappus replied: It’s no more dangerous in Strasbourg in the 1570s
than it was at Augsburg in 1530. The church is always in danger. That fact
cannot be used to deny the necessity of condemnation of false teaching.
Erring faith must be distinguished from erroneous teaching.

Sturm could not really deal with the theology. He didn’t understand
it or value it. He claimed to be Lutheran under the positive theology of the
AC. He did not regard any Reformed ideas to impinge on the essence of
the faith or to be divisive of fellowship. The doctrine of the Lord’s Supper
and the nature of the real presence simply were not important to him.

Sturm’s “Lutheranism” was a religion deeply influenced by
Erasmus. Erasmian characteristics include:

suspicion of doctrinal assertions,

fear of making people upset over points of doctrine,

emphasis on tranquility,

tendency to pass over certain points of doctrine in the interest of
expediency, and

e precedence of the law of love over doctrinal truth.

It was all about politics for Sturm. But he violated Erasmian
principles in the vigor with which he attacked Pappus and other more
genuinely Lutheran opponents. In 1581 he was dismissed from his position
in Strasbourg and the FC was accepted there.

The enduring contribution of Pappus was this: The thorough
discussion of the tension between truth and love in the condemnation of
false doctrine. It was not an either/or, but a matter of rightly applying
each principle in its proper sphere. But, speaking the truth in love must
ultimately take precedence over pragmatic tolerance. Tolerance at the price
of indifference toward key doctrinal matters does not ultimately serve the
church. It may serve a theologia gloriae, but not genuine theology. The FC
did not go that route.

The Formula of Concord and the Condemnation of False Doctrine

The Preface to the FC provided the formulators with a last
opportunity to clarify the issue of condemnations of false doctrine. Andreae
again took a leadership role and worked on several drafts from the end of
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1578 through the summer of 1579. Satistfying prominent lay leaders on the
issue of condemnations was a big challenge here.

Under the influence of the radical Tileman Hesshusius some
questioned the distinction between erring, stiff-necked teachers and those
who erred in ingenuousness from simplicity or ignorance. Hesshusius
argued that love toward the ingenuously erring was not appropriate. They
must be held as accountable as their false teachers are. The result was the
inclusion of a statement on the necessity of warning also those who err
ingenuously.

By the 50" Anniversary of the AC the completed Book of Concord
could be made public. The condemnations were not changed, but the
formulators had been forced to think through very carefully the matter of
condemnations. The FC upholds both firmness as to theological issues,
and moderation and caution in dealing with frail human beings.

The following points show the necessity of condemnations and
the drawing of fellowship lines:

e Scripture
The creeds of the ancient church and the previous confessions of
the Reformation era

e The errors which arose out of the Interim period, issues which
were just as grave as those dealt with previously

e Confessing positive doctrine for contemporaries and posterity
requires antitheses.
Preservation of the Lutheran church from error requires it.

e Warning pious and innocent people in other churches requires
condemnation.

e The stubbornness of the stiff-necked teachers requires it.

But there are limits placed on condemnation:

e Thesis has priority. Antithesis has an ancillary role.

e Adistinction mustbe maintained between needless contentiousness
and necessary controversy. The former is to be avoided, the latter
engaged in a spirit of humility and obedience to the Word.

e No names of theologians, and no titles of specific condemned
books appear in the FC.

e Condemnation is not aimed at those who err ingenuously and do
not blaspheme.

e Condemnation is not directed against entire churches. Pious and
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innocent people may be found in all churches where the essentials
of the faith (Trinity, Incarnation, Atonement) are found.

e Condemnations are not justification for the persecution of
anyone.

These points outline a Lutheran theology of doctrinal discipline
and fellowship.

How was all this received by those who opposed condemnations
and drawing of clear lines? In many cases they took it very personally.
They complained of the “egotistical harshness” of the Lutherans. King
Frederick of Denmark banned the Book of Concord from his realm. He
burned two copies that had been sent to him from Saxony. This had long-
range implications in Scandinavia.

Calvinists in the Palatinate in their Neustadt Admonition argued:

e (Calvinistic teaching on the Lord’s Supper and other issues
conforms to Scripture, the ancient creeds, and the Altered AC.

e The condemnations do not rest on decisions rendered by the church
(pan-evangelical council); therefore, they are invalid.

e Only things which conflicted with the Decalogue or the Creed
could be called heresy in the minds of the Reformed. Erring in
areas beyond those boundaries is not worthy of condemnation or
severance of fellowship.

e The condemnations of the ancient church were legitimate
because they were based on a broad consensus of the church. The
condemnations of the Lutherans are not legitimate. They are one
party in a dispute, not the whole church. The Lutherans should
know that their condemnations would not stand up in a pan-
evangelical council.

This amounted to a reiteration of the response of Zwingli and his
followers to Luther 50 years earlier.

The Reformed definition of heresy gets clarified at this point.
Lutherans and Calvinists agreed that the term heresy should be used only
in connection with issues that belonged to the “foundation of religion.”
But then the question is: What are the dimensions of the “foundation of
religion”? The Calvinists defined it as the Decalogue and the articles of the
Creed. Teachings that conflict with these things are heresy and therefore
divisive. False teachings outside those narrow boundaries may be called
errors, but are not heresy and are not divisive. There emerged here a
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tendency to quantify the things that can be called heresy and to minimize
the dimensions. The crucial issue here was specifically the Lord’s Supper
and sacramental theology in general. In the Calvinistic view these things
do not belong to the inner circle of the foundation of religion.

Lutherans recoiled from the notion that the Sacrament does not
belong to the foundation of religion, and were repulsed by the viciousness
of reformed attacks on Lutheran “cannibalism.” The perpetrators of such
attacks were hardly the ingenuously erring.

Lutherans easily refuted the idea that there could be no
condemnation of heresy without a council. The Philippists and Calvinists
themselves had repeatedly issued condemnations without a council
(Schwenkfeld, Anabaptists, etc.). False doctrine must be condemned
whenever and wherever it arises. It is not possible to wait for a council.
On the issue of the Sacrament councils had been held. And Reformed
theologians certainly had not restrained themselves from issuing harsh
condemnations of Lutheran sacramental theology.

It was easy for Lutherans to show the self-contradictory nature
of the Reformed approach. The Calvinists claimed to desire fellowship
with the Lutherans, and yet they harshly condemned them. How did this
make sense? Included here were prominent names among the reformed
like Theodore Beza.

There is something striking here about the contradictory nature of
Reformed theology. Even Karl Barth noted the coexistence in Reformed
theology of “a dogmatic attitude that fears no consequences” and a “pious
and liberal relativism” The Reformed tendency to value ecclesiastical-
political issues and even broader political issues more than doctrine was
there from the beginning. And so it remains to this day.

(For Reformed theology there was only one “front” in the
theological wars, the one against Rome. They simply could not figure the
Lutherans out with their two-front war.)

The big issue for the German Reformed was the provisions of
the 1555 Peace of Augsburg. It only recognized the legality of Roman
Catholicism and the religion defined by the AC. Therefore, they had to
find a place for themselves under the AC, and at the same time justify their
distancing of themselves from Lutheran sacramental theology. The way to
do this was to use the Variata. The focal point was the condemnation in
AC X. It had to be eliminated or softened. They could not in any public
document condemn or show strong disagreement with anything in the AC,
or they would lose their claim of legality under the Peace of Augsburg of
1555.
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These considerations shifted the nature of the debate. It moved
away from theology to a disagreement over historical development. They
claimed that they were unfairly treated in the developments since 1530.
The focal point became the legitimacy of the Variata. The Reformed
claimed that they were always protected by the AC because they agreed
with the intent of the writer (Melanchthon). Lutherans responded that the
AC explicitly excluded them from being under its umbrella. AC X proved
this. The UAC had never been repealed or officially set aside in favor of
the Variata.

In 1581 a commission of three went to work on an Apology of the
FC. Their work was well received by the majority of Lutherans, but once
again some questions were raised about the condemnations. A meeting
came about in 1583 (at Quedlinburg) to deal with the questions raised.
Some still objected that condemnations without the explicit mentioning of
names were not adequate, and that it was not right to make a distinction
between misled hearers and false teachers. The erring are the erring,
period. And so, there was renewed discord even after the Book of Concord
had been adopted. Was the FC “treading too lightly”? The response of the
apologists was, “Heretic and heresy belong together and are conjoined, but
not heresy and a sheep that has been led astray.”

The final report of the meeting included the following:

e Names of theologians who had taught false doctrine.
The stipulation that discussion of the names should not be carried
on in the schools or pulpits.

e Only in the case of extreme need to keep wolves out of the
sheepfold should names be brought up in schools or pulpits.

Thus the spiritofrestraintin the Book of Concord was preserved, but
with some concession to hard-liners. The latter referred to condemnations
which did not include condemnations of persons as “shadow boxing,”
while more restrained voices complained of “pedantic and contentious
disturbers of the peace.” These latter ones asserted: Don’t needlessly
offend people, and at the same time do not detract from the glory of God.
Hard-liners responded: God’s glory is, in fact, diminished when we show
concern for not offending people.

The upshot of it all was that a distinctive Lutheran fellowship was
established. A grand union of evangelicals did not come about.

The parting of ways began in the momentous decade of the 1520s.
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It was established formally at Augsburg in 1530. It persisted. The difference
between the religious communities became the primacy of doctrine and
faith, versus the primacy of political concerns.

The Book of Concord took a stand against the laxity and
indifferentism toward doctrine manifested among the Philippists, the
Swiss, and the politiques in England and France and elsewhere. And it
did so without giving in to the excessive harshness which characterized
some.

The preservation of the whole of theology, salvation won by the
person and work of Christ, distributed in the divinely instituted means of
grace, received by faith alone, and enjoyed in full in the resurrection to
eternal life was more important than the Reformed agenda of evangelical
union. This was really the embracing of the theology of the cross, and
rejection of the theology of glory. The evangelical union concept had many
attractions, but its benefits would come at the price of doctrinal integrity.

FC did not just repeat the condemnations and the drawing of
fellowship lines. It clarified both. It preserved firmness where necessary,
and recognized the limits on the meaning of condemnation of doctrine
and withholding of fellowship. In so doing it preserved Luther’s thinking.
This was not a matter of compromise or finding middle positions. It was a
matter of judiciously applying scriptural principles which might appear to
come into conflict with one another.

The Formula of Concord stands as a model of clarity and
restraint.

Soli Deo Gloria
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The Most Holy Mystery of the
Trinity:

Its Relevance for Spiritual Formation
and the Faith-Life

By Timothy R. Schmeling

The modern Roman Catholic theologian, Karl Rahner, wrote,
“Despite their orthodox confession of the Trinity, Christians are, in their
practical life, almost mere monotheists. We must be willing to admit that,
should the doctrine of the Trinity have to be dropped as false, the major part
of religious literature could well remain virtually unchanged.” While in the
eyes of many Confessional Lutherans Karl Rahner and his modern cohorts
have only seemed to confound the problem of articulating the biblical
doctrine of the Holy Trinity in his quest for relevance, Rahner has rightly
diagnosed a rather significant problem facing contemporary Christianity.
The problem is that many Christians have very little knowledge about the
Holy Trinity to begin with, and what is worse is that they go about their
faith-lives as if there were no Trinity or at least as if the Trinity were not
really relevant to their faith. The real question is: Can there be anything
more relevant, essential, and moving for our spiritual formation and faith-
life than the most holy and blessed Trinity?

How has this problem been addressed in recent times?* The father
of modern theology, Friedrich Schleiermacher, believed the problem
was really the Early Church’s formulation of the Holy Trinity itself. In
The Christian Faith, he states that the doctrine was fraught by pagan
concepts and is unsettled because it did not receive a fresh treatment by
the Protestant Church. His solution was to relegate the Holy Trinity to
a dogmatic appendix and advocate a version of Sabellianism, because
the Early Church’s doctrine of the Holy Trinity was not an “immediate
utterance concerning the Christian self-consciousness.” The Swiss
Reformed theologian, Karl Barth, conversely, saw the Holy Trinity as
what makes the Christian God Christian and as informing all the /oci of
his system. But his emphasis on the unity of the Trinity at the expense of
the threeness also opened him up to charges of latent Sabellianism. Barth
substituted the term Seinsweise, i.e., way of being or mode of being, for
the classical term person in the Holy Trinity to combat tritheism and an
individualistic interpretation of person as personalities.* Echoing Adolf
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von Harnack’s thesis that the Early Church’s formulation of the Trinity
was the embodiment of Hellenization, Wilhelm Pauck dismissed Barth’s
attempt to rearticulate the Trinity.

As if it were really a matter of life and death, that as
members of the church of the Twentieth Century-we
should accept the dogma of the Trinity! Professional
theologians may think that it is absolutely necessary for
us to be concerned with theological thought-forms of
the past, but—God be thanked!—the common Christian
layman is no professional theologian, and he may be a
better Christian for that reason....What (the preacher)
needs to know is who God is and how man can be put
in right relation with him into the abundant, full, rich,
meaningful life.’

The modern Roman Catholic theologian, Karl Rahner, pursued Barth’s
thought and attempted to rearticulate the doctrine of the Holy Trinity
as well. He shared Barth’s concern about modern misunderstandings of
the term person in the Holy Trinity. He further believed that keeping the
ontological Trinity distinct from the economic Trinity only destroyed
interest in the Trinity at the expense of protecting the unity and mystery of
God. Believing the salvation history to be the proper starting point for the
doctrine of the Trinity, Rahner proposes the idea that the economic Trinity
is the ontological Trinity and the ontological Trinity is the economic
Trinity.® Jirgen Moltmann believes that both Barth and Rahner have
failed because their theology still results in Modalism and a God distinct
from the suffering world. His work abandons the distinction between
the ontological Trinity and economic Trinity as well. What is more, he
introduces a political critique to the doctrine of the Holy Trinity.’

Monotheism was and is the religion of patriarchy, just as
pantheism is probably the religion of earlier matriarchy. It
is only the doctrine of the Trinity, with the bold statements
we have quoted which makes a first approach towards
overcoming sexist language in the concept of God. It leads
to a fellowship of men and women without privilege and
subjection, for in fellowship with the first-born brother,
there is no longer male or female, but all are one in Christ,
and joints heirs according to the promise.®
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Contemporary feminist theologians have also tried to rearticulate
the doctrine of the Holy Trinity. They come to understand the Bible to be
misogynous and patriarchal. In response, they have also tried to feminize
God Himself through their books and gender inclusive worship.” Drawing
on the feminine sophia, (i.e., Greek for wisdom), a term attributed to
Christ (Proverbs 8; Matthew 11:18-19), the RE-imagining Conference
held in Minneapolis on November 4—7, 1993, for example, offered up
prayers addressed to Sophia. One of the prayers at the conference read as
follows:

Our maker Sophia, we are women in your image: With
the hot blood of our wombs we give form to new life.
With the courage of our conviction we pour out our life
blood for justice. Sophia, creator God, let your milk and
honey flow, shower us with your love. Our sweet Sophia,
we are women in your image: With nectar between our
thighs we invite a lover, we birth a child; with our warm
body fluids we remind the world of its pleasures and
sensations. Our guide, Sophia, we are women in your
image: With our moist mouths we kiss away a tear, we
smile encouragement, we prophesy a full humanity to all
peoples.'°

While the progressive Roman Catholics and mainline Protestants have
rightly diagnosed that the Trinity has become almost irrelevant for many
contemporary Christians, their solutions to this problem have generally
only compounded the problem by means of their departure from the Bible’s
conception of the Holy Trinity. If one were to think that Evangelicalism or
even Lutheranism has remained above the fray or somehow immune from
this trend, one would be mistaken. The doctrinal ambiguity and worship
practices of the Evangelicals have tended to promote a Jesus Religion,
where God the Father and God the Spirit are neglected at best or are deemed
different modes of the same God at worst. In point of fact, a movement
has arisen called Oneness Pentecostalism that asserts that the godhead
consists of one person, who manifests himself in three separate ways.!!
Classical Lutheran theology, the Creeds, and the historic liturgy have
helped to safeguard the Holy Trinity in Lutheranism, but recent academic
theology, preaching, catechesis, and contemporary spirituality, etc. have
been lacking. The prominent ELCA theologian, Robert W. Jensen, set
forth his understanding of the Holy Trinity with the subsequent words,
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“There is one event, God, of three identities.”'? In the LCMS, Dr. Waldo
Werning was charged with Modalism because of the Trinitarian theology
of his Health and Healing for the LCMS.

The goal of this study is to reassert both the necessity of
reaffirming the biblical doctrine of the Holy Trinity and its relevance for
our spiritual formation and faith-lives. Since those surveyed above have
failed to articulate the biblical doctrine of the Holy Trinity in their quest
for relevance, this essay will review the classical Lutheran presentation
of this doctrine. The hope is that this review will help Confessional
Lutherans better articulate and convey the biblical doctrine of the Holy
Trinity to their contemporaries. In fact, one of the great confessions of
western Christendom known as the Quicungue vult, or the Athanasian
Creed, clearly affirms the centrality of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity
for the Christian’s spiritual formation and faith-life.!* A thorough study of
the sacred Scriptures, the divine liturgy (ordinary, propers, and the church
year), and the Church Fathers will not only further demonstrate this to be
so0, but it will also show that the Holy Trinity, den hochsten Artikel unsers
Glaubens, lies at the very heart of a proper understanding of justification,
dem hochsten fiirnehmsten Artikel der ganzen christlichen Lehre.'* A
proper understanding of justification presupposes a proper understanding
of Christ. The Christ that is not confessed by means of the Holy Spirit
and who does not provide access to God the Father is not the Christ of the
Bible (1 Corinthians 12:3; John 14:6). Likewise, a Christocentric theology
that is not firmly grounded in the Holy Trinity is not the Christocentric
theology of the sacred Scriptures that testify of Christ (John 5:39). God the
Father, the Unbegotte