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CORRESPONDENCE

To the editors:

~& The Trinity 2000 issue of Logia (vol.
9, no. 3) contained letters from Dr. Jeffrey
Gibbs and Rev. Al Loeschman, both of
which were critical of Thomas Von
Hagel’s article from Logia 8, no. 3
(Trinity 1999), “A Eucharistic Interpre-
tation of the Synoptic Apocalypse.” I
found the article thought-provoking

and quite worthwhile, even if I did not
agree with it in every detail. Yet my rea-
son for responding here does not have

to do with the debate over the exegesis

of Matthew 24 and its synoptic equiva-
lents. In fact, I have had occasion to hear
Dr. Gibbs give his own exegesis of the
passage, which I found fascinating and
likely correct in its salient features,
though I remain unconvinced by much
of his criticism of Professor Von Hagel.

What I found particularly disturbing
was Pastor Loeschman’s complaint,
which dealt not so much with exegesis
as with theology. I must take strong issue
with his contention that in the sacrament
Christ “personally is apart from the
elements he serves.” Loeschman declares
that it was only the Reformed “percep-
tion” and not Lutheran doctrine itself
that held “that Jesus was offering the real
presence of himself personally in the
bread and wine.”

Oh? Pastor Loeschman would do well
to read his Lutheran Confessions more
carefully. Does he truly mean to suggest
that Jesus is not personally present in
the bread and wine? Evidently so, for
Loeschman makes the outlandish claim
that the phrase “Christ is present with
his body and blood” (FC SD wvri1, 122)
“does not mean that [Christ] is ‘in’ his
body and blood.” Let him read also in
the Formula of Concord that in the

¢

Sacrament there is “a firm bond of union
of Christians with Christ, their Head, and
with one another” (FC SD vi1, 44); or
again, that “Christ is and remains to all
eternity God and man in one undivided
person” (FC Ep viir, 18). The Formula
cites Luther in this regard:

That which is, indeed, an attribute
of only one nature is ascribed not
to that nature alone, as separate, but
to the entire person, which is at the
same time God and man (whether
it is called God or man). . ..

Scripture, on account of the per-
sonal union, ascribes also to divinity
everything that happens to the
humanity, and vice versa. . . .

For although the one part (to
speak thus), namely, the divinity,
does not suffer, yet the person,
which is God, suffers in the other
part, namely, in His humanity; for
in truth God’s Son has been
crucified for us, that is, the person
which is God (FC SD, v, 36,
41-42).

Amazingly, Loeschman does cite Article
vit of the Formula in support of his con-
tention that Christ is not personally in the
elements, yet he woefully misunderstands
the very passage he cites, namely, the
Formula’s rejection of the teaching “that
the elements or the visible species or
forms of the consecrated bread and wine
must be adored. However, no one, unless
he be an Arian heretic, can and will deny
that Christ Himself, true God and man,
who is truly and essentially present in the
Supper, should be adored in spirit and in
truth in the true use of the same, as also
in all other places” (FC SD vi1, 126). By
some mental gymnastics, Loeschman
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comes up with this remarkable con-
tention, which he claims he has found
here, that the sacrament must not be
adored; but since Christ must be adored,
therefore Christ is not personally in the
sacrament, only his body and blood are
there. A more careful reading will reveal
that it is not the visible but the invisible
which is herein to be adored; a still more
careful reading must have us wondering
whether the Arian heresy is indeed alive
and well among us.

As soon as I read Loeschman’s con-
tention that Christ is personally “apart”
from his body and blood, I thought I
also heard Luther roll over in his grave.
Luther’s treatise on The Blessed Sacrament
of the Body of Christ declares in no uncer-
tain terms that “On the one hand we par-
take of Christ and all saints; on the other
hand we permit all Christians to be par-
takers of us” (AE, 31: 67). I thought then
of the ire of Luther against the sacramen-
tarians, who tried to divorce Christ per-
sonally from his body, to which Luther
would categorically respond, “No Christ
like that for me!” Who knows what sort
of Christ Loeschman has in mind when
he speaks of a Christ who is not substan-
tively and locally present where his body
is substantively and locally present.
Where is this Christ? Only up in heaven,
evidently, where the extra Calvinisticum
also planted him, but not here among us
in the flesh! Indeed, I have never heard
of such a Christ! Calvin may have placed
his divinity beyond the reaches of his
body and blood, but Loeschman here
places his body and blood beyond the
reach of his divinity! Amazing.

Loeschman’s feeble attempt to enlist
the support of Herman Sasse must also
be addressed. As the quotation in ques-
tion itself clearly shows, Sasse is arguing



against Rudolf Otto’s denial of the real
presence of the body and blood of Christ
in the supper when he reject’s Otto’s
contention that “This is my body”
means “nothing more than “This is
myself”.” He is certainly not arguing that
“This is my body” means less than “This
is I myself.”

No wonder the sacrament is held in
such low regard among us!

Burnell Eckardt
Kewanee, Illinois

& In the Eastertide 2000 issue,
LoGIA 9, no. 2, David P. Scaer writes that
“Pietismus” is a German word in the
neuter gender, “das Pietismus, “ which
renders “Pietismus Redivivus” gram-
matically incorrect. As a native German
speaker I would like to correct this erro-
neous statement. “Pietismus” is in fact
a German word in the masculine gender,
“der Pietismus”; Ritschl continuously
uses this masculine noun correctly in his
“Geschichte des Pietismus.” The correct
grammatical form of the issue’s title is
therefore the original version,
“Pietismus Redivivus.”
Karl E. Béhmer
Pierre, South Dakota

~& A book review by the undersigned
published in Logr4 8, no. 4 (Reform-
ation 1999), apparently ruffled the sensi-
tivities of some with whom I am in
fellowship. Therefore it has become
necessary for me to make the following
points: (1) The book review does not
make, and does not need to be under-
stood as making, “accusations” against
any present-day seminary. (2) I under-
stood the context of LoGgIa’s pages to
be a legitimate form of professional
dialogue. The intent of the book review
was to promote a critical appropriation
of the doctrinal heritage Lutherans have
received and not to “criticize publicly”
anyone’s doctrine, matters of tone and
wording notwithstanding. (3) According
to Thesis 9g of the ELS Statement on
the Lord’s Supper, one may hold other
opinions about when the Real Presence
begins in the celebration of the Supper
than the one expressed in my review,

so long as the real presence of Christ’s
body and blood are confessed. I affirm
the right of others to their differing
opinions in the most meaningful way
that I know—by communing with
them.

Daniel Metzger
Mankato, Minnesota
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We encourage our readers to
respond to the material they find in
LoG1a— whether it be in the articles,
book reviews, or letters of other read-
ers. While we cannot print every-
thing that is sent, we hope that our
Colloquium Fratrum section will
allow for longer response/counter-
response exchanges, whereas our
Correspondence section is a place
for shorter “Letters to the Editors.”

If you wish to respond to some-
thing in an issue of LoGIA, please
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Since LogGia is a quarterly periodi-
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for the subsequent issue about the
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Abraham Calov on Eastern Orthodoxy

MATTHEW HARRISON

S CONFESSIONAL LUTHERANS SEEK to understand their pre-

sent ecumenical context, they inevitably encounter Fastern

Orthodoxy. Can the great seventeenth-century Lutheran
theologian Abraham Calov assist them as they seek to understand
the eastern churches? The purpose of this article is twofold: to pre-
sent the historical context of a critique of Eastern Orthodoxy by
one of Lutheran orthodoxy’s greatest theologians, and to examine
Calov’s critique in order to determine what in his critique is of con-
tinuing significance for confessional Lutherans.

Much of Calov’s critique is not transferable to our time. Yet two
abiding circumstances hold forth the possibility of at least some
continuing relevance of Calov’s work. First, Fastern Orthodoxy
recognizes the dogmatic supremacy of the seven ecumenical coun-
cils. Therefore its primary confessional authorities have remained
constant from Calov’s day to our own. Second, there remains in
confessional Lutheran circles an appreciation of the theology of the
seventeenth-century Lutheran fathers because of their essential
faithfulness to biblical and confessional Lutheran theology.

Of course, circumstances today are markedly different from
those of Calov’s time, commonly known for its intense polemics. It
would be much more difficult for Lutherans today to exploit
Roman and eastern mutual antagonisms or other inter-confession-
al antipathies. One need only read the pages of the papal encyclical
Ut Unum Sint on the history of and desire for continuing dialogue
between Rome and Constantinople. There one recognizes on the
Roman side! sentiments vastly different from the days of Calov.
There is now a very deep and charitable longing for the healing of
the divide of 1054 within both communions.2 The attempts at dia-
logue began in earnest in the wake of Vatican 11 and its decree Unitas
Redintegratio? At the end of Vatican 11 on December 7, 1965, the
mutual excommunications of 1054 were “erased from memory” in
both Rome and Constantinople simultaneously.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT
OF CALOV’S ASSESSMENT

In what is surely the most significant dogmatics text of the second
phase® of post-Reformation Lutheran orthodoxy, the Systema
Locorum Theologicorum,® Abraham Calov (1612-1686) took up the
topic of the Greek faith and church (Graecorum Fide et Ecclesia) in
his locus “On the Church”(De Ecclesia).” It was necessary to give

MarTHEW HARRISON, a contributing editor for LogIa, is pastor of Zion
Lutheran Church, Fort Wayne, Indiana.

the Greek church special attention for several reasons, stated
Calov. First, there were many churches in the East that adhered to
the faith of the Greek church, including in large measure also
Russian churches. Second, what was confirmed under the Roman
Antichrist in the schism and separation from the Latin church
(1054 A.D.) ought not to be passed over. Third, recent theologians
of the stripe of George Calixt (1586-1656)—and other “innova-
tors” (novatores)—were “peddling” consensus with the Greeks.
These three ecclesiological concerns necessitated the treatment,
but it was the third, Calixtene “innovators” and their innovative
ecclesiology, that drove Calov into this topic.

The Calixtene “innovators” to whom Calov referred were his
opponents in the so-called syncretistic controversy, a grave crisis
in ecclesiological understanding within Lutheranism. This long
and intense affair began in earnest in 1645 when King Ladislaus
1v of Poland called for a conference of theologians at Thorn (the
Colloquium caritativum) to discuss intra-Protestant and Roman
Catholic relationships.8 At the time, Calov was the pastor of Holy
Trinity Church and rector of the gymnasium at Danzig. Calov’s
maneuvering prevented the participation of Georg Calixt of
Helmstedt as a delegate on the Lutheran side.® Calixt proceeded
to act as counsel for the Reformed in the discussions, only further
aggravating the orthodox Lutheran party. The syncretistic con-
troversy ensued.

The situation in German lands was ripe for contention. The
Reformed claimed to be adherents of the Augsburg Confession for
the sake of the religious legitimacy granted by the Peace of
Westphalia. The Elector of Brandenburg-Prussia and other
princes were Reformed, and the Dukes of Braunschweig were
moderating Lutherans.!® Thus the “innovators” were a religious
and political threat to the Elector of Saxony and the strict
Lutherans of Saxony, Prussia, and elsewhere. Intrigue and antag-
onisms were intense, resulting in many polemical books.!* The
debate lulled briefly in 1656 with the death of George Calixt, but
soon resumed, only to fizzle with Calov’s death (1686)12 and the
rise of new theological circumstances. Though Calov and his
compatriots won several significant battles, the advent of pietism
soon guaranteed the diminishing influence of the orthodox party
on all fronts, including the ecumenical front. Spener, after all,
asserted that the differences between the orthodox and syncretis-
tic parties were not of an essential nature.!3

The syncretists, essentially Melanchthonian humanists, assert-
ed a conditional (quatenus) subscription to the Confessions,'4 and
desired a greater unity within Christendom, along with greater



freedom in investigating issues of theology.!s Calov was deeply
troubled by ecumenical erosions among Lutherans and by the
lack of confessional unity. To combat this disturbing trend, he
prepared a confession of faith and worked to have it adopted by

Calov asserted that the Lutheran Church
is the church of the pure doctrine of

the gospel, and therefore is the

true catholic church.

Lutheran churches as an addendum to the Book of Concord. The
attempt at consensus succeeded only in Saxon lands. We mention
this Consensus Repetitus Fidei Vere Lutheranae in this context
because in it we note what is surely the reason Calov felt com-
pelled to treat Eastern Orthodoxy in his Systema Locorum
Theologicorum. Under point 1 of “On the Church” (De Ecclesia),
the Consensus stated:

We confess and teach that the true church is principally a
society of faith and the Holy Spirit in hearts. Which [church]
nevertheless has external marks so that it can be recognized,
namely, the pure doctrine of the gospel and administration
of the sacraments. Wherefore, the church is properly the pil-
lar of truth; it retains the pure gospel, as Paul said, the foun-
dation, that is, the true knowledge of Christ and faith. But
since the adversaries, the Papists and Calvinists, overthrow
this foundation, it appears that they, as such, are not the true
church, nor are they to be regarded as members of the true
church. We reject those who teach: “Not only the Lutherans
and Greeks belong to the Christian church,!6 but also the
Papists and Calvinists;!” and that is to be regarded as the
dogma of the church regarding which the Greeks, Lutherans,
Papists, and Calvinists agree. If, however, one of these teach-
es something on its own, it is, if not clearly false, certainly
suspect of error.” Thus D[octor] George Calixt teaches.!8

Calov quoted Calixt at length to demonstrate Calixt’s ecumeni-
cal views regarding the nature of the church. For Calixt, the church
consisted of “four great parts”: Greeks, Papists, Lutherans, and
Calvinists. All four, asserted Calixt, approve of and confess the
Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds, as well as the Constantinopolitan,
Ephesian, and Chalcedonian Creeds. Therefore “We are able and
ought confidently, and without fear of error, to accept these sym-
bols.”1® The Greeks alone, however, teach that the Spirit proceeds
from the Father and not the Son. Only the Papists confess the pri-
macy and infallibility of the pope, communion under one kind,
private masses without communicants, purgatory, and other sim-
ilar things. The Calvinists stand alone in denying the presence and
true eating and drinking of the body and blood of Christ in the
Lord’s Supper. Some Lutherans stand alone and depart from the
other three parts of Christianity, and their own brothers in the
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faith, in the belief and doctrine of the ubiquity of the human
nature of Christ.20 “Therefore, in whatever dogma one part stands
alone, and against the other three together, that, if not plainly false,
is at least suspect of novelty and error.”2! In the wake of the Thirty
Years’ War, Calixt increasingly asserted the sufficiency of the ecu-
menical creeds (particularly the Apostles’ Creed) for unity and un-
historically dismissed later doctrinal disagreement as finally
unessential.22 Calov, of course, contested this “consensual” view of
Christianity on the grounds that the ancient creeds were not
understood similarly by the “four great parts” in his day, nor did
the Apostles’ Creed contain all necessary articles of faith.23 Calov
responded with barbs from Luther in the Smalcald Articles24 and
from the Preface to the Formula of Concord. Calov asserted that
the Lutheran Church is the church of the pure doctrine of the
gospel, and therefore is the true catholic church.?>

This was the Lutheran context of Calov’s consideration of
Eastern Orthodoxy in his Systermna Locorum Theologicorum. Three
decades previous to Calov’s Systema, Johann Gerhard had seen no
need of such an extensive treatment of, or even a specific chapter
on, “The Faith and Church of the Greeks” in his great Loci
Theologici (1610-1623).26 By the time of George Calixt and
Abraham Calov, the religious climate was altogether different.2

CALOV’S ASSESSMENT

In what follows, we shall proceed according to Calov’s own out-
line, dealing with his four basic questions, offering contextual and
critical comments where appropriate.

Calov’s First Question:
Are the Greek and Roman Churches in Agreement?

First, it is important to understand the status of Roman-
Orthodox relationships at the time Calov wrote. The mutual
excommunications of 1054 were followed by a series of tragic
events. The crusaders sacked Constantinople in 1204 during the
fourth crusade. The Second Council of Lyons (1274) and the
Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439) could not heal the
breach. Four hundred years of “hostile silence” followed.?8 In the
wake of Renaissance and Reformation challenges, and also amidst
growing nationalism, the Roman Catholic Church became
strongly centralized, “vigorously emphasizing uniformity and
obedience to the authority of the papacy as essential for authentic
ecclesial life.”2° Rome had long ceased to view the Eastern Church
as a “sister church,” but saw her rather as a schismatic church that
must “return” to Roman obedience.3? Rome developed and vig-
orously followed a missionary policy with the goal of infiltrating
eastern churches, allowing them to retain eastern traditions and
liturgical rites, but bringing them into communion with Rome.
These churches became known as “Uniate” or “Eastern Rite
Catholic ” churches.?! This policy of “uniatism” rarely succeeded
in bringing whole churches into communion with Rome. Instead,
it split existing national churches and created intense hostilities on
all sides. Both churches finally began to re-baptize midst a flurry
of sustained polemics.?2 Simply put, there was already plenty of
polemical fodder in his day for Calov to use in his attempt to
prove eastern-Roman disagreement.

This was the state of Orthodox-Roman Catholic relations at the
time of Calov’s critique. Even up to our own time this “uniatism”



CALOV ON EASTERN ORTHODOXY

(along with understandings of papal primacy) has remained the
major issue in the dialogue between Rome and Constantinople.
The fall of communism has now brought uniatism to the fore
with great intensity. This is because capitulatory Orthodox lead-
ers, in many cases, had encouraged communist regimes to dis-
solve Eastern Rite Catholic churches into Orthodox churches after
World War 11.33

In light of the syncretists’ desire to assert similarity between the
great confessions of the faith, Calov was compelled to treat several
questions. First, to what extent is the Greek Church in agreement
or disagreement with the Roman Catholic Church?3* Calov noted
that Hugo Grotius had asserted the Greek and Roman Churches
could easily be reconciled.?s Grotius argued that they had the same
view regarding sacraments and had agreeable dogmas, such that
even after the schism, the Archbishop of Thessalonica wrote to
Pope Hadrian that both had the same faith.36 These assertions are
“easily refuted,” stated Calov. The two churches are in disagree-
ment regarding “rituals.” First, the Greeks insist on threefold
immersion at baptism and reprove the Latins for their single
immersion.3” Second, the Greeks administer chrismation (which
was the counterpart of the medieval Western rite of confirmation)
immediately after baptism. Third, the Greeks assert the necessity of
leavened bread for the Eucharist. Fourth, the Greeks mix water
with the cup before and after the consecration. Fifth, the Greeks
give the Eucharist under one kind to infants.

The two churches are also in disagreement regarding dogmas.
Calov outlined many doctrines in which the Greek churches
agreed with Lutheran criticisms of Rome. The Greeks

assert with us that there is one norm in controversies of faith
and religion, and only the Holy Spirit is infallible, who speaks
in Holy Scripture.3® ... They acknowledge that the Holy
Eucharist is to be distributed to the laity under both species
... . They regard the Lord’s Supper not as a expiatory sacrifice
for the sins of the living and the dead, but as a sacrament . . . .
They reject the solitary private mass of the Roman Church,
done for gain . . . . They by no means suspend the efficacy of
the sacraments on the basis of the intention or worthiness of
the ministers . . . . They not only do not believe in, but also
reject [the idea of] the fire of purgatory, where the souls of the
faithful are, after this life, cleansed from the filth of venial sins
.... They do not institute prayers for the freeing of souls.
They do not approve of indulgences to pay for sins.. . . . They
deny that marriage is simply to be forbidden to priests and
ministers of the church . . .. They do not prostitute carvings
for religious worship . . . . They allow the sacred ecclesiastical
[dealings] to be administered in the vernacular. They say that
it is necessary for prayers that he who prays understands the
prayers, and thus that they take place in a known language
.... They regard the repeated prayers of the rosary as mere
beating of words (battologia) . . . . They deny the use of expia-
tory water (aquam lustralem) for the purging of sin, or to drive
away the devil . . . . They reject the merits of good works.>

Though in some respects Calov’s critique is only of historical
significance, he certainly proved his opponents wrong when they
claimed Rome and the Orthodox could easily be reconciled. The

two churches would only begin their dialogue three hundred years
after Calov’s era. In the 1969 “An Agreed Statement on the Church,”
the U.S. Orthodox-Catholic Theological Consultation had to state
that, regarding hierarchy in the church, “Our two traditions are
not easily harmonized.”#® Given the centuries intervening, this is
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quite a damning indictment of Grotius’s “easy reconciliation

Calov certainly proved his opponents
wrong when they claimed Rome and
the Orthodox could easily be reconciled.

Recent Papal encyclicals on Eastern Orthodoxy and the Roman
Catholic-Orthodox dialogues might lead one to conclude that a
diversity of rites will not be the most serious challenge to reunion.
Calov specifically mentioned five rites that separated the two
churches. The first issue was baptism, whether it should be
applied by trifold or single immersion. In 1987 this did not merit
mention by the Joint International Commission under
“differences concerning baptism.” The commission mitigated
other baptismal differences, for example, immersion versus asper-
sion and baptism by a deacon, by reference to the Council of
Constantinople (879-880). That Council “determined that each
see would retain the ancient usages of its tradition: the Church of
Rome preserving its own usages, the Church of Constantinople its
own, and the thrones of the East doing the same.”4! The second
issue was chrismation (confirmation in the Roman church). In
1987 the Commission issued a joint statement that left free the age
at which chrismation is administered, but it does require that the
historic order—baptism, chrismation, Eucharist—be maintained
in all circumstances.*2 The third issue was the bread in the
Eucharist, whether it should be leavened or unleavened.
According to recent dialogue literature, this is regarded as a
church-dividing issue only by a very few.#> The fourth issue was
the use of water in the cup, before or after the consecration. This
issue is not mentioned in the dialogue documents.** The fifth
issue was infant communion. Notable here is that Calov mentions
this under rites and not dogmas. Again, modern dialogue docu-
ments indicate that the matter of infant communion is not a seri-
ously divisive issue between the two communions.4>

Had Calov overplayed this disagreement in rites? I think not.
True, after the period of Kurillos (Cyril) Loukaris (1572-1638),
there was much greater Roman influence in the East, but Calov
had access to plenty of Catholic-Orthodox polemical material.46
Nor would one have to look long to find modern polemical mate-
rial on these ritual matters in conservative Roman or Eastern cir-
cles. However, the tenor of the modern dialogue and the present
commitment of the papacy and the ecumenical patriarch to
reunion render these issues less than significant impediments to
church fellowship. Thus the ritual disagreement seems largely of
only historical significance.

What Calov described as “the principle dissensus” remains so
to this day, and recent dialogue documents evidence this fact. The



modern dialogues note that “[t]he particular form of primacy
among the churches exercised by the bishops of Rome has been
and remains the chief point of dispute between the Orthodox and
Roman Catholic Churches, and their chief obstacle to full ecccle-
sial communion with each other.”#” While the Orthodox are
presently willing to accept a “primacy of honor” for the bishop of
Rome, “they cannot accept an understanding of the role of the
primate which excludes the collegiality and interdependence of
the whole body of bishops, and in consequence continue to reject
the formulation of papal primacy found in Vatican I’s constitution
Pastor Aeternus.”*8

Jeremias’s response to the Lutherans,
despite its many positive aspects, is
full of synergism and repeated
confusion of law and gospel.

The remaining “points of doctrine” regarding which Calov
asserted disagreement between the East and Rome are of mixed
significance. Private mass and communion under one kind are
not mentioned in the dialogue documents that I have viewed,
presumably because Rome now grants both kinds and because
the private mass is not so prevalent as it was in the seventeenth
century. Calov said that the Greeks “assert with us that there is
one norm in controversies of faith and religion; and only the
Holy Spirit is infallible, who speaks in Holy Scripture.”® Here
Calov seems to me to be glossing over the issue. Is the “one
norm” the Holy Spirit or Holy Scripture? The Orthodox would
agree with the former, but not limit the authoritative working of
the Spirit to the latter. So also Rome. The problem of Scripture
and tradition remains a chief sticking point in Lutheran-
Orthodox dialogue to this day.5° On the Lord’s Supper as an expi-
atory sacrifice for the living and the dead, the 1969 “An Agreed
Statement on the Holy Eucharist,” from the U.S. Catholic-
Orthodox Consultation, notes that “The Eucharistic sacrifice
involves the active presence of Christ, the High Priest, acting
through the Christian community, drawing it into his saving
worship. Through celebration of the Eucharist the redemptive
blessings are bestowed on the living and the dead for whom
intercession is made.”5! Finally, what of Calov’s assertion that the
Greeks reject the merit of good works? Calov apparently contra-
dicted himself under his “Fourteen Points” in this matter.52 Calov
wrote there, “To faith as the unique aspect (proprium) of right-
eousness, the Greeks add also the merit of works, especially alms-
giving.” In fact, the Tiibingen exchange with Patriarch Jeremias
of Constantinople is most painful on precisely this point. The
development of theology in the East, absent western juridical lan-
guage and thought, never came to plumb the depth of meaning
in St. Paul. Jeremias’s response to the Lutherans, despite its many
positive aspects, is full of synergism and repeated confusion of
law and gospel.>?

LOGIA

While we may quibble with Calov’s assessment of the
Orthodox-Roman disagreement, he certainly was correct in his
final analysis that the two communions were in essential disagree-
ment on fundamental issues, especially the chief issue mentioned
by Calov, the nature of authority in the church. Calov’s attempt to
emphasize the sacramental difference between the two commu-
nions is both less successful and less important for us today.
Furthermore, Grotius is at least partially vindicated in that the
modern Eastern-Roman dialogue began with issues where agree-
ment was most possible, namely, the dogma of the Eucharist, pro-
ducing a document that proclaimed “remarkable and fundamen-
tal agreement” on numerous points.5*

Calov’s Second Question:
Are the Greek and Reformed Churches in Agreement?

The second question Calov treated was whether or not the
Greeks at that time were in some sense in agreement with the
Calvinist faith.5> Calov noted several Reformed theologians who
had asserted as much, including Johannes Crocius (1590-1657),5¢
Johann Hornbeck, and the Anglican Bishop of Durham, Thomas
Morton (1564-1659).

These Reformed theologians had good reason to make such
assertions. The Reformed had, for a time, a sympathetic friend in
the Patriarch of Constantinople himself, as Calov admitted. Kurillos
(Cyril) Loukaris (1572-1638) was Patriarch of Constantinople from
1620 to 1638. According to his own account, Cyril became a con-
vert to Protestantism after a period of three years of study, most
likely around 1611. He was familiar with the works of Arminius
and expressed his sympathy with the latter’s doctrines of the Holy
Spirit, Baptism, and the Eucharist. The final stage of his life was
begun when the Calvinist Antoine Leger of Piedmont came to
reside in Constantinople, sent by the clergy of Geneva in 1628.
Cyril published his “Confession of the Christian Faith” in 1629,
which has been described as Calvinism cloaked in the language of
Eastern Orthodoxy.>”

Calov asserted that a great dissent between the Reformed and
the East may be easily proved if:

(1) The Eastern Church never accepted the absolute decree of
predestination of the Calvinists; (2) It was not tainted with
[Calvinism’s views] of the presence of the body and blood of
Christ in the Supper; (3) Nor did it dream of the specter of
Zwinglian representations and figures.58

Calov proved these points only after alleging dubious machina-
tions of the Calvinists among the curia in Constantinople. He
noted the comments of one Arsenius Hieromonachius, a Greek
who questioned the legitimacy of Cyril’s election to the
Patriarchate. “But, above all,” asserted Calov, “here it is to be
observed that the Confession of Cyril Lucarius was condemned
and reproved by a Greek synod.”5 That indeed was true! Synods
at Constantinople (1638) and Jassy (1642) condemned both Cyril’s
confession and the patriarch himself.5> The synod of Jerusalem
(1672) condemned the confession and sought to contest Cyril’s
authorship, but did not personally condemn Cyril.6! Calov closed
the section by stating, “All these things abundantly demonstrate
that the boasting of consensus of the East with the Reformed is
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vain.”62 The tide had moved decidedly against the Reformed in
their relations with the East, but their influence had been enor-
mous in the case of Cyril. This fact Calov clearly downplayed in
light of his polemical goals.

The question of Reformed dogmatic influence on Eastern
Orthodoxy today is probably moot, at least with respect to the
issues involved in the Cyril affair. Today one would look for
Reformed influences on Orthodoxy as a result of nearly a century
of participation in the ecumenical movement. But that question
lies beyond the scope of this article.

Calov’s Third Question:
Are the Greeks and Lutherans in Agreement?

The third question Calov attempted to answer was “whether or
not the Greeks are coming to agreement with our faith.” The “syn-
cretists” Marco Antonio de Dominis (1560-1624),5> George
Cassander (1513-1566), Calixt, and their followers claimed that such
agreement had already been achieved.s* To provide his own answer
to this question, Calov had to strike a careful balance. The Lutheran
Confessions had referred positively to the “Greek Church” and the
“East” in numerous passages.5> Such references were not wholesale
endorsements of the Eastern churches, but rather a polemical use
against Rome of specific dogmas and rites that the reformers and
the Eastern churches—both ancient and modern—held in com-
mon. But the ecumenical situation had changed in one hundred
years. In light of Calixt’s ecumenical plans, Calov now found it nec-
essary to make a clear and detailed delineation of the differences
between Lutheranism and Eastern Orthodoxy.

Calov was convinced that there is nothing that so advances
the glory of God and is more useful to the church than “mutu-
al confession in the foundation of the faith, and those things to
be believed.”¢¢ Yet Calov was also convinced that this confes-
sion must be “integral” and “pure.” Calov asserted that “the
doctrine of faith is one integral whole” (fides una est copulati-
va).s” Calov impressed upon his readers his strong desire for
peace in the church.¢® He said that it was this very desire which
drove “our people” over a century ago to “receive Demetrius of
Constantinople with joy.”

Deacon Demetrios Mysos was sent by the Patriarch of
Constantinople, Joasaph 11 (1555-1565), to meet the leaders of
Lutheranism and study their teaching. He spent six months as
Melanchthon’s guest in Wittenberg in 1558. Calov notes that the
Augustana was translated into Greek and sent to the Greek
Church, but it apparently was never received in Constantinople.®®
Calov mentioned also the work of Hans von Ungnad (Johann
Ungnad von Weissenwolf, 1493-1564), army general and councilor
to Ferdinand 1, who according to Calov gave a translation of the
Augustana to the “Prince of the Georgians” and propagated the
“true gospel” among the Saracenes, through Iberia and Albania to
the Caspian Sea.” Finally, Calov made reference to the Tiibingen
theologians “moved by this most sweet cause,” namely, to work
against negative reports of them among those in Constantinople
and to spread the “odor of Christ”7! in the East. In this inter-
change, noted Calov, the Compendium Theologiae of Jacob
Heerbrand, translated by Martin Crusius into Greek, was sent via
Stephen Gerlach (1546-1612) to Constantinople.”> When Ungnad
was sent for the second time to Constantinople as ambassador of

Kaiser Maximilian 11 in 1573, he took along in his retinue the twen-
ty-six-year-old Tiibingen-trained theologian Stephen Gerlach.
The Tibingen theologians knew through Chytraeus of the
Greeks’ opposition to the papacy on several points, and they sent
letters and theological literature (most significantly, the
Augustana translated into Greek) with Gerlach to Patriarch
Jeremias.”® An interchange ensued. This entire exchange is avail-
able to English readers in Augsburg and Constantinople, by George
Mastrantonis, along with a brief but helpful introduction.”* Calov
made extensive use of the documents of this interchange in his
evaluation of Eastern Orthodoxy.

He affirmed that many of the errors
among the Greeks do not overturn
the foundation of the faith.

In the Systerna Locorum Theologicorum Calov proceeded to
state that all the pious can note with joy that

in the Greek Church the Prophetic and Apostolic writings
are regarded as precious, and that they alone are accepted for
the norm and rule; that two sacraments, Baptism and the
Lord’s Supper, as regarding their substance, are dispensed
integrally, and not mutilated; that the Apostles Creed and its
articles are preserved; that they recognize six ecumenical
councils; and that the chief articles of the faith are for the
most part set forth with sufficient skill; that they also urge
diligence in good works.

The Wiirttemberg theologians, noted Calov, thus joyfully testified
that there was an indubitable consensus on many points. ““We cer-
tainly rejoice,” they said (Response 1, p. 7), ‘when we read that the
Greeks hold to the universal grace of God, the universal redemp-
tion of Christ, which dogma is the basis and foundation of saving
faith.”” And so Calov could write, “Thus we are not unaware that
Christ has claimed many for his own in the East through the word
and sacrament,” and not only infants via baptism, but also adults
who adhere to the word in simplicity. And he affirmed that many
of the errors among the Greeks do not overturn the foundation of
the faith. Thus Calov asserted that just as “we are confident not a
few Christians are gathered under the papacy” from what of the
Christian and catholic church is found there, “so also among the
Greeks we may hope so much the more, as the Greeks accede all
the more to the heavenly truth.””> Calov referred to Basil the
Great?¢ and Chrysostom?7 to show that this light of truth (the doc-
trine of sola fide) is found also among the Greek fathers.

After noting several other such examples, Calov said:

Many traces of orthodoxy may be adduced from the confes-
sions of the Greeks, and these are perhaps the chief [exam-
ples]. What therefore remains but that the Greek churches be
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admitted into our communion? Here, nevertheless, it must
be confessed that many things are lacking, for confession
must be whole and pure through all parts of the faith. Faith
is one complete whole [una copulativa]. When one part of
the faith is overturned, one fundamental dogma, one article
of the system of those things to be believed, it is a material
heresy; if it is obstinately held, it is a formal heresy. Every
heresy is worthy of the anathema, nor are any such heresies
to be tolerated in the church without just punishment. No
heresy is consistent with faith. Where there is heresy, there
communion in the faith, there spiritual unity, there ecclesi-
astical concord do not obtain.”®

Yet, said Calov, the church invisible is hidden where there is the
visible assembly (coetus) if only the marks of the church are present.
For the Antichrist himself is seated in the temple of God.”® It is thus
certain that in the Greek Church God has gathered to himself a
great number of people.80 By way of critique at this point, we mere-
ly note that Calov was well aware of the extant literature regarding
Eastern Orthodoxy, and seems to treat it with due care. Earlier in his
locus on the church,8 Calov explained his use of “invisibility”
(invisibilitas) as an “attribute of the church.” The church possesses,
according to Calov, these four attributes: (1) unity, (2) holiness in
doctrine and life, (3) invisibility, (4) perdurability. We note that
these are attributes of the church and not its marks! Furthermore,
Calov carefully defined this “invisibility” and so anchored the loca-
tion of the church in the marks. The church is “invisible: because it
is possible to state that the church is often hidden (inconspicua) just
as the moon in the period of the new moon, yes indeed, just as the
moon is completely invisible during total eclipse.”

Calov’s Fourth Question:
What are the Chief Errors of the Modern Greek Church?

Calov finished his treatment of the Greek Church by asking,
“What then are the chief errors of the modern (around 1650)
Greeks?”82 In the following Fourteen Points, he set forth the
alleged errors with little comment, often referring to the Ttibingen-
Constantinople exchange. The original documents of this
exchange are titled Acta et Scripta Theologorum Wirtembergensium,
et Patriarchae Con-stantinopolitani D, Hieremieae.8? These docu-
ments are referred to by Calov by the Patriarch’s name, Jeremias.
Calov’s page references and other citations are retained in the fol-
lowing translation8 of Calov’s Fourteen Points, with the publish-
er’s numbering error retained.

They [the errors of the Greek Orthodox] are generally these:

1. The denial of the procession of the Holy Spirit from
the Son.

1. The real differentiation of divine operations and proper-
ties from the substance of God. See Petavius® 1. 1. Theol.
dogm. 1. 1. ch. 12.

1. The seven Ecumenical Councils and the Greek Fathers
Naziansus, Basil the Great, and Chrysostum wrote by
impulse of the Holy Spirit, according to Patriarch
Jeremias. Response to Tuebingen, p. 56. And John rules
that the church gathered in synod cannot err, which
Cyril Berroh and Parthenius opine and decide with the
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denunciation of the anathema.

1v. To faith as the unique aspect (proprium) of righteousness
they add also the merit of works, especially almsgiving,
by witness of Jeremias, p. 90.

v1.[sic] They strongly defend seven sacraments, Response 11 of
Jeremias, p. 239. Nevertheless those five, beyond Baptism
and the Sacred Supper, they refer to the institution only
of the church.

vil. They vehemently extol the monastic life as perfect and
angelic, Response 1, p. 136, 238.... They even place
monastic consecration among the sacraments, and
equate it with baptism. See Allat[ius]8¢ P.C. 3, 16, and
para. 9 to the end of the chapter. . ..

viir. They give the election of ministers solely to the bishops,
to the exclusion of the magistrate and the consensus of
the people, in Jeremias, p. 105 ff.

1x. They strongly urge auricular confession, or the specific
enumeration of sins. See Jeremias, Response, p. 87, 130.

X. Theyapprove transubstantiation. See Jeremias, Response,
p- 86, 100, 102, 240. And they ascribe the power for the
change of substance more to the prayers and the descent
of the Holy Spirit than to the words and syllables of the
consecration. Allat[ius]. Concord. 3,27 {£.87

x1. They strongly defend the freedom of the will in spiritual
matters. Whence they assert that no one is “by nature”
evil, all have a will, and they contend that John the
Baptist, the patriarchs, prophets, and apostles, along
with the Mother of God [Theotokos] were immune
from mortal sin. See Response of Patriarch Jeremias,
p- 224, likewise pp. 96, 113, 367, etc. Aurel. Peruf. Ad A.C.
P- 553, 621, 717, 971, 1123 etc.

x11. They commit idolatry, and this in many places. Jeremias,
Patriarch, writes, Response 1, p. 128: “It is impious and
alien to the Church of Christ and those who are his, not
incidentally to adore the holy images, the veneration of
which transcends to the prototype, which adoration of
images the bishop is held to profess, when he is inaugu-
rated, as witness,” Euchol[ogion],88 p. 28, 309, and Goar
ibid. Here bread worship and wine worship are commit-
ted not only after the consecration, but when the gifts are
first sent to the altar for consecration. For when the peo-
ple see the pontiff, priests and deacons, approaching the
altar with a great procession, some bow, others fall to
their knees, and as if Christ were present, with the cry of
the converted thief they compel [the priests]: “Lord,
Remember me when you come into your kingdom.” And
they respond to them: “It is remembered”; which Goar
notes in the Euchologion, p. 131, n. 110, and Allatius de
Miss. Prae Sanct. Para. 7 ff. Arcudius 3, a., chs. 19-25, did
not doubt that this proved idolatry. They also point out
cross-worship and they are favorable regarding the
efficacy of the cross, and they deny that those are heretics
who affirm that the wood of the cross of Christ has been
preserved up to our own time. See Jeremias, Response, p.
254. Allat[ius], Epist. De lign. S. Cruc., p. 224. Euchologion
and Christoph. Angl. etc. Similar are also superstitions in
saint worship and angel worship, when saints and angels
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are attended with religious worship. See Iren[aeus], p. 109
f., 127 f. And they believe that by invocations directed to
them, demons are driven away, death is put to flight,
temptations are removed, etc., p. 243. Ir[enaeus], p. 58, 95,
11. Add also leipsolatreia [?] with the same, Jeremias, p.
243. And they are particularly given to worship of Mary,
concerning which Simon Wageneroceius in Picta
Mariana Graecor. ex 20. divinor. officior. Tomis. They even
offer to Mary a consecrated particle of the body of Christ.
See Goar, Euchologion p. 119, n. 41. Arcudius 3, 8, in
Euchologion p. 855 . . .. There is also found on p. 871 a
confession of sins to Mary, etc.

xi1. There is no strict censure of second and third marriages,
regarding which Goar [states] in Euchologion, p. 401,
“The Greek Church has nowhere condemned as sin
... For Michael Glycas, cited by Allatius P.C. 3.18.8
calls the third marriage [illegible Greek orthography],
and he approves. Conc. 1.7.,chs. 28, 29, the statement of
Gregory regarding the fourth marriage, that namely
they are living as swine, etc.

x1v. They add also soul sleep, or according to Vossius, the
sleep of souls . . . The proponents of which Bellarminus,
lib. 1, de Beatit. c. 1. does not hesitate to list among the
heretics. Gretserus repeats this opinion of M[ark] of
Ephesus:8 “We do not state that the saints have obtained
the kingdom prepared for them, nor that sinners are
already destroyed in Gehenna; but that both remain in
expectation of the lot which awaits them. And this has to
do with the future time, after the resurrection to judge-
ment.” See Allatius, Epist. Ad Boin, from para. 26 to 41.

x1v. [sic] We add also the rash definition of the future advent
of the Lord after 7000 years. Allatius himself censures
this, de. Libb. Eccles. P. 141, and he teaches that this time,
according to the calculation of the Greeks, has now
elapsed. Compare his Dissert. De hebd. Graecor. Para. 29.

xv. The mutability of hell, which they define not as bodily
misery, but only as the privation of God and the
affliction and consumption of souls through the vexa-
tion of the conscience, not only by Christ in his descent
to hell.

A BRIEF CRITIQUE OF THE FOURTEEN POINTS

We must keep in mind that this article deals only with a subtopic of
the locus on the church in Calov’s Systerna Locorum Theologicorum.
Nevertheless, we would have expected Calov to demonstrate more
rigor than he does in setting forth disagreement between Lutherans
and Orthodox on the nature of authority in the church, specifically
the relationship of Scripture and tradition. Calov’s statement, “in
the Greek Church the Prophetic and Apostolic writings are regard-
ed as precious, and that they alone are accepted for the norm and
rule,”?0 is inadequate, if not outright misleading. The nature of the
authority of doctrinal statements beyond Scripture, particularly
those of the seven ecumenical councils, and the fact that Lutherans
accept at least some of those doctrinal statements as authoritative—
for example, the Nicene Creed—surely merited at least a few brief
comments! Nor does a quick perusal of the locus on Scripture?!
reveal a reference to the Eastern Church. Calov touches upon this
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issue, but only indirectly, under the “Fourteen Points” above. The
fourteen points are evidently the “material heresies,” which pre-
clude communion with the Eastern Church. Calov’s assessment of
“errors” held by the Eastern Church is in fact so brief under the
fourteen points that it is of limited significance for us today.

At the outset of this essay, however, we did say that one of our
goals was to note what of Calov’s critique of the Eastern Church
was of continuing relevance for confessional Lutherans. It is
important to note, in this regard, that though Calov treats these
matters briefly, he by no means deals with sectarian and unimpor-
tant issues, nor issues simply limited to the alleged narrow confines
of the seventeenth century. This is evidenced by the results of the
modern—albeit liberal —Lutheran-Orthodox dialogue. Risto
Saarinen has provided an extensive evaluation of Lutheran-
Orthodox dialogue from 1959-1994.92 He lists four significant areas
under “Achievements and Remaining Tasks”: (1) Scripture and tra-
dition, (2) Soteriology, (3) Sacraments, (4) Ecclesiology (including
Ordained Ministry). When we compare this to Calov, each of his
fourteen points raises issues of the authority of Scripture and tra-
dition.?? Calov’s points 111 (faith as the unique aspect [ proprium] of
righteousness) and x1 (freedom of the will) highlight exactly the
soteriological issues that remain problematic in modern Lutheran-
Orthodox dialogue, namely, imputation versus theosis.?* Calov’s
points vI (seven sacraments), viI (monastic consecration), vIII
(authority of bishops), 1x (auricular confession), and x (transub-
stantiation) all focus on sacramentology. Calov’s points vi, vii,
and x are noted by Saarinen as specific challenges in the modern
dialogues.?> Issues of ecclesiology in the Fourteen Points are
addressed under points 1 (authority of synods), viir (authority of
bishops), and xi11 (b) (nature of the office-bearer as somehow the
iconic bearer of Christ),% all issues which continue to challenge
dialogue teams. The Fourteen Points, while limited, do clearly set
forth those issues that remain modern obstacles to Lutheran-
Orthodox unity today.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing has given us a context in which to understand the
relationship of seventeenth-century Lutheran orthodoxy with the
Eastern Church. The early Lutherans looked east for confirmation
of their position on numerous points, over against Rome. The ecu-
menical goals of the Helmstedt school under George Calixt forced
Calov and others to alter and intensify the Lutheran critique of the
Eastern Church. The Cyril Loukarius period of Reformed influence
on the Eastern Church also required Calov’s critical attention with
respect to the Reformed churches. Finally, the Tiibingen-
Constantinople interchange of the previous century provided Calov
with significant insight into the life of the Eastern Church.

Calov’s evaluation is marked by a deep Lutheran commitment
to the marks of the church, whole and undefiled, with a tradi-
tionally Lutheran and biblical generosity in seeing the church also
outside of Lutheranism, and particularly in eastern Christianity.
Calov’s enumeration of “Greek” errors is both intelligible and cer-
tainly justified at several points, including justification, transub-
stantiation, authority of councils, free will, number of sacraments,
and the Filioque. Calov’s critique was further justified in light of
the hard rejection of protestantism in toto by the Eastern Church,
which was taking place even as Calov wrote the Systema Locorum
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Theologicorum. This rejection culminated in the seventeenth cen-
tury in the Confession of Dositheus (1672), the definitive response
of Eastern Orthodoxy to the reformation churches in the wake of
its own internal struggles, particularly with Calvinism.

Calov’s brief treatment of Eastern Orthodoxy is to a great
extent only of historical significance for us today, due in large
part to its brevity. Calov does, however, provide us with a glimpse
into the ecumenical and ecclesiastical concerns of seventeenth-

LOGIA

century orthodox Lutheranism. Given the fact that Calov high-
lighted issues that have continued to challenge Lutheran-
Orthodox discussion down to our own day, we think it only fair
to claim that Calov, on this issue, was no mere narrow contro-
versialist; he was a biblical and confessional Lutheran. As we
encounter the East today, we do well to note what one of our
sainted fathers in the faith wrote as he faced Eastern Orthodoxy
over three centuries ago. SN

NOTES

1. The Orthodox side is vastly more complicated, various national churches
taking a range of opinions regarding dialogue with Rome. The Ecumenical Patriarch
is very favorably disposed toward dialogue but does not have the authority in his
communion that is enjoyed by the Roman Pontiff, nor does the eastern communion
have any ecumenical directives that are authoritative in the sense of Vatican pro-
nouncements.

2. See E. Stormon, ed., Ecumenical Documents 111, Toward the Healing of Schism,
the Sees of Rome and Constantinople: Public Statement and Correspondence between
the Holy See and the Ecumenical Patriarchate 1958-1984, trans. E. Stormon (New
York: Paulist Press, 1987).

3. Walter Abbott, ed., The Documents of Vatican 11 (Piscataway, NJ: New
Century Publishers, 1966), 341-366.

4. “For centuries we lived this life of ‘sister churches,” and together held
Ecumenical Councils which guarded the deposit of faith against all corruption. And
now, after a long period of division and mutual misunderstanding, the Lord is
enabling us to discover ourselves as ‘sister churches’ once more, in spite of the obsta-
cles, which were once raised between us. If today, on the threshold of the third mil-
lennium, we are seeking the reestablishment of full communion, it is for the accom-
plishment of this reality that we must work and it is to this reality that we must refer.”
The Encyclicals of John Paul 11 (Huntington: Our Sunday Visitor Publishing Division,
1996), 949. On the revocation of the excommunications and for a very helpful but
also very concise history of the problem of Roman and Eastern Orthodox relations,
see Father Ronald Roberson, CSP, “The Catholic-Orthodox Dialogue Today,”
Origins 28, no. 30 (January 14, 1999), 526 ff.

5. The period of Lutheran orthodoxy lasted from the Formula of Concord
roughly to David Hollaz (ca. 1710) as its last great proponent before the inundation
of Pietism and Rationalism. “More than by any other feature of its thought,
Orthodoxy’s ‘second wave’ distinguished itself overtly from preceding generations
through its methodology. Theologians such as Calov concerned themselves with
building a theological ‘system,” a notion previously non-existent. The task required
methodological innovation, and was advanced by the adoption of the so-called ‘ana-
lytic method,” a new procedure for organizing theological subject matter.” Ken
Appold, Abraham Calov’s Doctrine of Vocatio in Its Systematic Context (Tuebingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1998), 14. On the specifics of Calov’s use of the analytic method, see
Appold, 42 ff.

6. Abraham Calov, Systema Locorum Theologicorum (Wittenberg, 1655-1677).

7. Calov, Systema, v, chapter 5, 199 ff.

8. Many of the documents and counter-documents of Thorn are available in
Calov’s Historia Syncretistica, Das ist: Christliches wolgegruendetes Bedencken ueber
den Lieben Kirchen=Frieden und Christliche Einigkeit In der heilsamen Lehre der
Himmlischen Wahrheit. In Dreyen Buechern verfasset Von D. Abraham Calovio . . .
MDCLXXII.

9. Calov complained about Calixt’s inclination “ad tepiditatem
Philippicam.” Hermann Schuessler, Georg Calixt, Theologie und Kirchenpolitik:
Eine Studie Zur Oekumenizitaet Des Lutherthums (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner
Verlag GMBH, 1961), 124.

10. Wallmann notes that the two greatest influences on Calixt were Anglican
theologians and Melanchthonian humanism. At Helmstedt Johannes Caselius,
according to Wallmann the last great humanist of the sixteenth century, had taught
since 1589. Cornelius Martini also taught at Helmstedt, brought about a revival of
philosophical metaphysics, and pushed this discipline into questions hitherto
reserved for theology. All the elements of Calixt’s theology were present at
Helmstedt in the final decade of the sixteenth century. See Johannes Wallmann,
Der Theologie begriff bei Johann Gerhard und Georg Calixt (Tuebingen: J. C. B.
Mohr, 1961), 86.

1. See the helpful though slanted (pro-Union) account, “Syncretism,
Syncretistic Controversies” by Tschackert in The New Schaff-Herzog Religious
Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, ed. S. M. MaCauley Jackson (New York: Funk
and Wagnells, 1911), 11: 218-223.

12. See Otto Ritschl, Dogmensgeschichte des Protestantismus, v Band, Orthodoxie
und Synkretismus in der altprotestantischen Theologie (Goettingen: Vondenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1927), 425.

13. Wallmann, 89.

14. Ritschl, 435.

15. See Wallmann, 113-114. Wallman suggests four points that differentiated
the theology of Calixt and Lutheran Orthodoxy regarding the nature of theology
and faith: (1) Calixt advocated a separation of theology and faith, each as two
different spheres of Lutheran theology. (2) Calixt was first to make a sharp
differentiation between theology and the proclamation of the preaching office.
(3) Calixt viewed theology as a natural pursuit, not a God-given habitus obtained
by oratio, meditatio et tentatio. (4) Calixt asserted that theology was not necessary
for believers, but only for church leaders. Thus a wedge was driven between
scholarly theological study and faith. In this Calixt was the forerunner of Semler
and Schleiermacher. Wallman, 95.

16. This admission regarding the Greeks is certainly notable and significant in
light of the critique in Calov’s Systema Locorum Theologicorum.

17. Calov evidently refers here to Papists and Calvinists as such. For, as we shall
note later, in the spirit of the Preface to the Book of Concord, he readily granted the
presence of Christians also in the Roman communion.

18. The original reads: “Profitemur & docemus, Ecclesiam veram principaliter
esse societatem fidei & Spiritus S. in cordibus. Quae tamen habet externas notas, ut
agnosci possit, videlicet puram Evangelii Doctrinam, & administrationem
Sacramentorum, consentaneam Evangelio Christi. Quare Ecclesia propie est colum-
na veritatis, retinetque purum Evangelium, &, ut Paulus inquit, fundamentum, hoc
est, veram Christi cognitionem, & fidem. Cumque Adversarii, Pontificii &
Calviniani, fundamentum istud evertant, apparet, eos, qua tales, veram Ecclesiam
non esse, nect proveris Ecclesiae membris esse habendos. Rejicimus eos, qui docent:
Ad Ecclesiam Christianam pertinere non tantum Lutheranos & Graecos, sed
Pontificios etiam, & Calvinianos; idg; pro dogmate Ecclesiae vero esse habendum, in
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Helmstadiensis, eiusdemgq; complices. In gratiam Eorum, qui distantiam D. Calixti,
Rintelensium, & aliorum Novatorum a fide Lutherana in Synopsi intueri discupiunt,
Ob praesentem Ecclesiae necessitatem, seorsim editus. Anno [1666]. Wittebergae, Typis
Johannis Borckardi.

19. Consensus, 76.

20. Ibid.

21. Calixt in Consensus, 76.

22. See Wallmann, 87-88. Hermann Sasse criticizes this alleged consensus
quinquesaecularis (a term never approved by Calixt) as so much romanticism,
ever advocated by Anglicans. “This idea goes back to the Christian humanists
whose program for a reform of the church as well as for the restoration of the
unity lost in the Reformation was the return ad fontes, to the church of the New
Testament and the early Fathers as the sources of pure Christianity. It had been
cultivated in the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries by the Latitudinarians
in England, the Arminians in Holland and the Syncretists of the school of
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Helmstedt in Germany.” As Sasse points out, the church was seriously divided
through much of the creedal forming era (third through fifth centuries); “The
Future Reunited Church” and “The Ancient Undivided Church” in The
Springfielder 28, no. 2 (Summer 1963): 8 ff.

23. At the conclusion to the prolegomena in volume 1 of the Systema, Calov
launched into a 300-plus-page “Consideration of the New Theology of the
Helmstedt . . . Syncretists.” After a brief “adumbration” of the views of this “new
theology,” Calov takes up the question “Concerning the Apostles’ Creed, as to
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negative under 14 points, among which is point 7, “It does not set forth justification.”
Systema, 1, 902 ff.

24. S.A. 111, x11, “Nequaquam lagimur ipsis (Papistis) quod sint Ecclesia, quia
revera non sunt Ecclesia.” Consensus, 79.

25. Profitemur & docemus, quod, sicut Catholicus olim habebatur, qui uni
Ecclesiae particulari, quae in universo illo corpore erat, adhaerebat, (quomodo
Heironymus, & Augustinus Catholicum dicunt eum, qui cum Romana Ecclesia,
tunc temporis pura, communicabat) ita vere catholici sint, & ad Ecclesiam
Catholicam pertineant, qui de pura Evangelii doctrina consentiunt, & habent eun-
dem Christum, eundem Spiritum sanctum, eadem Sacramenta, quales absq; dubio
sunt, qui libris Symolicis Ecclesiae, Lutheranae adstipulantur; licet per universum
terrarum orbem inveniantur dispersi. Consensus, 78.

26. Gerhard does, to be sure, make frequent reference to the “Graeca ecclesia” in
matters of ecclesiology and church rites inter alia. See lo. Gerhardi Theologici Jenensis
Locorum Theologicorum, xx Tomis Comprehensorum . .. Tubingae, Sumtibus Io.
Georgii Cottae. MDCCLXXXVII, vols. X1, 277, 222, 296; X1, 191, 339, X (transsubstan-
tiationis), 256 et passim. It was the editor Cotta who added a lengthy footnote in
Gerhard’s Loci, regarding the “Greek Church.” x, 256 ff.

27. Calixt had expressed his views of the significance of Christianity of the first
five centuries in 1628 in his Apparatus theologicus. Johann Gerhard had acknowl-
edged the church of the first five centuries as the true church, while clearly noting,
however, that a mixing of human traditions and opinions with apostolic dogma
had begun in this period. Ritschl notes that Calixt ignored this course of doctrinal
development in the ancient church and “uncritically idealized” the ancient church.
Otto Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, IV Orthodoxie und
Synkretismus in der altprotestantischen Theologie (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1927), 399-400.

28. Roberson, “The Catholic-Orthodox Dialogue Today,” Origins, CNS
Documentary Service 28, no. 30 (January 14, 1999): 526.

29. Ibid., 527.

30. Ibid. See also John Borelli and John H. Erickson, eds., The Quest for Unity:
Orthodox and Catholics in Dialogue. Documents of the Joint International Commission
and Official Dialogues in the United States 1965-1995 (St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press
and United States Catholic Conference, 1996), 14.

31. The first Uniate church was that of Brest in 1595-96. See The Quest for
Unity, 15.

32. See The Quest for Unity, 15.

33. See Roberson, 528. See also part 4 of The Quest for Unity, 159 ff., “New
Challenges to Orthodox-Catholic Dialogue: Recent Changes in Eastern Europe and
the Present Search for Full Communion.”

34. Calov, Systema, viir: 209 ff.

35. “Latinos cum Graecis facile posse conciliari,” Systema, viir: 209.

36. Calov, Systerma, viir: 210.

37. Calov references the Tuebingen-Constantinople exchange: Quoad trinam
immersion in Baptismo, quam prorsu necessariam faciunt Graci, reprobata una
Latinorum immersion, uti Resp. 1. Ad Tubing. Jeremiae Patriarchae Constantinop.
P. 63 & Resp. p. 11, p. 238 videre est, ubi haec leguntur: Nos trinis immersionibus bap-
tizamus, Latini vero una tantum, quod non recte fit: oportet enim tres personas in
una Dietate praedicari. Systerna, viir: 210.

38. Calov would apparently contradict himself on this issue in the Fourteen
points, noted later in this article.

39. Calov, Systemna, viir: 211-212.

40. See The Quest for Unity, 8s.

41. Bari Document, 1987, in The Quest for Unity, 104. cf. Mansi xv11, 489 B.

42. The Quest for Unity, 101 ff.

43. See The Quest for Unity, 11.

44. See no.1 above and Constantinople, 879-880.

45. See The Quest for Unity, 70.

46. See Curt Georgi, Die Confessio Dosithei (Muenchen: Velag Earnst Reinhardt,
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1940), 18 ff. Georgi notes three areas that provided increased Roman influence in the
East: (1) The Jesuits and the congregatio pro propaganda fide, (2) Union-friendly
Greeks, (3) Anti-union Greeks anxious to consolidate Orthodox dogma against
Reformed influences under Cyril played into the hands of pro-Roman forces.

47. “An Agreed Statement on Conciliarity and Primacy in the Church” in The
Quest for Unity, 154.

48. See Quest for Unity, 155.

49. Calov, Systema, vir: 211. Calov appears to contradict himself on this point in
the Fourteen Points noted later in this article. See point 111 of the Fourteen Points in
the body of the essay.

50. Risto Saarinen, who chronicles modern union Lutheran dialogue with
Eastern churches, lists the problem of Scripture and tradition as topic one under
“Achievements and Remaining Tasks.” He notes there the problematic statement
produced by the Joint Working Group between the Vatican and the WCC in
which the Orthodox state, “the Orthodox tradition refers to the fullness of truth,
the totality of the revelation of God. The revealed divine truths constitute an indi-
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and non-essential doctrines.” Faith and Holiness: Lutheran-Orthodox Dialogue
1959-1994 (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997), 235.
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sacrament as sacrifice for the living and the dead. See Georgi, Die Confessio Dosithei:
Geschichte, Inhalt und Bedeutung (Muenchen: Verlag Earnst Reinhardt, 1940), 77. See
also The Orthodox Confession of the Eastern Church (1643), in The Creeds of
Christendom, ed. Philipp Schaff (New York: Harper & Bros.), 2: 385¢. See also George
Mastrantonis, A New-Style Catechism on the Eastern Orthodox Faith for Adults (St.
Louis: Logos Mission), 128-129.

52. See point 1v of the Fourteen Points in the body of this article.

53. George Mastrantonis, Augsburg and Constantinople: The Correspondence
between the Tuebingen Theologians and Patriarch Jeremiah 11 of Constantinople on the
Augsburg Confession, trans. George Mastrantonis (Brookline, MA.: Holy Cross
Orthodox Press, 1982), 60, 92 et passim.

54. An Agreed Statement on the Holy Eucharist, U.S. Theological Consultation,
1969, in The Quest For Unity, 17, 45 ff.

55. Calov, Systema, viir: 218 ff.

56. Crocius served the Elector of Brandenburg for two years and was appointed
by him as a professor of theology at Marburg. He had much to do with the Hessian
church defecting to the Reformed faith. Calov quotes his chief anti-Roman Catholic
work, Anti Becanus (Cassel, 1643).

57. Phillip Meyer, “Cyril Lucar,” in The New Shaff-Herzog, 3: 335.

58. Calov, Systema, viir: 219.

59. Ibid., 221.
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61. See Georgi, 28. The Jerusalem synod asserted: “We believe a man to be not
simply justified through faith alone, but through faith which worketh through love,
that is to say, through faith and works. But [the notion] that faith fulfilling the func-
tion of a hand layeth hold on the righteousness which is in Christ, and applieth it to
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would be possible in all, and so none could miss salvation, which is obviously false.”
See The Confession of Dositheus, Decree xi11, in Creeds of the Churches, ed. John Leith
(Louisville: John Knox Press, 1982), 496.

62. Calov, Systema, vIIr: 222.

63. Dominis was a liberal Roman Catholic Jesuit who joined the Anglican
Church for a time (1617), but returned to Rome in 1622. Ritschl notes Dominis’s
influence on Calixt, Dogmengeschichte 4: 398 ff. Cassander was likewise a mediating
Roman Catholic. Ritschl suggests that it was through reading Dominis that Calixt
learned of the work of Cassander. Dogmengeschichte 4: 399.

64. Calov, Systema, 222.
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ancient Eastern fathers.

66. Calov, Systema, VIIL: 222.

67. “Confessio enim entegra esse debet, ac per omnia fidei capita sincera: Fides
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una est copulativa,” in Calov, Systema, viir: 226.

68. “Maledicti ergo contentiosi, maledicti omnes, qui pacem impediunt,” in
Calov, Systema, viir: 222-223.

69. See George Mastrantonis, Augsburg and Constantinople, 9.

70. Ungnad “sponsored translation of the Bible, AC, and some of M. Luther’s
writings into Slovene, Serbo-Croatian, and Turkish and paid for their distribution.”
See “Ungnad von Weissenwolf, Johann,” in Lutheran Cyclopedia (St. Louis:
Concordia Publishing House, 1975), 782; Calov, Systemna, viir: 223.

71. Calov, Systema, viir: 223.

72. Ibid. It is noteworthy that Calov makes no mention, while recounting these
contacts of Lutheranism with the Eastern Orthodox, of David Chytraeus
(1530-1600), who traveled behind Turkish lines and surveyed the churches in the
east. Upon his return to Rostock in October of 1569, Chytraeus delivered lectures on
the state of the church in the East. See Oratio Davidis Chytraei, habita in Academia
Rostochiensi, cum post reditum ex Austria ad Chronici lectionem reverteretur. In qua de
statu Ecclesiarum hoc tempore in Graecia, asia, Austria Ungaria, Boemia etc narra-
tiones verae et cognitu non iniucundae exponuntur (Rostock, 1569). Another edition
was published in 1582 in Wittenberg. See Ernst Benz, Die Ostkirche Im Lichte Der
Protestantischen Geschichtsschreibung von der Reformation bis zur Gegenwart
(Freiburg/Muenich: Verlag Karl Alber, 1952), 211f., 399.

73. Benz (Die Ostkirche, 24ff.) provides numerous excerpts from Gerlach’s
Tage-buch, which recounts his experiences in Constantinople and elsewhere.
Gerlach became thoroughly disillusioned about any possibility of rapprochement
with the Greeks, as the following citation demonstrates: “In Summa sie sind fast in
allen Stuechen Papistisch/ aussgenommen vom Aussgang dess Heiligen Geistes/
vom gesaeurten Brodt/ vom Fegfeuer/ und dass der Papst nich Christi Statthalter
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Heiligen/ die Fuerbitte fuer die Todten und andere ihre Irrthumme steiff und feste
behalten wollen/ weil diese von GOTT erleuchtet gewesen/ und nicht haben irren
koennen” (27).

74. George Mastrantonis, Augsburg and Constantinople. One will note the con-
fusion in Mastrantonis’s otherwise very helpful translation, of Wittenberg for
Wouertemberg, the latter being the home of Andraea and Tuebingen University (see
vi). For an extensive treatment of the history and theology of the interchange, see
Dorothea Wendebourg’s Reformation und Orthodoxie: Der oekumenische
Breifwechsel zwischen der Leitung der Wuerttembergischen Kirche und Patriarch
Jeremias 11 von Konstantionopel in den Jahren 1573-1581 (Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1986). Note especially the correspondence quoted by Wendebourg regarding the
“shock” in Wiirtemberg at the response of Jeremias to their initial contact. They
met the same sobering disappointment that Gerlach faced as they discovered “the
fundamental differences between the Greeks at the Lutherans” (84). Crusius wrote
to Osiander (4/24/1576): “Vaeh, quantum in iis, quae Graeci . . . habent, errorum
est! Nescivi tot antehoc” (84). In this day when in the LCMS catholic, creedal and
liturgical continuity is being abandoned by many, and romantic siren sounds
emanate from the East, this book needs to be translated and published by
Concordia Publishing House.

75. Calov, Systema, viir: 224, 225.

76. Calov quotes Basil: “sola autem fide in Christum iustificatum,” in Concion.
De humilit. A more detailed citation is not given by Calov.

77. Calov quotes Chrysostom: “Sola fide per se salvum fecit latronem,” in De
fide ¢ lege. More detailed citation is not given by Calov. Calov also notes such state-
ments by Chrysostom in his Romans Homilies, v1r, vi11, 1x.

78. Calov, Systema, viir: 226-227.

79. Calov writes “Ideo ubi Anti-Christus ibi etiam Ecclesia,” in Systema,
VIIL: 227.

8o. Ibid.

81. Calov, Systema, vIir: 262-263.

82. Calov, Systema, VIr: 231.
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83. The complete title reads Acta et Scripta Theologorum Wirtembergensium, et
Patriarchae Constantinopolitani D, Hieremieae: quae utrig; ab Anno M.D. LXXXI, de
Augustana Confessione inter se miserunt: Craece & Latine ab ijsdem Theologis edita.
Wirtebergae In Officina H. Johannis Cratonis, Anno M.D.L XXXIIII.

84. Because Mastrantonis provides references to the original in his translation
of the Tuebingen exchange, it is very easy to make use of the English in checking
CalovV’s references to “Jeremias.”

85. Dionysius Petavius (1583-1652) was a French Jesuit of vast learning. He wrote
in the areas of classical philology, chronology and history, polemics, and the history
of dogma.

86. Leo Allatius, or Leone Alacci (1586-1669), was one of the most distinguished
pupils of the Greek College founding in Rome in 1577 by Gregory xi11, specifically to
provide scholars to advance the Roman Catholic cause among Greeks.

87. Note a modern Orthodox catechism: “These words of Christ [the verba]
do not mean ‘my body’ is present in the Bread, and ‘my blood’ is present in the
Wine. In reality the Elements of Bread and Wine become in substance the very
body and very blood of Christ. These words of Christ signify the actual ‘change’ of
the elements rather than the co-existence of visible and invisible parts.” In George
Mastrantonis, A New Style Catechism on the Eastern Orthodox Faith for Adults (St.
Louis: Logos Mission, 1969), 124. Modern eastern churches continue to teach tran-
substantiation, such that it has proved a point of contention in ecumenical dia-
logue with liberal Lutherans. “The EKD-Russian dialogue also affirms the real
presence of Christ but has difficulties to express it with a common terminology
since the Russians insist that Orthodox theology teaches the transubstantiation of
the eucharistic elements. The same is true concerning the Finnish-Russian dia-
logue.” Saarinen, 252.

88. “Euchologion: A name which in Greek signifies any collection of prayers, but
is most usually applied to the Great Euchologian or prayer-book of the Eastern
Church, which contains the rites for all the principal ecclesiastical functions . . . . It
has been preserved in a number of manuscripts. The first printed edition was that of
1526.” New Shaff-Herzog, 4: 199.

89. Mark of Ephesus (Eugenicus; ca. 1391-1445). Monk, metropolitan of
Ephesus. Most of his works oppose doctrines of the Latin Church and 1439 resolu-
tions of the Council of Florence.

90. Calov, Systema, viir: 224.

o1. Ibid,, 1, 11

92. Saarinen.

93. A statement by Saarinen points out the limited success of the dialogues in
this area: “The modern Lutheran-Orthodox dialogues have become aware of the
complex interplay between Scripture and Tradition. They have distinguished
between various shades of meaning of ‘tradition.” As a result of this awareness
Lutherans have been able to ascribe some authority to the ecumenical councils,
whereas Orthodox on their part have admitted that all ecclesial authority is given by
one foundational source of revelation, Jesus Christ” (237).

94. Several red flags arise, as Saarinen describes the intra-Lutheran debate on
Mannermaa’s claim that Luther’s view of the presence of Christ “in the faith of the
Christian means a real participation in divine life and is thus parallel to the Orthdox
view of theosis” (240). Saarinen makes the claim that the Lutheran “paradigm of
faith” (with emphasis upon justification by faith alone) has been “enriched” by the
Orthodox “paradigm of holiness.” He writes: “‘Holiness” in this expression stands
for the sanative process of Christians, their way leading to theosis or glorification.”
He also notes that Lutheran “openness” to the paradigm of holiness has also
occurred in the dialogues with Rome and Methodism (243).

95. Transubstantiation proved a point of difficulty in the EKD-Russian dia-
logue, as the Russian Church teaches transubstantiation of the elements. The
Bulgarian Church, however, in a dialogue document explicitly rejects transubstanti-
ation, Saarinen., 252. The concept of sacrifice with respect to the sacrament of the
altar, the Lutheran extra usum, the canonical nature of Lutheran baptism, among
other things, all remain problematic, Saarinen, 255 ff.

96. A position Calov appears to explicitly reject in the Fourteen Points, namely,
point x11.



Justification and Deification
in the Dialogue between the Tiibingen Theologians

and Patriarch Jeremias I1

RICHARD STUCKWISCH

IALOGUES BETWEEN LUTHERANS and the Eastern Orthodox
@ Church are nothing new; they began as early as the six-
teenth century. It was already then, in the twilight of the
Reformation, that the Church of the Augsburg Confession began
reaching out the hand of tentative fellowship to the Church of the
Ecumenical Councils. After all, the papacy was not the only show in
town; Christendom had not been a monolithic body since long
before the Ninety-Five Theses. And if Wittenberg could not be rec-
onciled to Rome or united with Geneva, there yet remained
Constantinople. The Lutherans and the Orthodox were both con-
sidered schismatic by Rome, and if nothing else, “condemnation
from the same source gave the evangelicals and the Eastern
Orthodox a certain feeling of kinship.”! Significantly, the leading
participants in the sixteenth-century dialogue included Jakob
Andreae, the Chancellor of the University of Ttibingen in the duchy
of Wiirttemberg, and Patriarch Jeremias 11 of Constantinople.2
The dialogue between Tiibingen and Constantinople was espe-
cially significant for a number of reasons. To begin with, it was the
first attempt at dialogue between the Lutheran West and the
Orthodox East. Second, the theological discussion was both forth-
right and detailed, while at the same time transcending “the
polemical and vituperative exchange of ideas which characterizes
most Protestant and Roman Catholic writings of this period.”?
Furthermore, in addition to Andreae himself—a major contribu-
tor to the Formula of Concord— the dialogue also included the
participation of several other prominent Lutherans.* “With the
assistance of a broad circle of theologians, the Lutheran responses
which follow [the first reply of Jeremias] transcend the level of pri-
vate correspondence over doctrinal issues and approach the status
of a confession of faith of the Church of Wiirttemberg.”

[The dialogue] reminds English-speaking Lutherans that the
sixteenth-century church of the Augsburg Confession was
self-consciously “catholic,” that is, that it was indeed scrip-
tural, but also sacramental, historical, conciliar, and patristic.
It is also significant that Jacob Andreae was a moving force
behind this correspondence at the same time as he was
working vigorously to achieve consensus within the
Lutheran church, culminating in the adoption of the
Formula of Concord (1577).6
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Finally, the dialogue is significant because a certain “symbolical”
status has been given to the replies of the Patriarch. His answers to
the Lutherans “are considered the last Byzantine patristic presen-
tation of the Eastern Orthodox Church to be succeeded by the
scholastic method.””

HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND CIRCUMSTANCES
OF THE DIALOGUE

Early Lutheran Interest in the Greek Orthodox Church

The Lutheran reformers were certainly aware of the Orthodox
churches, and they had some knowledge of Orthodox teachings
on the basis of the eastern church fathers, but they were largely
ignorant of the prevailing situation in the Greek Church of their
day “because of the conquest of Greece and surrounding coun-
tries by the Ottoman Empire from 1453 with the fall of the
Byzantine Empire.”8 Nevertheless, on the basis of what they did
know, “a common opposition to what they regarded as papal pre-
tensions led the Protestant Reformers to make use of eastern
Christianity for propaganda and polemics.”® One striking exam-
ple of such tactics is provided by Luther’s debate with Eck at
Leipzig in 1519.

After Luther pointed out that the Greek Church had never
recognized any papal supremacy, Eck responded that the
Greek Church was not only schismatic but, by rejecting the
Roman primacy, had made itself heretical; the Greeks had
“severed themselves from the Church and from the Christian
faith itself” Such a radical claim was simply too much for
Luther, who shot back in typical fashion “that the thousands
of martyrs and saints from the Greek Church even to the
present day obviously refute that calumny.” 10

A year later, Luther “declared that ‘Muscovites, White Russians,
Greeks, Bohemians, and many other great lands in the world
. . . believe as we do, baptize as we do, preach as we do, live as
we do.”11

Melanchthon likewise was interested in the Greek Church.
Nevertheless, that which “had been only a polemical intuition in
Luther became a more substantial ecumenical overture in his col-
league, Philip Melanchthon.”2 The humanist Melanchthon was
uniquely suited for such ventures on account of his love for and
knowledge of the Greek patristic tradition. In many of his writings,
including the Augsburg Confession and especially its Apology, as
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well as in his Loci Communes, Melanchthon was a master of cita-
tions from the church fathers: Irenaeus, Cyprian, Athanasius, Basil,
Gregory Nazienzen, John Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome,
Augustine, Cyril, Epiphanius, as well as others.

Melanchthon’s reverence for the Fathers, his knowledge of the
councils and church history, his cry ad fontes! are manifesta-
tions of a universal Leitmotif in all his writings: his conviction
that the Church of the Reformation is not an innovation, a
distortion, or a sect—but, on the contrary, it is a return to and
a direct continuation of the life and beliefs of the ancient,
undivided Church. The nod of the Eastern Church to this
affirmation would have been a sensational victory.13

The opportunity came for Melanchthon to approach the east-
ern church when he received into his home in the summer of 1559
a Serbian deacon from the Patriarchate of Constantinople. This
deacon, Demetrios Myros, remained for about six months with
Melanchthon in Wittenberg, where he learned firsthand informa-
tion about the Reformation and the Lutheran Church. He, in
turn, was able to acquaint Melanchthon with the piety and ethos
of the Orthodox Church.

The Genesis of the Augustana Graeca

It was during the stay of Demetrios as the house-guest of
Melanchthon that the Greek version of the Augsburg Confession,
the Augustana Graeca, was produced. It was published that same
year (1559) in Basel, under the name of Paul Dolscius; in the pref-
ace, likewise, Dolscius writes of his motivation for making the
translation. Nevertheless, the true author was almost certainly
Melanchthon himself, who by that point might well have wanted
to avoid any publicity of further “ecumenical” efforts. He had
already raised suspicions by his irenic relations and compromises
with both Roman Catholics and Calvinists. In any case, the
Augustana Graeca is rightly called a “version” and not a “transla-
tion” of the Augsburg Confession, since it is a radical paraphrasing
and in some places a thorough reworking of the official

The Augustana Graeca is rightly
called a “version” and not a “transla-
tion” of the Augsburg Confession.

Confession. Only Melanchthon himself, the original author of the
Augsburg Confession, who had written numerous editions over
the years, would have dared to produce such a loose rendering of
the document in Greek. Dolscius, therefore, betrays the
camouflage when he writes in his preface about “the strict accura-
cy of his translation”(!), a lie that any first-year student of Greek
would readily have detected. Martin Crusius, the leading human-
ist at Tbingen, certainly knew the truth, and at one point he indi-
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cates that, while the Augustana Graeca was edited under the name
of Dolscius, it was actually composed by Philip Melanchthon.14

Apparently, the explicit purpose of Melanchthon’s rendition of
the Augustana in Greek was to establish a theological contact with
the Patriarch of Constantinople, Josaph 11. Melanchthon sent the
Augustana Graeca and a cover letter for the Patriarch with
Demetrius when the Serbian deacon left Wittenberg. These were
“dispatched to the patriarch of Constantinople with the hope
expressed by Melanchthon . . . that [the Augustana Graeca] would
be found to be in conformity with ‘the Holy Scriptures, both
prophetic and apostolic, and the dogmatic canons of the holy
councils and the doctrine of your fathers.” 15

The efforts of Melanchthon proved fruitless, since the
Patriarch either never received the documents or simply decid-
ed not to respond, which in itself was typical of Byzantine
diplomacy.

The Beginning of the Dialogue between Tiibingen
and Constantinople

Fifteen years after Melanchthon’s failed attempt to approach
the Patriarch of Constantinople, the course of history permitted a
successful second attempt, this time by the theologians of the
University of Tiibingen. The opportunity for this second attempt
was not the visit of a deacon from Constantinople, but the pres-
ence of a Lutheran ambassador of the Holy Roman Emperor,
Maximillian 11, in Constantinople.

Ambassador David Ungnad, who served as ambassador from
1572-1578, was “a pious Lutheran who had studied law at the
University of Tiibingen.” Thus, when he decided to send for a
Lutheran chaplain for the embassy in Constantinople, he turned
to his alma mater. “The Tiibingen faculty perceived the possible
ecumenical importance of the imperial embassy and its chaplain,”
and so they sent Stephen Gerlach, “one of their most promising
recent graduates.”16

When Gerlach was commissioned as court preacher and
dispatched to the imperial embassy in Constantinople on
April 8, 1573, he was given three documents: a letter of rec-
ommendation from Andreae and a letter of friendly greet-
ings from [Martin] Crusius [professor of classical languages
at Tiibingen], plus the content of a sermon on the Good
Shepherd which had been preached by Andreae on the pre-
vious Sunday.!?

Gerlach arrived in Constantinople in August 1573, and for the
next five years he played a pivotal role in the correspondence
between the Lutherans of Tiibingen and the Patriarchate of
Constantinople. “Accompanied by an Italian physician,
Dr. Manlius, Gerlach greeted the patriarch and spoke to him
through the interpreter Joannes Zygomalas. He presented the let-
ters and the sermon on the Good Shepherd, and wished him well
and kissed his hand.”1® Though Gerlach’s first impressions of the
Greek Church were not altogether positive, the Lutherans contin-
ued to demonstrate a reverential awe for the office and person of
the patriarch throughout the correspondence.

Gerlach indicated to his mentors at the University of Tiibingen
that the time was ripe for approaching the Greek Church. The
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interpreter, Joannes Zygomalas, along with his son, Theodosios,
the Patriarch’s secretary and head of the patriarchal school, “were
eager for closer churchly, and especially political, ties with the
Protestants.”1?

Jeremias implies that the overall
content of the Lutherans’ faith
is defective.

Despite these advances, the Lutherans still heard nothing from
Jeremias, who was in the midst of a nine-month pastoral visita-
tion, and who was occupied with various internal concerns. Thus,
in a third attempt at establishing contact, the Tiibingen theolo-
gians decided to send Melanchthon’s Augustana Graeca.

It remains a mystery . . . why this particular version was sent
to the patriarch . . .. The 1559 Augustana Graeca has many
rewordings and elaborations in order to make the
Reformation more understandable to heirs of the Eastern
Christian tradition. Why did they elect to send this variatis-
sima versio, especially at this particularly crucial moment of
Lutheran doctrinal history? A phenomenal Greek scholar
like Crusius could have rendered a new and literal transla-
tion easily and quickly.2

Whatever the reason, the document was sent in September 1574,
with the stated purpose that the Patriarch be given a chance to see
what the Lutheran religion is and to refute the accusations made
by it adversaries among the easterners.

In the meantime, Jeremias had finally replied to the two
Andreae sermons in a personal letter that arrived in January 1575.
He apologized for his tardiness, and he indicated that he basical-
ly agreed with the theology contained in the sermons. “However,
he is more concerned about what is not said than what is said,
and he implies that the overall content of the Lutherans’ faith is
defective.” Those who would follow the Good Shepherd must
adhere to the holy tradition of the church: the written and
unwritten teaching of the apostles, the fathers, and the ecumeni-
cal councils. Whoever wishes to belong to the kingdom of God
must listen to the truth of this tradition, and not to “the strange
voice of innovators.” These remarks already introduced the issue
of “continuity in orthodox doctrine vs. innovation and doctrinal
error’ that pervaded the entire future correspondence.?! Yet,
despite the coolness and reproof of the Patriarch’s first personal
letter, the dialogue was marked from start to finish by a polite and
friendly spirit.

In March 1575, Andreae and Crusius wrote to thank the
Patriarch for his response to the two sermons. They protested that
they were not innovators; indeed, they preserved the ancient faith,
as they trusted that Jeremias would find in his examination of the
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Augustana Graeca. Thus they requested again that he respond
with his opinion of the Confession, which Gerlach finally pre-
sented to the Patriarch in May of that year.

Jeremias read the first five chapters of the Augustana Graeca
and he proceeded to discuss with Gerlach Christ’s death for
original sin and for actual sins, righteousness by faith with-
out good works, and the question of satisfaction, purgatory,
the procession of the Holy Spirit, and the use of unleavened
bread. Jeremias determined to provide, according to the
request of the Germans, an article-by-article reply to the
Augsburg Confession.22

The Patriarch directed Gerlach to obtain five additional copies of
the Augustana, which arrived in August 1575. These were distrib-
uted to the patriarchal advisors: “Metropolitan Metrophanes of
Berrhoes, Gabriel Severus, Hierodeacon Symeon Kavasilas,
Theodosius Zygomalas, and Michael Katakouzenos.”23

The first doctrinal response of Jeremias to the Lutherans of
Tiibingen was completed in April 1576, “when it was read aloud
before the Greek theologians assembled at the Panaghia
Monastery.” It was delivered to the German embassy in
Constantinople on May 15, and it arrived at the University of
Tiibingen on June 18. The response treated all of the articles of the
Lutheran Confession, except for the article on papal primacy. The
cover letter from the Patriarch once again advised his “spiritual
sons,” the “most wise Germans,” to abandon innovation and
accept the truth of the Orthodox Church.24

The ancient Church of the East had aligned itself with the
Church of Rome in rejecting the Lutheran faith as an “inno-
vation.” The only recourse of the Wiirttemberg theologians
was to present a fuller explanation of their faith and thereby
to reject the detested label of innovation. Engels has aptly
characterized this change of posture as a movement “from
seeking union to apologetic.”25

The Lutherans were polite in their response and thanked the
Patriarch for his sincere evaluation of the Augustana Graeca. In
support of their doctrine, they insisted on Scripture as the only
norm for theology, in opposition to the use of human reason, the
Fathers, and the Councils.

When Gerlach perceived that the correspondence was at an
impasse, he determined to take an alternative step toward rap-
prochement. Together with Crusius, he decided to offer
Jeremias a Greek translation of Heerbrand’s Compendium
Theologiae as a fuller explanation of the Lutheran faith.
Translated by Crusius, it was sent in October 1577, “along with
private letters from German divines, a gospel set in Greek verse
by H.D. Chytraeus of Rostock, and three clocks as gifts to
Jeremias.”26 The cover letter describes the Compendium as con-
taining not only the differences between the Lutherans and
Rome, but also the main points of Christian doctrine described
for the present day. This attempt did not work, however, as the
Patriarch failed to respond; he indicated to his secretary,
Theodosios, that the Compendium was basically taken from
Thomas Aquinas.
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At the turn of the year a new ambassador and a new court
preacher arrived in Constantinople. Joachim von
Sintzendorft replaced David Ungnad, and Salomon
Schweigger replaced Stephen Gerlach. Like Gerlach,
Schweigger was a young alumnus of the theological school
of the University of Tiibingen, and he carried on the same
style and diplomacy of his predecessor.2?

Though the Patriarch essentially ignored the Greek translation
of Heerbrand’s Compendium, he did answer the Lutheran
response to his evaluation of the Augustana. This time, he restrict-
ed the discussion to the key points of disagreement: “The
Procession of the Holy Spirit, Free Will, Justification by Faith and
Good Works, the Sacraments, the Invocation of Saints, and
Monastic Life.”28 Although he continued to urge the Lutherans to
unite themselves to the Orthodox Church, the tone of his
response was less optimistic.

The Lutheran response is dated “the feast of St. John the
Baptist, June 24, 1580.” The theologians restricted their response
to the same six points that Jeremias had addressed, and though
their cordiality remained, they concluded with a prominent
“amen” and presented their comments as a public confession of
the faith. “It is signed by many faculty members and prominent
neighboring pastors.”2° No longer did the Lutherans anticipate
unity with the Patriarch; now it was a matter of defending their
theology and justifying their teachings.

The third response of Jeremias brought an end to the dialogue.
“He renews ... the accusation of heresy and innovation.
Furthermore, he introduces the slander that the Lutherans are
influenced by Judaism because they prefer the Hebrew text of the
Old Testament.”3® He concluded with a request that the Tiibingen
theologians write no more to him about theological matters, but if
they did wish to correspond, to restrict their contact to one of friend-
ship. It was clear that the Lutherans and the Eastern Orthodox were
at theological loggerheads, but many scholars believe that he ended
the correspondence primarily for political reasons.

The Lutherans, undaunted, felt compelled to write to
Jeremias, once more vindicating their position. Influenced,
nonetheless, by the conclusion of his last letter, their Third
Response, dated December, 1581, is addressed not only to
Jeremias but also to his advisors . . . . While professing that
they “abhor strife,” they summarize their doctrinal positions
and reject the accusation that they are heretics, schismatics,
and Hebrews.3!

So ended the sixteenth-century dialogue.

Ironically, the Lutheran publication of the entire correspon-
dence, in parallel Greek and Latin, in the Acta et Scripta
Theologorum Wirtembergensium et Patriarchae Constantin-
opolitani D. Hieremiae (Wittenberg, 1584), was prompted by the
interference of Roman Catholics who were able to obtain a copy
of the Patriarch’s first response (in which he is critical of many
of the uniquely Reformation-based doctrines and principles).
The Roman Catholic polemicists tried to embarrass the
Lutherans by claiming that they had sought support for their
views from the Patriarch, and that he had shot them down. The
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Lutherans published the correspondence to refute these allega-
tions, to demonstrate that they were not at all in doubt as to
their doctrine, and to show that as far as they were concerned,
the dialogues had only served to indicate the superiority of their
Lutheran position.

A BRIEF THEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE DIALOGUE

Methodology and the Issue of Authority

Unquestioning loyalty to the fathers of the church was a com-
mon attribute of eastern theologians. Everyone acknowledged
that just as God himself is changeless, so also is the truth of salva-
tion changeless. This truth was generally understood as the story
as well as the means of deification.?? The word of God and the
mysteries of the church each communicate both knowledge of this
divine truth and deification itself. Knowledge and deification are
thus closely tied together, and orthodoxy as such is a matter of
soteriological importance. Doctrine is divinely revealed and
changeless; heretics are “innovators.”

To those who were faithful, there could be no distinction
within the tradition between those things that were primary
and those that were secondary, between what was to be
respected more and what less; for the doctrine had come
from the fathers and was to be revered. This was the ancient
and changeless faith of the church.??

The reference here to a “tradition” that “was to be revered” rais-
es the ever-present first task of theology, namely, to identify the
norms of doctrine. Particularly in the East, these norms were
identified with Scripture, the fathers of the church, and the ecu-
menical councils, in that order, but standing in a special relation-
ship to each other. Everyone recognized that Scripture is unique-

Since even the heretics appealed to the
Scriptures, it is necessary to under-
stand them according to an

orthodox interpretation.

ly the source of divine revelation; but since even the heretics
appealed to the Scriptures, it is necessary to understand them
according to an orthodox interpretation. This interpretation is
spiritual, symbolic, sacramental, and typological, and it was pro-
vided by the fathers of the church. The fathers differ from the
apostles by degree but not by kind; they are the “lampstand of the
church” from which the “lamp of Scripture” is able to shine.3
Thus the fathers are the norm of traditional doctrine and the stan-
dard of orthodoxy. Of course, not all of the fathers spoke in the
same manner or even on the same topics; other ancient theolo-
gians simply were not orthodox. Thus the ecumenical councils
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provide the medium of doctrinal illumination. They articulate
properly the consensus of the fathers in their various interpreta-
tions of Scripture.

One can readily imagine how this eastern understanding of
“holy tradition” might be received by Lutheran sensibilities. And in
fact, the issue of “Scripture versus tradition” is often cited as a main
point of contention in the dialogue of the sixteenth century. The
Lutheran insistence on sola Scriptura had already been met with
the principle of “two sources” of doctrine—Scripture plus tradi-
tion—by the Council of Trent. What the Lutherans of Tiibingen
heard from Constantinople sounded very much the same.
Nevertheless, the fundamental issue was not a matter of deciding
between Scripture or tradition; it was a question of authority, and
of the relative weight allotted to Scripture and tradition.

The methodological approach of both the Lutherans and
Patriarch Jeremias was essentially the same: arguments from
Scripture, coupled with citations from the church fathers. The key
difference was the insistence of the Lutherans that Scripture alone
is determinative and that the Fathers are a secondary witness,
whereas for Jeremias the fathers are by all means necessary for the
proper use of Scripture.

Points of Agreement

In spite of their differences in approaching the source of author-
ity in theology, there were many beliefs held in common by
Patriarch Jeremias and the Lutherans of Ttibingen, including some
of the most vital beliefs of the Christian faith. For example, they
basically agreed on the following: The truth and inspiration of the
Scriptures; the doctrine of the Holy Trinity; original sin and its
inheritance by all men; the source of evil in creatures and not in
God; the two natures of Christ hypostatically united in a single per-
son; Jesus Christ as head of the church; the Second Coming of
Christ in the final judgment; the doctrine of eschatology, including
a future life of either endless reward or endless punishment; the
distribution of the Eucharist to the faithful under both kinds; and
the rejection of papal abuses, including the sale of indulgences, the
distribution of excess grace from the saints, purgatory, and the
obligatory celibacy of the clergy. The discussion of each of these
topics was limited to only a few lines. It should be noted, however,
that as for the agreement concerning original sin, there is no doubt
that some misunderstanding was involved, which allowed each
side to see its own position in what had been said.

Key Points of Disagreement

While the points of agreement were discussed very briefly, the
points of disagreement quickly became the entire focus of the dia-
logue. “Innovation” was a recurring theme throughout the corre-
spondence, recalling the discussion of Scripture and holy tradition.
Jeremias repeatedly accused the Lutherans of innovation, on
account of their attitude toward tradition, and the Lutherans con-
tinued to argue that they were not at all “innovative,” since they
derived their theology from Scripture alone. In terms of the
amount of space devoted to any single topic, the filioque dominat-
ed the discussion. Regrettably, neither side employed any substan-
tially new argumentation. The debate was basically a rehash of the
old East-West polemics on the procession of the Holy Spirit. The
discussion of free will and the controversy over the relationship of
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justification and good works are the points of disagreement most
important for our purposes here. Unfortunately, disagreement
over the sacraments took place primarily on a superficial level
(enumeration of sacraments and the like) and did not lead to any
extensive treatment of their theological substance. This lack of
sacramental discussion, it would seem, clouded and obscured the
discussion of free will, justification, and good works. Other points
of disagreement were the invocation of saints and monasticism.

JUSTIFICATION AND DEIFICATION
IN THE DIALOGUE

The Augustana Graeca

It is significant that Melanchthon’s Greek variata was given the
imprimatur of Andreae and his fellow theologians at Tiibingen. In
spite of its various “modifications” to the invariata, the Augustana
Graeca became something more than a private rendition of the
Lutheran faith by Melanchthony; it, too, assumed the character of
a public confession. Since it was sent to Jeremias at the very time
that Andreae was developing the Formula of Concord, there
should be no question as to the care with which he would have
dealt with such a document.

Original Sin

Article 11, the article on original sin, is notably expanded as
compared to the invariata. It defines “original sin” as fundamen-
tally being “without fear of God, without trust in Him” (AG 11).3
But this original sin is also described at length in terms that are
clearly used either to clarify the Lutheran doctrine for eastern sen-
sibilities or actually to accommodate the Eastern Orthodox
notion of sin: terms such as disorder, worthlessness, wretchedness,
deprivation, deficiency, blindness, ignorance, obscuring, overshad-
owing, distortion, and corruption.36

God is not to blame for sin, since human nature was created
good. That is to say, sin is not “natural”; it is the result of man’s
fall, “a corruption of the unchangeable and uninterrupted obedi-
ence, and of the undisguised and unmixed and an unsurpassed
love of God, and of things similar to these impressed by God on
the untarnished human nature before the fall” (AG11). Thus again
in Article x1x the Augustana Graeca confesses,

Concerning the cause of sin, it is taught that, although God
creates and preserves the things of nature, yet the cause of sin
is certainly the will of the wicked and the despisers of God,
that of the devil and the impious, who, without God assist-
ing him, of his own will turns away from Him.

The “original sin” of Adam’s fall is inherited through father and
mother, so that “every man by nature is born a child of the wrath of
God, subject to and under the power of eternal death” (AG ).
Furthermore, this “inherited sin” is truly sin and liability, worthy of
eternal condemnation. Thus the Augustana Graeca goes on to say
that the Son of God was sacrificed, not only for the sins “done by
men in transgressing the law;” but also “for the ancient transgres-
sion and the calling to account of the human race” (AG ).

On account of original sin, man is unable by his own powers to
fulfill the law of God. Thus the Pelagians and others like them are
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condemned, who “deny that wretchedness and worthlessness
from birth is sin,” and who “contend and say that man by his own
powers of the soul can fulfill the law of God and be justified before
Him” (AG 11). Thus also, the necessity of baptism, whereby men
are born again through the Holy Spirit, “who sets aright, consoles,
and vivifies them, who also shields them against the devil and the
power of sin” (AG ).

Justification

Article 1v, which concerns justification, begins by repeating the
description of original sin and its consequences, confessing that
“all men, as it has been foreordained, have clothed themselves
with the unhealthy and unclean nature, and they became sinners
from their father and mother.”

The Augustana Graeca uses the word gospel in the broad sense:
for example, the “gospel” is said to “argue sin,” require repen-
tance, and teach forgiveness and justification. In Article v,

Christ instituted the ministry of the gospel, which proclaims
repentance and the remission of sins. The universal preach-
ing of both: for it has argued all sins of all men, and it
promises their remission to all who believe.

Even so, the forgiveness and justification taught by the gospel are
given freely as a gift for Christ’s sake, and not through the good
works of men.

If therefore the gospel demands repentance, still that the
remission of sins might be certain, it teaches us that it is
brought to us freely and as a gift, that is, not through the
worthiness of our good deed nor through our previous or
subsequent right actions (AG 1v).

Instead of our good works, the good works of Christ are applied
to us for justification, as in the opening sentence of Article 1v: “In
order that we might attain to the good deeds of Christ, that is, the
remission of sins and justification and eternal life, Christ instituted
the preaching of the gospel, through which the munificences of the
redeemer are applied to us.” Thus Christ alone deserves all the
credit. Wherefore, “he who trusts that he earns grace by his own
right actions is heedless of and overlooks the redemption and
munificence of Christ the Savior, and it is evident that he seeks
some way to God by human works without Christ” (AG xx).

The salvation of Christ is thus received through faith alone,
apart from works. The nature of such faith, however, is not sim-
ply historical knowledge of the gospel, but trust and assent to the
promises of Christ. In fact, the entire goal and purpose of the
gospel-history and its narrative is the gift of forgiveness and eter-
nal life, which are received by a confident trust. This purpose of
the gospel is underscored again in Article xx:

The expression “faith” signifies not only history, such as
might be found in the ungodly and in the devil, but in addi-
tion to the knowledge of history it also signifies the accom-
plishment of history, namely this article, the remission of sins,
that clearly through Christ we have grace and righteousness,
being set free from the condemnation of sins.

LOGIA

The promise of the gospel is given to “those who learn by
inquiry about Christ” through the historical narrative (AG 1v).
But in order to receive its gifts, the one who hears must trust and
believe that the promise and history belong also to him.

Thus through the word of God, and the Sacraments, the
Holy Spirit is present to men and works within those who
hearken to and care for the gospel teaching and who use the
fellowship of the Sacraments and who encourage themselves
by faith (AG v).

All of these promises—justification, forgiveness, and eternal
life—would be uncertain if they depended upon man, and would
therefore not allow the “heart-stricken [to] rely on the promise
and believe without ambiguity and without doubt” (AG 1v). This
argument that the gospel must be able to soothe troubled con-
sciences is common in Reformation polemics.

Free Will

In Article xvii1, which deals with free will, not only is man
unable, on account of original sin, to do good works and earn
his salvation; neither is he able on his own to turn toward God
in faith. He is “altogether unable to make earnest and blameless
the interior impulses and dispositions of the intellect and heart,
such as the fear of God, firm and unswerving trust in Him,
purity, and forbearance or patience, and the rest.” Of course, it
is true that man has a certain “freedom of the will” in matters
subject to human reason, and is therefore able to refrain from
externally wicked acts and to perform outwardly good deeds.
But apart from the Holy Spirit, man is unable to set his heart
right and to fear, love, and trust God. Thus, rejected once again
are “the Pelagians and all others who say that without the Holy
Spirit and grace we are able by our natural powers alone to love
God above all things and to keep his commandments” (AG
XVIII).

Good Works

Article xx, the article on good works, is actually an opportuni-
ty to treat once again the matters of justification and faith before
discussing good works—a procedure that highlights the Lutheran
insistence that faith precedes the doing of good works.

Already in Article vi, “Of New Obedience,” the Lutherans
encourage good works and teach that they are necessary: “Faith
needs to be not ineffective and fruitless, but especially operative
and productive.” This necessity is repeated again in Article xx.
Yet the Augustana Graeca makes clear that good works are done,
not to earn God’s mercy and forgiveness, but rather out of faith
and for the sake of God’s will and commandment.

It is necessary for us to do good works, not that we might
be confident that we will earn grace by them, but on
account of the will of God. For the remission of sins and
peace of conscience is obtained by faith alone. Since the
Holy Spirit is given us by faith, hearts are renewed by Him,
and they are disposed to do good, as Ambrose also says
that faith is the mother of good free choice and of just
action (AG xx).
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The believers ought to complete the good works which have
been enjoined by God, on account of the will and command
of God; but not that by them [good works] they might have
confidence that they are deemed worthy of righteousness
before God, for the remission of sins and righteousness is
apprehended by faith (AG vi).

By their very definition, good works consist in doing those
things that God has commanded, and not in foolish traditions
and superstitious works. Thus the Lutherans have produced many
writings on the Decalogue, “setting forth in them whatever works
might be acceptable to God, and how in each one’s calling, so to
speak, anyone might be able to be well-pleasing to Him,” as
opposed to “spending time with teaching foolery about certain
childish and unnecessary works; such as certain stated feasts, stat-
ed fasts, brotherhoods, pilgrimages, service of the saints, the
monastic life, and others like these” (AG xx).

In any case, apart from faith and without the Holy Spirit it is
impossible to do any truly good works, and all efforts to do so fail
(regardless of appearances).

Without the Holy Spirit, human powers are full of godless
passions and desires, and alone they fall very short of
accomplishing the things good and pleasing to God; but
they are subject to the devil, who becomes master and
exercises authority over them, and who drives men taken
captive by him to various sins and to false opinions about
God, and to manifest lawless and evil deeds. . . . For with-
out faith human nature can in no way do the works either
of the first or of the second commandments of the
Decalogue. Without faith no one calls upon God, no one
expects anything from Him, no one patiently carries the
cross, but he seeks aid and help from men and he trusts in
them. So therefore in the absence of faith and trust in God,
all fleshly desires and human considerations reign in the
heart (AG xx).

From the one who has faith, however, good works flow as the
result and evidence of faith, wrought in him by the Holy Spirit. As
confessed already in Article v:

Being encouraged by faith and being set free from the
troubles and travails of sin by the Holy Spirit, who is
begotten and introduced in our hearts along with the
other virtues, truly we know the compassionate and phil-
anthropic [God] and the mercy of God, and we love and
fear Him, producing by the Spirit trust, eager expectance
of the help of God, invocation of Him alone, and other
[virtues] similar to these.

Yet even the regenerate man who does good works does not rely on
his works but always on Christ alone. For “it is necessary that we
always cleave to the Mediator and Redeemer, and believe that God
is gracious to us and that we are accounted just by Him, not that
we fulfill the law, but we understand that God is propitiated to us
through Christ, through Him and this promise” (AG xx). The
Lutheran position is summarized in the conclusion to Article xx:
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Without faith good works would not be pleasing to God, but
the heart should have peace towards God before, having
trusted and considering that God assists us and is gracious to
us, and accounts us just, not because of the worthiness of the
things done by us, but because of grace through Christ. This
then is befitting Christians, and it echoes in our churches—
the teaching about good works.

Excursus on “Sin and Righteousness” in Eastern Orthodoxy

Just as a brief description of deification has already been pro-
vided, so must some preliminary comments now be made regard-
ing the view of sin and righteousness in Orthodox theology. The
eastern understanding of these concepts is intimately related to
the doctrine of deification, and it represents a decisive factor in the
response of Jeremias to the Augustana Graeca. Much of the ensu-
ing argument between the Lutherans and the Patriarch involved
their divergent use of key words related to salvation: words denot-
ing the danger from which and the safety to which salvation occurs.
In Eastern Orthodox theology,

Sin entered the world because the mind of man had been
beguiled by Satan, who was jealous of the special relationship
which man was destined to have with God. The sin of Adam
was a personal act of his own free will that deprived him of
the means of fulfilling his destiny, which was to overcome, by
virtue of his personal relationship with the logos, the mor-
tality of his human nature. Satan by his trickery gave death
its fundamentally unnatural and unjust rule over mankind.?”

Thus for Eastern Orthodoxy, “original sin” is not a universal guilt
of all mankind, inherited from Adam, but “the bondage of the
human race to death.” The sin of any individual is never the conse-
quence of human nature, which remains the good creation of God;
rather, sin is always the expression of personal choice, just as it was
for Adam and Eve. “It is not transmitted by natural means from one
generation to the next, but re-emerges afresh in each child of Adam.
No one inherits the guilt of his ancestors; each man or woman is
responsible only for the acts of his own free will.” Yet it is recognized
that all men sin, for though there is no universal guilt inherited
from Adam, there is a universal propensity for sin as a result of the
fall. “The sin of Adam introduced the reign of death into the world,
and it is this evil dominion which now causes all men to sin.”
Romans 5:12 is interpreted accordingly: “By one man sin came into
the world, and by sin death, because of which all have sinned.” In
other words, all men sin because all men are subject to death.38

Now, as already indicated, the eastern church understands
deification as the goal of human life. The Incarnation of the Son of
God was a necessary prerequisite for this deification, even apart from
sin. Sin did make the crucifixion necessary, but not as a means of
“exacting a just retribution in the punishment of the only one wor-
thy to make the sacrifice.” The cross vanquished not sin but death,

thereby making it possible for man to return to the state of
Adam and renew his progress towards deification, secure in
the knowledge that Christ had gone before, and that he had
sent the Holy Spirit, who in the life-giving “drug” of the
sacrament applies Christ’s victory to the Church.
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Thus eastern theologians typically do not think in the judicial cat-
egories of justification. Righteousness is understood in terms of
“sanctification and the final re-creation of all things in Christ.”
There is no emphasis on a “mathematical point” of conversion
but on a continuing process of renewal. The superiority of
Christian faith over the Jewish observance of the law is the supe-
riority of Christian righteousness made possible by the incarna-
tion, life, death, and resurrection of Christ. Thus the righteous-
ness of a Christian exceeds the righteousness of the Scribes and
Pharisees “in degree more than in kind,” and a life of good works
is necessary for salvation. Such a life, however, is the “fruit of
grace” and a “righteousness by faith,” since it is possible only
through the sacrament of holy baptism, through which the indi-
vidual participates in the “life-giving power of the risen Christ.”
Apart from baptism, there is no righteousness at all, and the so-
called good works of the heathen are a mere delusion.*®

Whereas for Lutherans salvation is primarily a matter of
justification, whereby a man is made right with God, for the
Eastern Orthodox salvation denotes the participation of man in
the divine nature. Lutherans are one with the Roman Catholics
in the western tradition of being concerned primarily with the
danger from which man is saved, namely, from sin, death, and
the power of the devil. The eastern church is far more focused on
the life for which man is saved, that is, for deification. Good
works, in this eastern perspective, do not “save” a man in the
sense of justifying him, but they are an aspect of salvation inas-
much as they are part and parcel with living the divine life.
Lutherans typically speak of the decisive movement from unbe-
lief to faith, from condemnation to justification. The Orthodox
are far more concerned with “preaching to the baptized” and
addressing the spiritual growth of one who is already a believer.
Their focus is not so much “on the ‘how’ of salvation as on the
‘content’ of salvation.”40

The First Exchange
The First Response of Jeremias to the Augustana Graeca

In his first response to the Lutherans, Patriarch Jeremias provid-
ed an article-by-article commentary on the Augustana Graeca. He
found many points of essential agreement, but also a number of
points of significant disagreement. Thus he urged the scholars of
Tiibingen to leave behind their innovations and to accept the doc-
trine of the Eastern Orthodox Church. In his opening remarks he
wrote, “Would that you might be of like mind with our Church of
Christ, so that if truly and with all your hearts you do [good] works,
great joy will be in heaven and on earth, for the unity of each oth-
ers church, which we hope will be for the glory of Christ.”41

Jeremias agreed with the Augustana Graeca that man has free
will on the natural plane. He further agreed that on the spiritual
plane no one is able to be saved without first having the help of
God; thus, he was not a Pelagianist. Nevertheless, the Patriarch
was adamant that grace saves those who are willing and does not
violate man’s free will. Thus, even though everything depends on
God, it still depends on us and him: ours is the choosing and will-
ing, God’s, the completing and perfecting.

A key question is whether Jeremias made these remarks about
regenerate man with respect to the process of deification or about
the actual event of conversion. There is a certain amount of ambi-
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guity in his remarks, which is not helped by the fact that much of
what he wrote is given in the form of lengthy patristic citations. It
would have been helpful (on the part of both sides in the dia-
logue) if the sacraments, and especially baptism, had been dis-
cussed in the context of justification and deification.

In his comments on justification and related matters, Jeremias
agreed that, while good works should be done, man should not
rely on them. He also affirmed the temporal priority of faith, which
must precede the doing of good works. At the same time, he insist-
ed that faith must produce good works, and he objected to the cry
of “faith alone.”#2 God promises to save man if he hears him and
does good works. As such, faith without works and works without
faith are both rejected. The lack of good works should not be
excused by an appeal to human weakness; for God in his grace and
mercy overlooks what is lacking in those who repent and who
strive for the good. Man cooperates with this grace of God.

The Patriarch strongly exhorted that man must live a life wor-
thy of his calling (suggesting that he does have the regenerate in
mind), and he scolded the Lutherans for dismissing the monastic
life and other such traditions of the Church.

The First Response of the Tiibingen Theologians to Jeremias

The issue of a supposed free will was a controversy among the
Lutherans of the sixteenth century. The controversy had its roots in
the fifth-century debate between Augustine and Pelagius, which
made a significant impact upon the entire western church. Among
the Lutherans, Melanchthon and his followers (dubbed the
Philippists) had started to include a place for human will in con-
version. This Lutheran controversy was addressed in the Formula of
Concord, Article 11, and so was fresh in the minds of the Tiibingen
theologians. It was precisely in this context that the Lutherans began
their dialogue with Jeremias 11. Thus they probably could not help
but interpret the comments of Jeremias regarding free will as refer-
ring to conversion, since that was the battle concerning free will that
was just ending within the Lutheran Church. Consequently, in their
response the Lutherans emphasize that unregenerate man is totally
depraved, dead in his sin, and therefore incapable of choosing or
willing on the spiritual plane. The Lutherans strongly affirmed
divine monergism in conversion. It is true that after conversion,
man can and does choose the good; yet, he does so weakly and only
by the continued activity of God working in him to will and to do.

To understand the Lutheran response to the necessity of good
works, three distinguishing features of the Lutheran doctrine of
Justification, which crystallized at the time of the Formula of
Concord, are important to keep in mind. First, justification by
grace is received through a faith that is not merely historical
knowledge but fundamentally a confident trust in and assent to
the promises of God. Second, justification is God’s forensic dec-
laration of righteousness, which is thereby imputed not infused.
And third, justification is a one-time divine act that must be dis-
tinguished from sanctification.

The Lutherans conceded to Jeremias that “virtue” (not
justification or salvation) is pursued by the doing of good works.#3
They also agreed that good works should be done and do follow
true faith. But they repeatedly emphasized that justification occurs
freely by God’s grace alone, excluding all works. They insist that to
make works necessary for salvation would cause forgiveness and
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eternal life to be uncertain (thus returning again to the popular
argument that was also presented in the Augustana Graeca).
Consequently, works make no contribution to the cause of salva-
tion. Though good works ought to be done and will be rewarded,
they must not impair the all-sufficient work and merit of Christ.

The Second Exchange

The Second Response of Jeremias

The Patriarch clearly heard the Lutherans denying free will, and
so he responded with a catena of patristic quotations to “prove”
that man is able to choose for good or evil. For Jeremias, this argu-
ment was really a corollary to saying that God’s creation is good
and that man is the cause of sin and evil. Man’s reason and free
will stem from the fact that he is made in the image and likeness
of God. Nevertheless, Jeremias still implied that grace precedes the
doing of good, “for without grace we can do nothing whatsoever,”

Thus an infused rather than an
imputed righteousness is considered
to make man right with God.

even though man is not coerced by grace.

Jeremias asserted that the doers of “the spiritual law” will be
saved; that is, those who keep the commandments and do good
works animated by faith with the assistance of divine grace.4> In
fact, the distinction between the believer and the unbeliever (not
between two types of believer) is to be found precisely in the bear-
ing of the fruits of the Spirit. Thus an infused rather than an
imputed righteousness is considered to make man right with God.

The Second Response of the Tiibingen Theologians

The Tiibingen theologians agreed with Jeremias that man is not
forced or coerced into conversion. Likewise, they readily agreed
that the virtues issue from God and not exclusively from man’s
efforts and struggles. And they again affirmed that man’s moral
responsibility is consequent upon his will when choosing evil.

Nevertheless, the Lutherans again restated and emphasized at
some length the inability of man to choose good prior to conver-
sion and the necessity of divine monergism for conversion. Again,
man has no choice for good until after his conversion, and even
then man remains weak and imperfect in choosing and doing
good. Thus in summary:

That which moves our hearts not to scorn the divine threaten-
ing is from God. For us to believe in the gospel is from God. To
delight in the law of God, when we have already returned to the
Lord, is from God. To do some good work is from God.46

With respect to justification and related issues, the Lutherans
added little in their second response to their previous arguments,
but they did clarify the relationship between Paul and James. They
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maintained that man is not justified by keeping the spiritual law;
indeed, it is impossible to keep the spiritual law because it demands
absolute perfection, whereas man cannot even keep the first and
greatest commandment, “to fear, love, and trust in God above all
things.” But the theologians of Tiibingen agreed that faith without
works is not true faith, and that good works are done by faith for
the glory of God and not for vainglory. Thus they taught that good
works flow from man’s prior reconciliation to God by grace
through faith for Christ’s sake; in other words, we love only
because He first loved us.

The Third Exchange
The Third and Final Response of Jeremias

Jeremias began his third response by returning to his argument
for free will from the image of God in man. He indicated that evil
is genuinely foreign to human nature, which God created and
declared to be “good.”#” Unfortunately, in making this argument,
the Patriarch seems to have backed himself into a truly
Pelagianistic corner, going so far as to say at one point that noth-
ing after the fall prevents man from turning aside from evil. Yet,
he ended by asserting the need for God’s help, thus ultimately
repudiating outright Pelagianism.

The third and final response of Patriarch Jeremias is relatively
short, and it includes nothing on justification per se. It concludes
with a request that theological dialogue cease.

Therefore, we request that from henceforth you do not cause
us more grief, nor write to us on the same subject if you
should wish to treat these luminaries and theologians in a
different manner [than the Orthodox Church]. You honor
and exalt [the Fathers] in words, but you reject them in deeds.
For you try to prove our weapons which are their holy and
divine discourses as unsuitable. And it is with these docu-
ments that we would have to write and contradict you. Thus,
as for you, please release us from these cares. Therefore, going
about your own ways, write no longer concerning dogmas;
but if you do, write only for friendship’s sake. Farewell.*8

The Third Response of the Tiibingen Theologians

In their final response, the Lutherans provided a summary
position already in their salutation:

We entreat the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
that the Greek Churches, with the assistance of the Holy
Spirit and under the diligence, wakefulness, and faithful
care of Your Holiness [Jeremias], will tend most salvifically
the Holy gospel of Christ, so that they acknowledge the
Chief Shepherd Christ as their only Savior and publicly
express their thanksgiving toward Jesus Christ by good
works, which He has ordered so that having honorably
finished the course of the present life and having kept the
faith, they will receive the righteous crown of everlasting
life. May it be s0.4

The Lutherans expressed their amazement at the importance
Jeremias attached to human reason and free will, and they were
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blunt in their assessment of those who taught as Jeremias had
(especially in his most recent response). They wrote,

They who compare the powers of man, which were acquired
after the Fall, with those powers which existed before the Fall
of Adam, are of the same opinion as we: It is as if a man who
has reached the lowest point of poverty might strive to
become very rich from the great riches he had in the past.
But many such powers, which existed before the Fall, truly
possess the daily experience; and for this power some boast
with such big words, who either do not comprehend
sufficiently what great perfection the Law of God demands
from us, or they do not sufficiently recognize their own nat-
ural corruption and weakness.5°

In conclusion, the Lutherans repeated their own assertion on
the basis of Scripture that man is unable to do good (prior to con-
version), and to make this point they returned to an argument
from the Hebrew text of Genesis.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

As for the debate, if one must speak of winners and losers, then
Tiibingen won the contest. The Lutherans certainly thought so, as
they demonstrated by publishing the entire correspondence in
response to the slanderous attacks of the Roman Catholics. After
all, they had been sharpening their polemical skills through years
of controversy, first with Rome, then with Zurich and Geneva,
and finally among themselves. They were also better equipped
theologically than their competition, which was languishing
under the yoke of the Ottoman Turks. The Lutherans knew their
Hebrew and the Hebrew Scriptures, they had access to the church
fathers of both east and west and could readily work with both
Greek and Latin, and they had the momentum of the reformation
still behind them. Furthermore, they presented Jeremias with a
different set of questions than the orthodox East had faced in its
own development.

Justification and deification are
fundamentally different ways
of defining salvation.

If the correspondence between Tiibingen and Constantin-
ople is treated as a debate, however, it is clear that the partici-
pants were not abiding by the same set of rules. Though both
the Lutherans and the Eastern Orthodox presented their argu-
mentation from Scripture and patristic sources, their criteria
for truth differed. For Andreae and his fellow theologians, the
clear word of God was the last word on every issue they dis-
cussed. For Jeremias and his advisers, the word of God was not
clear, and therefore should not be used, apart from the exposi-
tion of the fathers. Each team played according to its own game
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plan. Thus it is questionable whether any true debate occurred.
And if so, it could easily be argued that each side won on the
basis of its own criteria.

As for the dialogue, there was clearly a difference of belief and
confession. The several points of disagreement represented
significant obstacles to rapprochement. The relationship between
Scripture and Holy Tradition presented such a hurdle from the
outset. The procession of the Holy Spirit added to the corre-
spondence a long-standing controversy between east and west.
And we have seen in particular the pervasive discrepancy in the
two sides’ understandings of free will, justification, and good
works. In addition, even many of those areas that were passed
over as points of agreement, for instance, original sin, the precise
nature of the church and ministry, or the substantial meaning of
the sacraments, were actually dissimilar in some key respects. At
the same time, alongside these real differences, the Lutherans and
the Orthodox were each talking past each other out of a certain
ignorance of the other’s unique theological perspective.

Justification and deification are fundamentally different ways of
defining salvation, which result in equally fundamental
differences in the way one speaks about the roles of human will,
faith, and good works in relation to that salvation. Without a
doubt, those differences were a major factor in the sixteenth-cen-
tury dialogue between the Tibingen theologians and Patriarch
Jeremias.

Indeed, the entire correspondence reveals that there was mis-
understanding as well as discord over the doctrine of
justification. This encumbrance envelops the topic of
justification as well as the intimately related questions of
grace, free will, and synergism. When, for example, the patri-
arch is constantly stressing the value of good works for sal-
vation [i.e., as Theosis], the Lutherans are protecting
justification from any intrusion of good works. Hence the
Greeks see the Germans as denigrating works and free will,
while [Lutherans] characterize the Greek position as a “naive
synergism.”!51

So then, is there any hope of success in current and future dia-
logue between Lutherans and the Eastern Orthodox? Yes—
depending on one’s measure of success, but only by first coming
to grips with the radically different traditions of East and West,
and ultimately—while maintaining the integrity of confession on
both sides—by seeking common ground and starting from the
shared christological heritage.52 Working from this common
foundation, the person and work of Christ must be brought to
bear upon both justification and deification (1 Cor 1:30). Christ is
the one who has taken our life to be his own, by his obedience has
satisfied the law and made us righteous before God, and who has
granted to us that we should receive his life to be our own in his
kingdom. Christ alone has saved us from our enemies of sin,
death and the devil; Christ alone has saved us for participation in
the divine nature (2 Pet 1:3—4). Thus salvation must be under-
stood christologically in all its aspects. For it remains the case that
any and all theology—and so also any dialogue—that wishes to
be Christian in any true sense must finally answer above all else
the questions of who Christ is and what Christ has done. S
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Luther and Cajetan on the Sacrifice of the Mass

MicHAEL J. Tor1

ologian best known as Cardinal Cajetan (Thomas de Vio

of Gaeta, Kingdom of Naples) had only one set of historic
meetings, and that was early in Luther’s movement away from
Rome. In the days immediately following the Imperial Diet at
Augsburg, Cajetan attempted the task of bringing Luther back
under the authority of Rome (October 12-14, 1518). As the papal
legate of Leox, Cajetan had sought to encourage Luther to
recant his recently published theories on indulgences and the
primacy of faith concerning the sacrament of penance.
Cajetan’s later controversies with Luther, however, would center
on the Eucharist.

Prior to Luther’s arrival in Augsburg, Cajetan had begun a
thorough study of two Lutheran works (Explanations of the
Ninety-five Theses and the Sermo de poenitentia).! Cajetan had
hoped to establish a paternal-filial tone to the debate, as Luther
himself would testify later in Procedings at Augsburg:

THE REFORMER MARTIN LUTHER and the Dominican the-

Here [Augsburg] I was received by the most reverend lord
cardinal legate both graciously and with almost too much
respect, for he is a man who is in all respects different from
those extremely harsh bloodhounds who track down monks
among us . . . . He stated that he did not wish to argue with
me, but to settle the matter peacefully and in a fatherly fash-
ion (AE, 31: 261).

Yet as the frustrations mounted at this meeting, and the imme-
diate issues remained unresolved, Luther would come to compare
his time with Cajetan as a latter-day rendition of Jesus’ trial before
the high priest Caiaphas (AE, 31: 260).

The mutual respect that the two controversialists initially
showed soon disintegrated into reformation-era polemics.
While the topic of the mass as sacrifice was not a focus of the
talks at Augsburg, it was not far removed from Luther’s theme
of the centrality of faith as the hallmark of the Christian life.
Eventually, both Luther and Cajetan would move beyond the
points made at Augsburg as concerns about the nature of the
mass moved into the forefront. The two men never crossed
paths again, but they quite articulately crossed pens over the
debate of the sacrament of the altar.
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The progression of Luther’s thought led him to view the con-
cept of a “sacrificial” mass as the epitome of medieval abuses on
the part of the Church of Rome. James McCue, writing four cen-
turies later for the Lutheran-Roman Catholic Dialogue series,
writes, “Indeed, there are few things which Luther finds more
offensive than the Roman understanding of the mass, and the
fundamental distortion against which he protests is the idea that
the mass is a sacrifice.”2

The Roman Catholic defense of the sacrifice of the mass was
second in controversialist treatment only to the defense of the
papacy at this time.? For his part, Cajetan was no less adamant in
supporting the mass’s sacrificial character than Luther was in his
opposition to it.

The central purpose of this article is to trace, historically and
theologically, the development of both Luther’s and Cajetan’s
understanding of the mass in this context. Each theologian is
treated separately better to follow the transition of thought on the
topic. Furthermore, the investigation of the writings can be done
inclusive of both the respective Lutheran and Roman Catholic
“canonization” of these ideas (as established in the Lutheran Book
of Concord, which was completed in 1580, and the Roman
Catholic Council of Trent, whose teachings were officially pro-
mulgated in 1563). The theological developments of both men
represent the cornerstones of these official statements of faith in
the two communions.

LUTHER’S THOUGHT AND WRITINGS

Carl Wisloff considers the possibility that Luther’s first record-
ed reaction against the mass as sacrifice may be found in his 1519
Sermon on the Lord’s Supper. Luther here states:

For it has not been instituted for his sake, that it may please
God, but rather for our sakes, that we may use it rightly . . . .
It will do nothing but harm everywhere if it is only opus
operatum; it must become opus operantis ... it is not
enough that the sacrament simply takes place; it must also
be used in faith.4

Wisloff mitigates the assumption that this section of the ser-
mon is specifically directed against the sacrifice of the mass by
pointing out that such a position can only be substantiated against
the background of Luther’s later criticism.>

That Luther applies the traditional scholastic terms of the
mass’s operation indicates that he is still theologically tied into the



30

traditional sacrificial character of the mass in 1519, although his
understanding may be nuanced by his earlier recorded reactions
against scholasticism. As far as the above passage from The
Sermon on The Lord’s Supper is concerned, it quite likely repre-
sents Luther’s desire to stress the opus operantis (focusing on a
working faith) side of the sacramental understanding over
(though not necessarily against) that of the opus operatum (which
focused on a faithless work).6

What Luther does can most likely be
seen as a correction and realignment of
the priorities of the mass back towards
its faith-oriented role in the church.

This distinction is elaborated by Luther in the third part of his
trilogy on the sacraments; that is, his scholarly treatment of the
Eucharist in The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and True Body of
Christ, and the Brotherhoods (1519). He focuses on the sacrament
as the communion of saints and a work of faith, while drawing
attention to the misunderstandings that have arisen around its
essential features. He does not here condemn the sacrificial char-
acter of the mass, but early signs of the disproportionate empha-
sis on the opus operatum are assailed by Luther:

There are many who regardless of this change of love and
faith rely upon the fact that the Mass is, as they say, opus gra-
tum opere operato, that is, a work which of itself pleases God,
even though they who perform it do not please him . ... I
grant everyone [the right to] his opinion, but such fables do
not please me. . . . For it was not instituted for its own sake,
that it might please God, but for our sake, that we might use
it right, exercise our faith by it, and through it become pleas-
ing to God. . .. so it is not enough that the sacrament be
merely completed (that is, opus operatum); it must also be
used in faith (that is opus operantis). And we must take care
lest with such dangerous interpretations the sacrament’s
power and virtue be lost on us, and faith perish utterly
through the false security of the [outwardly] completed
sacrament (AE, 35: 63).

What Luther does can most likely be seen as a correction and
realignment of the priorities of the mass back towards its faith-
oriented role in the church. He in essence downplays the opus
operatum to the point where it intentionally undermines the
sacrificial character of the mass. Luther stresses the communal
faith experience at the expense of the sacerdotal experience. When
Luther continues with the statement that “Christ on the cross was
also a completed work which was well pleasing to God” (AE, 35:
63), he is well on his way to developing his theology against the
mass as sacrifice.
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Luther’s subsequent scholarly work on the Eucharist, The
Treatise on the New Testament, That Is, the Holy Mass (1520), rep-
resents a decisive break from the mass as sacrifice and supplants it
with the more biblical image of the Lord’s supper as a new testa-
ment of God’s love towards his church. Luther begins the second
part of the treatise (which concerns the abuses of the mass) with
the exclamatory remark, “But see what they have made of the
mass!” (AE, 35:90).

Luther’s concerns here include (1) the inability of the laity to
understand the words of God’s promise in the mass if they are not
spoken in the vernacular (or if spoken “secretly” by the priest);
(2) the loss of the idea of the mass as “testament” and as a “feast
for the soul”; and (3) that a false presumptuous trust in works
replaces faith and the promise of God. He summarizes,

Now if we have properly understood what has been said
above, namely, that the mass is nothing else than a testament
and sacrament in which God makes a pledge to us and gives
us grace and mercy, I think it is not fitting that we should
make a good work or merit out of it. For a testament is not
beneficium acceptum, sed datum.”

Once the mass has been eliminated as a “work,” it is only a short
step for Luther to point out that there is now no way to consider
it as a sacrificial work offered by priests.2 He writes, “Now since
almost everyone has made out of the mass a sacrifice which they
offer to God—which, without doubt, is the third and very worst
abuse—we must clearly distinguish between what we offer and
what we do not offer in the mass” (AE, 35: 94).

Luther argues that the offerings of the sacramental rite are
limited to those of collections of food or money and prayer dur-
ing which God is thanked and the food is blessed. Outside of
these offerings (which he traces to Old Testament traditions as
well as Acts 4:34-35, 1 Timothy 4:4-5, and 1 Corinthians 11:21,
33), Luther sees “nothing left in the mass to give it the name
sacrifice” (AE, 35:97).

Luther does not abandon the concept of sacrifice in toto. His
primary concern is to point out that Christians are not offering
Christ. He will make the argument, however, that there is partic-
ipation in some form of sacrifice. But what form does this
sacrifice take? There is another sacrifice that, Luther argues,
belongs preeminently (though not exclusively) to the mass:
believers are joined together in Christ’s unique sacrifice, and
Christ then offers Christians to God on the merits of his death.
Luther writes:

From these words [particular passages concerning sacrifice
in Hebrews and Romans] we learn that we do not offer
Christ as a sacrifice, but that Christ offers us. And in this
way it is permissible, yes profitable, to call the mass a
sacrifice; not on its own account, but because we offer our-
selves as a sacrifice along with Christ. That is, we lay our-
selves on Christ by a firm faith in his testament and do not
otherwise appear before God with our prayer, praise, and
sacrifice except through Christ and his mediation . . . . If the
mass were so understood and for this reason were called a
sacrifice, it would be well. Not that we offer the sacrament,
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but that by our praise, prayer, and sacrifice we move him
and give him occasion to offer himself for us in heaven and
ourselves with him . ... Few understand the mass in this
way. For they suppose that only the priest offers the mass as
sacrifice before God (AE, 35: 99-100).

Luther clearly does not mean that this is the only time Christ
intercedes for believers. Rather, the sacramental participation of
the whole church represents a special moment for the communi-
ty to unite its sacrifice to join the communal sacrifice with the
incessant sacrifice of Christ (who is “a priest forever”) in heaven.
The implications of this led Luther to his doctrine of the priest-
hood of all believers, in which “Each and all are, therefore, equal-
ly spiritual priests before God,” and in which “Faith alone is the
true priestly office” (AE, 35: 101).

Every true Christian really ought to
know that in the New Testament there

is no outward, visible priest, except those
whom the devil has exalted and set up
through human lies.

The year 1520 also saw the publication of Luther’s most vitriolic
(and perhaps best remembered) attack against the church in Rome
concerning the sacraments in general and against the sacrament of
the altar in particular. Of the three abuses he focuses on in The
Babylonian Captivity of the Church—the withholding of the cup,
the doctrine of transubstantiation, and the mass as sacrifice—it is
the last of these that he calls “by far the most wicked.”®

These are not entirely new themes. Rather, these familiar
themes are stated with a new forcefulness that is not only more
direct and more comprehensive of the abuses associated with the
mass, but that also seeks to reform the entire Roman sacramental
system. The attack was so severe that even they who had support-
ed his earlier work (such as Erasmus, Staupitz, and Henry vrir)
could not continue to abide Luther’s new approach.1°

The treatise elaborates on the mass as “Christ’s testament,
which he left behind him at his death to be distributed among his
believers.”!1 This testament, as his followers were by then aware,
must be accessed by faith alone, for “where there is the Word of
the promising God, there must necessarily be the faith of the
accepting man.” 12

While the first part of The Babylonian Captivity’s polemic
against the Roman understanding of the mass focuses on its abuse
as a work, the second section centers on its abuse as sacrifice (or
what Luther calls “the second stumbling block”). Luther directly
confronts (by his own admission) the long-established tradition
of the church practiced throughout the world, its canon and litur-
gy, and the sayings of the holy fathers. Luther confronts all this
authority with that of Christ’s institution of the sacrament. He
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writes, “Over against all these things, firmly entrenched as they
are, we must resolutely set the words and example of Christ,” and
that not doing so risks losing “the whole gospel and its comfort.”1?

An interesting and significant theological development occurs
here, however. Luther is no longer content to use the language of
the scholastics as to the efficacy of the sacrament as a work. He no
longer attempts a realignment of the opus operatum and the opus
operantis. According to Luther the Roman church “invented the
distinction between the opus operatum and the opus operantis, so
as to be free to live wicked lives themselves and yet benefit other
men.” This idea builds on Luther’s theory that, if the only thing
that a priest is actually “offering” at the mass is prayer, then the
spiritual condition of the presider does in fact make a difference
to God (since “God does not listen to sinners”). Nevertheless, he
points out that such an offering of prayer is not to be confused
with the erroneous idea of a priestly offering of a sacrifice of
Christ. For while the “prayers of sacrifice” ascend from the people
(through the priest), the real relevance of the sacrament is that tes-
tament (or promise) that descends from God to man.4

In late 1521 Luther published The Misuse of the Mass aimed
directly at the Roman mass. This work (for the most part, a
German translation of his De abroganda missa privata Martini
Lutheri sententia) brings the polemics to a new level by proclaim-
ing that the Roman sacrifice is in opposition to the unique
sacrifice of Christ as well as in opposition to the sole mediative
role of Christ—a deceit which leads to many idolatrous and per-
verse beliefs.!> In some of the most polemical and direct language
that Luther had utilized up to that time, he writes:

How infamously has Satan betrayed himself, against his will,
in that through the pope in this beginning [the decretals of
Gregory 1x] he has told the truth, namely that he wished to
change Christ’s priesthood as well as his law . . . so that now
the pope and no longer Christ is the priest . . . . Every true
Christian really ought to know that in the New Testament
there is no outward, visible priest, except those whom the
devil has exalted and set up through human lies. We have
only one single priest, Christ, who has sacrificed himself for
us and all of us with him . . . . This is a spiritual priesthood,
held in common by all Christians, through which we are all
priests with Christ. . . . we need no priest or mediator other
than Christ (AE, 36: 138).

After a discourse against the inefficacy of the Roman priest-
hood as it was then understood, Luther applied his pen once again
toward a proper understanding of what constitutes Christian
sacrifice. The true sacrifice is when men sacrifice of themselves—
to “put themselves to death and offer themselves to God as a holy
sacrifice” (AE, 36:145). Luther builds on his earlier and more lim-
ited exposition of “sacrifice” as prayer. This is in contrast to the
Roman sacrificial notion, about which Luther queries, “Tell us,
you priests of Baal: Where is it written [in Scripture], that the
mass is a sacrifice. . . . Do you not hear? Christ has sacrificed him-
self once [Heb 7:27; 9:25-26]; henceforth, he will not be sacrificed
by anyone else” (AE, 36:146-147). The resulting position is that
only two genuine forms of sacrifice may be found in the New
Testament: that of the cross, and that of praise (AE, 36: 162).
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The second part of the treatise continues to separate the idea of
“promise” from that of “sacrifice” (“for sacrifice and promise are
further apart than sunrise and sunset”). The promise is the body
of Christ and his blood for the forgiveness of sins, and this is due
to Christ’s single sacrifice on the cross which is received by the
Christian only in faith (not by any work or offering of sacrifice on
our part) (AE, 36: 169 ff).

Luther, by his own admission, has not
worked out all of the fine points to be
considered in the new liturgy, but

he does “repudiate everything

that smacks of sacrifice.”

To further emphasize his polemical position, Luther concludes
this work with a clearly drawn-out chart comparing “The Ten
Commandments of God” against “The Ten Commandments of
the Pope,” paralleled by “The Priesthood of Christ” against “The
Priesthood of the Pope” (AE, 36: 218-219). This literary device is,
in one sense at least, comparable to the summary methodology of
the anathemas found in the conciliar canons of Trent (although
with a sardonic tone to it). Needless, to say, the Roman church
appears as badly in this summary as the Protestants appear in the
Tridentine writings.

In the next significant writing against the mass as sacrifice, An
Order of Mass and Communion for the Church at Wittenberg (1523),
Luther looks for a middle ground of worship between the two
extremes of the radicals and the defenders of the status quo. In
what would later prove to be a moderating voice in Reformation
thought, Luther maintains that the mass should be cleansed, not
abrogated.1® “It is not now nor ever has been our intention to
abolish the liturgical service of God completely,” Luther writes,
“But rather to purify the one that is now in use from the wretched
accretions which corrupt it and to point out an evangelical use.” 17

The Order for Mass is not a scholarly theological work against
the papacy, nor is it comparable in tone to the earlier works.
Rather, it is a pastoral work intended for the practice of liturgy in
Luther’s own parish. In one sense, despite the polemical over-
tones, Luther appears to have no taste for fighting papists in 1523.
His concern at this time seems to be aimed at the establishment of
temporal, educational, and ecclesiastical authority in the
reformed churches of Germany.!8

Nonetheless, Luther leaves no room for misunderstanding con-
cerning the accretions: “What I am speaking of is the [Roman]
canon, that abominable concoction drawn from everyone’s sewer
and cesspool. The mass becomes a sacrifice.”!® An exasperated
Luther expresses no desire to get into the fray again, however. He
only desires to keep such perceived abuses out of the purified mass:

[But] who can even name the causes for which the mass was
made a sacrifice? . . . in this book we are not going to prove
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again that the mass is neither sacrifice nor a good work—we
have amply demonstrated that elsewhere. We do accept it as
a sacrament, a testament, the blessing (as in Latin), the
Eucharist (as in Greek), the Table of the Lord, the Lord’s
Supper, the Lord’s Memorial, communion, or by whatever
evangelical name you please, so long as it is not polluted by
the name of sacrifice or work.20

Luther, by his own admission, has not worked out all of the fine
points to be considered in the new liturgy, but he does “repudiate
everything that smacks of sacrifice.” Those things to be repudiat-
ed include an omission of the complenda (or final collect)
“because it sounds too much like sacrifice.” He adds that those
points of disagreement which are not necessary to the sacrament
itself can also be dispensed with since, “All that matters is that the
Words of Institution should be kept intact and that everything
should be done by faith.”21

The remainder of Luther’s writings on the subject of the sacrifice
of the mass do not present any further theological development.
Rather, even treatises that deal specifically with the nature of the
sacrament, such as the Confession Concerning Christ’s Supper (1528),
are really personal reflections of a more mature Luther rather than
writings of a polemical nature. True enough, he does define the
mass as “the greatest of all abominations” when it is “preached or
sold as a sacrifice or good work.” Yet this rhetoric is used primarily
as a means of introducing the justification for expressing his con-
cerns against monastic and religious foundations.?

Later works of Luther’s that concern the sacrifice of the mass
are an enshrinement of earlier ideas rather than a development of
them. The Lutheran Book of Concord, the Small Catechism
(1529), the Large Catechism (1529), and the Smalcald Articles
(1537) make statements that serve to reinforce the theological
progress made in the more polemical treatises.

The Small Catechism stays away from the term sacrifice (per-
haps to avoid confusion among the less literate pastorate and
laity). The focus is clearly on the words of institution and the faith
response of the recipient:

What is the benefit of such eating and drinking?

Answer: We are told in the words “for you” and “for the for-
giveness of sins.” By these words the forgiveness of sins, life,
and salvation are given to us in the sacrament, for where
there is forgiveness of sins, there is also life and salvation.

How can bodily eating and drinking produce such great effects?
Answer: The eating and drinking do not in themselves pro-
duce them, but the words “for you” and “for the forgiveness
of sins.” . . . and he who believes these words has what they
say and declare: the forgiveness of sins.2?

In this short summary, Luther has incorporated all the basic
themes addressed in his previous works on the sacrament: the
sacrament as the promise and testament of God, the centrality of
the words of institution, and the role of faith as the sole means of
the sacrament’s efficacy in the life of the Christian. All the
polemics against priesthood, works, and sacrifice can be seen as
but a means to bring Luther to these few simple instructions.
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The Large Catechism is an elaboration on the themes of the
smaller version, and no part of it focuses specifically on the mass
as sacrifice. Additional issues here include a defense of the real
presence, the proper reception of the sacrament, and the frequen-
cy of reception.2*

The Smalcald Articles represent the final major treatment of the
mass as sacrifice for Luther. Three major points are elaborated in
the section of the articles that concerns the sacrament (Part 11,
Article 11). These include (1) reasons why the Roman understand-
ing of the mass should be abandoned, (2) Luther’s realization that
his differences with Rome over the mass would be the decisive
issue at the impending council,?s and finally (3) a treatment of the
abuses which result from a misunderstanding of the mass.

After introducing the mass once again as “the most horrible
abomination” when seen as a sacrifice or work, Luther offers five
reasons for its discontinuance: (1) it is a purely human invention;
(2) the mass is unnecessary and can be omitted without sin and
danger;2¢ (3) the sacrament can be better understood, and oper-
ate in a more blessed manner, apart from the “fictitious” manner
in which it functions under Rome’s auspices; (4) “unspeakable
abuses” (such as the buying and selling of masses) would be
curbed without the Roman mass; and (5) it is a human work
whereby men try to justify themselves, in direct contradiction to
the “fundamental article” of Christ’s mediation.2”

He thus considers the division to be
“eternal,” and states that the institution
of the papacy itself would fall if the mass
were to be eliminated.

In recognizing the mass as “the decisive issue” between the two
communions, Luther sagely acknowledges, “Even if it were possi-
ble for the papists to make concessions to us in all other articles, it
would not be possible for them to yield on this article.”28 He thus
considers the division to be “eternal,” and states that the institution
of the papacy itself would fall if the mass were to be eliminated.

Finally, Luther lists the abuses that have resulted from the
mass as a work and sacrifice. These include (1) a preoccupation
with purgatory (an “illusion of the devil”) as being contrary to
“the fundamental article” that Christ alone saves souls;
(2) apparitions of departed souls demanding masses; (3) pil-
grimages of idolatry; (4) the rise of fraternities of prayer, works
of piety, and special masses on the part of either monasteries or
groups of clergymen; (5) relics, and the claim that, like the mass,
they effect the forgiveness of sin; and (6) the “precious indul-
gences” granted to the living and the dead, by which “the pope
sells the merits of Christ, and by which the first article is contra-
dicted (“the merits of Christ are obtained by grace, through
faith, without our work or pennies.”)2?

In summary, the theological development against the mass as
sacrifice can be seen as moving through three distinct stages. First,
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there is the attempt to realign the disproportionate understanding
of the mass in the scholastic terms of opus operatum and opus
operantis (The Sermon on the Lord’s Supper and The Blessed
Sacrament of the Holy and True Body and Blood of Christ). Second,
there is the polemical and theological necessity of discrediting the
idea of offering in terms of a sacrificing priesthood (especially in
The Babylonian Captivity and The Misuse of the Mass). Third, and
finally, there is the replacement of the discarded Roman idea of
the sacrament as a work, with that of the Lutheran concept of
promise and testament assented to by faith, (which is apparent in
all the theological works on the topic following The Sermon on the
Lord’s Supper). It should be noted that there is considerable over-
lap in the development of these themes, and that these themes are
not limited to any specific work or specific period.

CAJETAN’S THOUGHT AND WRITINGS

Cajetan’s first treatment of the mass as sacrifice took place years
before his confrontation with Martin Luther. In 1510, Cajetan
wrote a treatise in classic scholastic disputation format in response
to Scottish nominalist trends (and “the common error of many”).
Such theological trends had proclaimed that the ex opere operato
effect of the mass is necessarily limited, since it is less than the
effects of the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. In his work on the
subject, Cajetan holds to the Thomistic teaching that the effects of
the sacrifice of the mass are as unlimited as those of the cross.?°
This position continued to be the dominant understanding of
Roman Catholics.

In a distinction not unfamiliar to the early works of Luther,
Cajetan maintains two parts of the mass as contributing to the
efficacy of the sacrament: sacrifice and prayer. He writes:

Certain distinctions are necessary when discussing the ques-
tion [of the mass as sacrifice]. First we note that the mass has
two parts, sacrifice and prayer, of which the sacrifice is the
foremost part. Likewise, the effect of both these parts of the
mass is of several kinds, namely, merit, intercession, and sat-
isfaction. Furthermore, there are two kinds of efficacy of the
sacrament. First is that efficacy which depends only on the
administration of the sacrament (ex opere operato). Second is
the efficacy the priest and participant bring with them to the
sacrament (ex opere operantis).3!

After concluding that the sacramental aspect of the mass is only
efficacious for those who receive it, Cajetan goes on to discuss the
sacrificial aspect in some detail.

Cajetan distinguishes the sacramental aspects into the admin-
istration and its reception by the participant. The former repre-
sents unlimited merits, intercession, and satisfaction because it is
infinite, just as the merit of Christ’s passion “is even more accept-
able to God than all the sinners of the world.”32 The Dominican
made an important clarification at this point: while the effect of
Christ crucified is of infinite sufficiency, it is not of infinite or
equal efficacy for each individual. The result is that “when the
sacrifice of the mass is considered dependent on its administra-
tion alone, it has an infinite power,” since it is not being applied to
particular individuals, but for the sins of all humankind. It is a
continuation of Christ’s eternal sacrifice for all.
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When, however, the mass is considered in terms of its applica-
tion to individuals, its “effect is finite” (that is, limited). This is so
because the degree of satisfaction (or merits and intercession, for
that matter) “depends on the devotion of those who offer it or
those for whom it is offered.”3* Cajetan here is reacting to the
same nominalist abuses of the medieval concept of operato and
operantis that Luther struggled with in his first writings on the
mass. Cajetan is already addressing those authors (such as d’Ailly
and his disciple Gabriel Biel) who caused such consternation for
Luther. It can be argued that Luther, in his reaction against
scholastic definitions concerning the mass, was reacting to con-
troversial errors of nominalism, and not to the more sound doc-
trines of Aquinas and the via antiqua.>*

He argues that the operative act of the
sacrament then is not the recognition of
a memorial, but the acting out or con-
tinued participation in the act itself.

Cajetan’s position is really not that far removed from the earli-
er realignment of the scholastic categories mentioned above by
Luther. In fact, Cajetan’s assertion “To the degree that one has
devotion for the sacrifice, satisfaction is applied to him out of the
infinite power of the mass” bears a notable resemblance to
Luther’s primacy of faith in the efficacy of the sacrament. In one
view, both Cajetan and Luther can be seen as fighting the same
battle in their earliest writings on the sacrifice of the mass, and this
is because each was fighting the same opponent—the Pelagian-
influenced nominalism of the via moderna (which had come to
the continent from its stronghold in the English isles).33

Cajetan’s next major discussion of the sacrifice of the mass did
not take place for another fifteen years. At Pope Clement vir’s
request, the Cardinal prepared an apologetic tool for a legate to
Zurich to instruct Zwingli’s followers on proper eucharistic theol-
ogy, Errors in a Booklet on the Lord’s Supper— Instruction for the
Nuntio (1525).36 Not surprisingly, the offer for instruction was
refused. Cajetan’s writing was a reaction against the ideas found in
Zwingli’s De vera et falsa religione commentarius, published earli-
er that year.

Cajetan addresses twelve errors. The ninth of these is specifical-
ly concerned with the Eucharist as sacrifice. This text is a refuta-
tion of Zwinglian suppositions, and not those of Luther, but
Cajetan could just as well be confronting arguments made by
members of the German reform movement. As did Luther, the
Zwinglians invoked Hebrews (chapters 9 and 10) to argue that the
cross was a single and sufficient sacrifice, and that no other
sacrifice is required for the redemption of souls.

Cajetan responds to the Swiss position by arguing that “it
judges that the sacrifice of the altar is a different sacrifice from the
sacrifice offered on the cross.” He then goes on to invoke the now-
familiar Roman formula that there is only one sacrifice, although
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there is a difference in the manner of offering. “Then it was
offered corporeally, but now it is offered spiritually.” Cajetan
teaches that the spiritual offering does not render the original
form of the sacrifice as insufficient (“which we profess as one and
all-sufficient for all eternity”). Nor is Cajetan saying that a merely
spiritual body is offered on the altar, but rather that “the natural
body of Christ is offered in a spiritual oblation in the sacrifice of
the altar.”37

As to the argument that the sacrifice of the mass is not found
in Scripture, Cajetan’s rejoinders from the Pauline corpus (espe-
cially 1 Corinthians 11) strive to argue the opposite. He states that
Paul, in handing down that which was given to him by the Lord,
is supporting both the institution of sacrament and sacrifice (a
“sharing of the body and blood of Christ”). He also offers evi-
dence from James, the martyrs, and church councils (particular-
ly Constantinople 1). He concludes by saying that “even if noth-
ing were written, still sufficient witness that this sacrifice was
instituted by Christ and handed on by the Apostles is found in
the continuous tradition, not just in one part of the world, but
of the universal church spread over the whole world.”?8 In this
way, he argues, the sacrifice of the mass cannot be considered as
an institution of the pope, the Latin Church, or the Eastern
(Greek) Church.

At this time in his career, and for the next several years, Cajetan
turned his attention to other areas—specifically, an intense study
of Scripture (and a revision of his own exegetical methods), as
well as his commentary on the Summa Theologiae of Aquinas. By
1531, however, Cajetan once again confronted criticism of the mass
as sacrifice. This time his treatise The Sacrifice of the Mass and its
Rites— Against the Lutherans is directly aimed at Lutheran teach-
ings, and most likely was a reaction against his recent reading of
the Augsburg Confession of 1530. He wrote to Clement vii,
“Recently, a Lutheran writing was given me, which, although it
affirms the true body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist, denies
the sacrifice of the mass.”?

Reflecting his new exegetical approach, Cajetan approaches the
topic almost exclusively from Scripture. He begins his treatise
with an overview of points of agreement and difference.
Theologians in both groups agree that the mass can be called a
“commemorative sacrifice” since the true body and blood are
received in commemoration of the sacrifice of the cross.
Nevertheless, two Lutheran “denials” are specifically pointed out:
(1) a denial that this real body and blood of Christ are offered to
God on the altar, and (2) a denial that there is a victim or sacrifice
for the expiation of sins (for either the living or the dead) present
on the altar. Both denials, he states, are based on the teaching of
the Epistle to the Hebrews.

Cajetan counters with Christ’s institution of the memorial as
sacrifice in Luke 22 and 1 Corinthians 11. Of utmost importance to
Cajetan’s argument is the action verb “do,” as in “do this in mem-
ory of me” (thus anticipating the subsequent arguments based on
the Greek text). He argues that the operative act of the sacrament
then is not the recognition of a memorial, but the acting out or
continued participation in the act itself. And that act is character-
ized not simply as the making present of Christ for believers, but
doing this in the same manner that Christ did himself—broken
and offered to God on our behalf.
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Cajetan next addresses three specific but closely related
Lutheran concerns: (1) the question of repeating the “singular”
sacrifice indicated in Hebrews, (2) the complete sufficiency of the
single sacrifice, and (3) that all sins have been destroyed (expatiat-
ed) by the grace of the new covenant, thereby eliminating the need
for another offering for sins. Cajetan’s response here is to reiterate
the idea of the “oneness” of the single sacrifice of the cross being
the same as that which is “offered derivatively each day by the
same Christ through the ministers in his Church.”# In language
that will later be reflected in the Council of Trent’s decree on the
mass, Cajetan writes:

As the new covenant has a bloody offering, so it has an
unbloody offering. We confess that Jesus Christ was the
bloody offering offered once on the altar of the cross for the
sins of the whole world. We also confess that the unbloody
offering was instituted by Christ, that is, his body and blood
under the form of bread and wine, as described in the
Scripture passages treated above. But the bloody offering
and the unbloody offering are not two offerings, but one and
the same. . . . But the way in which this identical victim is
offered is different.#!

Referring the argument back to Hebrews 9:25, Cajetan then dis-
tinguishes between merely repeating a sacrifice and that of repeat-
ing the one sacrifice in the manner and form which Jesus institut-
ed for his church. The “repeating” of sacrifice condemned in
Hebrews is therefore explained as a reference to the inadequacy of
old covenantal offerings, not to the continuance of the one perfect
sacrifice of Christ offered daily in the mass.#2 It is not a sacrifice
repeated, but the sacrifice continued.

Referring the argument back to Hebrews
9:25, Cajetan then distinguishes between
merely repeating a sacrifice and that of
repeating the one sacrifice in the man-
ner and form which Jesus instituted for
his church.

In 1531, Cajetan also wrote a brief but optimistic tract (entitled
Guidelines for Concessions to the Lutherans) in which he seeks to
convince Rome of how to incorporate the goals of the reformers
with the teachings of the Roman church. In this treatise Cajetan
should merit the title of reformer for the laudable goals that he
sets out. Despite the fact that they were rejected by the Roman
Curia,®? the list of concessions seeks to outline a distinction
between those laws and practices that are clearly of divine institu-
tion and those that are of ecclesiastical origin. This is a schema
very similar to that eventually adopted at Vatican Council 11 (tra-
ditio versus traditiones).
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Perhaps Cajetan could go no further than he had in his refuta-
tion of the Lutheran conception of the mass. After all, he had
invoked patristic sources, referenced earlier councils, and even
gone so far as to revise his entire exegetical style in order better to
argue from Scripture and thus meet on a level playing field.
Subsequently, the Dominican cardinal no longer attempted to deal
with the issue, and relegated it as one that was not open to conces-
sion. Therefore, his last two polemical works against the Lutherans
(Four Lutheran Errors [1531], and Faith and Works— Against the
Lutherans [1532]) do not treat the issue of the mass as sacrifice. This
is not to say that he does not use the language of sacrifice in his
arguments,* but rather that the item is clearly not one of conces-
sion or even worthy of controversy in his view. It is simply treated
as an accepted reality of Roman Catholic teaching.

In summary, it is worth noting that the Tridentine decree on
the mass as sacrifice incorporates not only the themes and lan-
guage expressed by Cajetan, but also utilizes Cajetan’s earlier
emphasis on proper devotion for the reception of the sacrament.
The council fathers wrote:

And inasmuch as in this divine sacrifice which is celebrated in
the mass is contained and immolated in an unbloody man-
ner the same Christ who once offered Himself in a bloody
manner on the altar of the cross, the holy council teaches that
this is truly propitiatory and has this effect, that if we, contrite
and penitent, with sincere heart and upright faith, with fear
and reverence, draw nigh to God, we obtain mercy and find
grace in seasonable aid [Heb 4:16]. For, appeased by this
sacrifice, the Lord grants the grace and gift of penitence and
pardons even the gravest of crimes and sins.45

The theology may not be unique to Cajetan, having references as
it does in earlier church writings, but it is a concise statement of
the views traditionally taught by the church and defended by the
Dominican Cardinal in a controversial time.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In Cajetan, then, there is a development of the teaching of the mass
as sacrifice that follows a pattern very similar to that of Luther him-
self. In the movement of thought, it can be seen that Cajetan, like
Luther, begins his treatises with a reaction against a misunder-
standing of the operata and operantis arguments, then moves into
a scriptural mode for understanding Old Testament sacrifice and
the sacrifice of the new covenant. Finally, Cajetan establishes the
primacy of “devotion” (which can be seen as the equivalent of
“faith” in Luther’s writings) for the efficacious reception of the
sacrament. Both men react against the same nominalist distortions
prevalent in the medieval understanding of the sacramental sys-
tem, just as both move toward theological insights that stress faith,
scriptural proofs, and the sufficiency of the sacrifice of the cross
(though not necessarily its efficacy in all cases).

Key theological differences between the two reformation con-
troversialists can be noted in the manner in which the function-
al components of the sacrament are considered. Luther, for his
contribution, makes a basic distinction between sacrifice (of
prayer) and a promise or testament (received in faith). On the
other hand, Cajetan makes the basic distinction between



36

sacrifice offered in faith and sacrament received in faith. This
distinction, however subtle, allowed the Roman Catholic
“reformer” to maintain the ongoing sacerdotal institution of
sacrifice. Meanwhile, his Lutheran counterpart necessarily elim-
inated the sacrificing priesthood in the development of his the-
ology of sola fide and the resulting doctrine of the universal
priesthood of believers.

Additionally, Cajetan argues from the established Roman
notion of sacred tradition in support of his arguments, especially
where Scripture is not particularly clear on a given doctrinal point.
Luther, on the other hand, remains loyal to his position of sola
Scriptura and relegates those unclear areas to a place of little or no
consequence. Without recourse to tradition, however, Luther ends
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up fighting a two-front war on eucharistic theology against both
Rome and the “fanatics” in the radical wing of the Reformation.

Despite the differences in development, both Cajetan and
Luther were historically able to further the understanding of
sacramental theology in ways that mutually informed each
other. As Jared Wicks concludes, a Lutheran-informed Cajetan
passed on works of “enduring significance” that eventually
helped to reshape the landscape of Roman Catholicism.*6
Perhaps Luther, who saw the mass as “the decisive issue”
between Lutherans and Roman Catholics,*” would be amazed by
“the growing harmony in ways of thinking about the eucharistic
sacrifice” expressed in the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue in
the second half of the twentieth century.4s SN
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Killing to Make Alive Again

Cruciform Proclamation in the Writings of Gerhard O. Forde

DAvibp R. LIEFELD

RUCIFORM PROCLAMATION IS NOT MERELY a preaching about
C the cross, but a preaching that is actually shaped by the cross.

Paul writes that the cross is the power of God. This is not past
tense; it is present tense. Therefore, cruciform proclamation actu-
ally does the cross to those who hear it. It is the tool of the Holy
Spirit by which He kills and makes alive again. Cruciform procla-
mation takes seriously what Luther said about being a theologian
of the cross, namely, that what is visible of God is visible only
through suffering and the cross.

One voice in the wilderness of contemporary debates over what
constitutes effective preaching is Gerhard O. Forde, recently retired
from the faculty of Luther Seminary in St. Paul, Minnesota. After
serving briefly in the department of historical theology, Forde
served most of his career in systematic theology. Nevertheless, his
systematic always had an historical cast: it was the theology of
Luther revived. While a confessional Lutheran must carefully cri-
tique Forde’s presuppositions,! he must also recognize in Forde’s
work Luther’s own dynamic grasp of law and gospel—a dynamic
as often obscured in the tradition that bears Luther’s name as in the
traditions of those who overtly oppose him.

Opver a period of twenty-five years, Forde wrote four books with
a variety of themes, but which all emphasized the preached God.
In 1972 he published Where God Meets Man: Luther’s Down-to-
Earth Approach to the Gospel. His provocative book Justification by
Faith: A Matter of Death and Life was published in 1982. In 1990
came his Theology Is for Proclamation. Finally, in 1997, he pro-
duced On Being a Theologian of the Cross: Reflections on Luther’s
Heidelberg Disputation, 1518. In each book Forde elaborated a
theme regarding the proper understanding of law and gospel
which was announced early in his 1972 book: “It is a question of
how you hear the words, what they actually do to you.”2

For Forde, law and gospel can never be reduced to the content
of a sentence—as if the proper distinction between the two were
merely a matter of dividing up the Bible’s verses into the proper
categories. Nor can the gospel successfully be reduced to a simple
platitude like “Jesus died for your sins.” Instead, for Forde, the
proper distinction between law and gospel always has to do with
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the way in which any verse, any sentence, any platitude is used.
Used, not merely by the feeble designs of a human agent, but first
and foremost by the divine Spirit who, in the show-stopping words
of the Augsburg Confession, works faith when and where he pleas-
es in those who hear the gospel (AC v). Used, according to Forde,
first to kill in order that the Spirit might make alive again. Law and
gospel, writes Forde, “do not designate merely aspects or parts of
the text but the manner in which the text functions relative to the
hearer. It kills and makes alive and is to be so preached.”?

Forde is drawn to the Pauline maxim “the letter kills, but the
spirit gives life.” Surveying the misdirected medieval allegorical
tradition of letter and spirit as textual hermeneutic, Forde points
to Luther’s revolutionary insight:

The letter-spirit problem so vexing in the tradition issues in
the law-gospel dialectic fundamental to preaching and com-
municating the word. Not just what the word means is
important—and the sorting out of levels of meaning or fan-
cying such levels—but what the word does. And what does it
do? It kills and makes alive.*

In his book Justification by Faith Forde wrote:

The search for the proper distinction between law and gospel
is, in essence, nothing other than a search for an under-
standing and use of theological language that gives life
beyond the death always administered by legal talk or law. It
is a search for a use of language in church discourse, in
proclamation, which does not merely talk about life or
describe life but actually gives it.5

In his Theology Is for Proclamation, Forde put it bluntly: “We must
learn to speak a Word that not only explains but does something.”

Already in his delightful primer on Luther’s theology, Where God
Meets Man, Forde wrote of preaching that “the cross and resurrec-
tion must be so understood and so preached that they bring about
in us as well a death and a new life.” Forde elaborated: “If you wish
to be raised with him you must die with him. This is to say that
there is no way to appropriate the cross other than to go through it.
You can’t have it in theory. .. .” Putting it succinctly, Forde con-
cluded: “There is nothing to do about [the] death involved but to
die it.”7 As the apostle Paul once put it to the Galatians, “I have been
crucified with Christ.” Or, as Dietrich Bonhoeffer once wrote,
“When Christ calls a man, he bids him come and die.”8
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It is through this killing and making alive, then, that proclama-
tion becomes cruciform. Forde emphasizes that this

does not mean only that there is lots of talk about the cross.
The point is that the proclamation itself ought to bear the
form of the Word of the cross. It is to do the cross to the hear-
ers. The proclamation is to kill and make alive. It purposes to
make an end and a new beginning. What makes the procla-
mation the Word of the cross is not the fact that the cross is
always the direct subject or the only subject of the address,
but that the words themselves have the form of the cross, pre-
suppose it, drive inexorably to it, and flow from it. To be a
Word of the cross, the proclamation must cut in upon our
lives to end the old and begin the new.?

If the goal is that we might no longer live, but Christ himself
live in and through us, the proclamation cannot be an appeal to
free choice or emotional persuasion. Cruciform proclamation
necessarily presupposes the bondage of the will—a deservedly

If the goal is that . . . Christ himself live
in and through us, the proclamation
cannot be an appeal to free choice or
emotional persuasion.

controversial subject in any age precisely because “free choice” is
always the last refuge of the trapped “old Adam.” Writes Forde:
“The hearer is afflicted with the bondage of the will, which con-
sists, paradoxically, in the hearer’s very claim to free choice. That
claim is the hearer’s defense mechanism against God and the
proclamation.” 10 Forde elaborates on this theme:

We simply cannot reconcile ourselves to God, nor surrender
ourselves to a hidden God. We will not. We must claim the
right to control our own eternal destiny over against a hidden
God. But it is important to see that this is a bondage of the
will, not a forcing of the will. The will cannot be forced, even
by God. The will will will what it will! But it is always bound
to something or perhaps captivated by something. . . . it is
essential to see that ... God ... is not some transcendent
manipulator who secretly pulls strings to make us do some-
thing we do not want to do. . . . The trouble is simply that we
do just what we want to do, and so find ourselves locked in
opposition to God. We will not believe nor trust in God. We
cannot reconcile ourselves to the very idea of God.!!

And so the proclamation is not rational or emotional persuasion
but power. “The proclamation,” Forde writes, “is therefore shaped
by the fact that the bound are to be set free.” 12

To waver at this point is to reduce the pulpit to a platform from
which the preacher tries to use Jesus as the ultimate enforcer of

LOGIA

whatever “mores or ‘life-styles’ or politics that the preacher has
decided to push.” Forde elaborates:

The proclamation must be shaped by the realization that
God does not work that way. God does not come hat in hand
begging, “Won’t somebody please believe in me?” God does
not come in ways that pander to our so-called freedom of
choice. God comes to invade the house of the “strong man
armed” who aims to keep his goods in peace. God comes to
challenge the adversary to battle for the life of the captive.

Forde asserts bluntly: “The bound sinner will never choose the
crucified God. Jesus said as much: ‘You did not choose me, but I
chose you and appointed you . . .’ (John 15:16).” Thus

though the will is bound, it can be changed. . . . The change
that takes place, however, fits none of our known schemes of
human transformation, smooth or violent. The Scriptures
speak of it as a dying and being raised through proclamation
of Christ. It means that we can be reached by one who comes
“from without,” something “no eye has seen, nor ear heard”
(1 Cor. 2:9) in this age. The act of proclaiming proceeds on
the hope that the hearer can be “gotten at” from without,
that the proclamation in Word and sacrament is the means
of grace, the “sword of the Spirit” which cuts through the
bondage and sets the captives free.

“The sinner must die to be raised to newness of life,” Forde con-
cludes. “The proclamation is shaped by that realization. It admin-
isters death in order to call to life.”13

Forde also warns that cruciform proclamation is not merely a
matter of once converting the unbeliever, but also always a matter
of producing repentance anew in the believer. A cruciform ser-
mon, therefore, also must kill the spiritual pretensions of the reli-
gious by attacking their erroneous presuppositions, their so-called
theology of glory. In On Being a Theologian of the Cross, Forde
writes: “The cross is itself in the first instance the attack of God on
the old sinner and the sinner’s theology.”1* Forde elaborates:

Therefore the theology of the cross is an offensive theology.
The offense consists in the fact that unlike other theologies it
attacks what we usually consider the best in our religion. . . .
theologians of the cross do not worry so much about what is
obviously bad in our religion, our bad works, as they do
about the pretension that comes with our good works.1

Psychologically perceptive, Forde observes, “We are willing, if
need be, to admit that our vices should go, but certainly not our
virtues. We persist in picturing ourselves as ‘virtuous’ persons—at
least to some degree.”16 Thus for Forde, “a theology of the cross is
inevitably quite polemical. It constantly seeks to uncover and
expose the ways in which sinners hide their perfidy behind pious
facades. The delicate thing about it is that it attacks the best we
have to offer, not the worst.”17 For this reason, even those who
have already heard the word of the cross must be put to death
again and again in order to die to spiritual pretension—in order
to be raised anew in the power of the resurrected Christ.
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One must therefore become wary of preaching methodologies
that depend upon identifying the “needs” of the hearer, when those
needs are not understood as arising from rebellion against God.
Needs-based preaching too quickly dissolves into presenting a Jesus
who is amenable to us—who in meeting our needs inevitably helps
us to live our own self-directed lives more fully.!® Too quickly does
the resilient sinner conclude that what God is really after, after all, is
for us to live a better life—with the Spirit’s help, of course! The nec-
essary death is in this way short-circuited by allowing an obvious
continuity to exist between the dying “sinner” and the rising
“believer.” There can be no such continuity. Indeed, there must be
a radical discontinuity. There literally must be a death:

He [Jesus] does not come to protect us from death, he comes
to do it to us. He brings death home to us. He does old beings
[our sinful “old Adam”] to death. The suffering and dying
Jesus is therefore the one in whom we meet our end, the escha-
tological end of our existence in bondage to sin and death.

In the same way, the new life in Christ is a participation in his
sufferings (Phil 3:10)—a reminder that what is new is new pre-
cisely because it stands opposed to all of the self-centered notions
of a meaningful life that are presupposed by the sinful being. In
this way, proclamation does not merely pay lip service to the cross,
to our death with Christ, but gives us to the Christ whose own life
was the way of suffering and the cross.

We turn now to the pressing question: How exactly does the
preacher do this? After all, if this understanding of cruciform
proclamation does not lead to the practice of cruciform procla-
mation, it is of little help in our contemporary crisis. Since this
question is necessarily broad in scope, involving as it does both
doctrine and rhetoric, the assertions made here can only be illus-
trative and not exhaustive. They are but suggestive thoughts from
one who is himself as yet only beginning to grasp the matter and
whose reading of Forde admittedly may be deficient.

First, cruciform proclamation must focus.

If there is one criticism that I would level against most sermons I
have heard, it is that they strive to say too much—even short ser-
mons that nevertheless try to cover too much. I cannot say that
this “too much” is always irrelevant or unhelpful, but only that it
often distracts from getting the point. And I do not mean a point
grounded in content, as in a three-point sermon, but a point
grounded in the cruciform need for death and resurrection—the
dying and rising of law and gospel in the text for me. There may be
numerous interesting stories and anecdotes; there may be insight-
ful observations about the historical or doctrinal meaning of the
text. But if there is no dying and rising for me, in this encounter
with the text, the sermon is not a cruciform proclamation (no
matter what its intentions).

In his Theology Is for Proclamation, Forde complains that procla-
mation today is being “displaced by explanation, teaching, lectur-
ing, persuasion, ethical exhortation, or public display of emotion
about Jesus.” Forde does not care whether the displacing “lecture”
about God is “conservative, liberal, evangelical, or fundamentalist.”
In every case, lecturing about God “is of no great moment if it does
not issue in proclamation.”?® For lectures about the past remain just
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that: about the past. In a postmodern world that has such serious
doubts about the past there is a desperate need for “present-tense
unconditional proclamation”—a proclamation that answers
authoritatively “the crucial question about what God has decided to
do here and now.” Doctrine, however orthodox and however nec-
essarily presupposed for effective preaching, is nevertheless past
tense. Cruciform proclamation is present tense: “A sermon does
indeed include explaining, exegeting, and informing, but ultimate-
ly it must get around to and aim at a doing, an actual pronouncing,
declaring, giving of the gift.” For Forde, “Proclamation is present
tense: I here and now give the gift to you, Christ himself, the body
and blood of the Savior. I do it in both word and sacrament. This is
God’s present move, the current ‘mighty act’ of the living God.”2°

Too often preachers substitute a new law
for the gospel when they give

priority to ponderous lectures

about living the new life in Christ.

A cruciform proclamation therefore must be focused. It must
zero in on something in the text that is to be done to the hearer.
Whatever else is said, whatever rhetorical devices might be used,
the sermon must do this something.

Second, cruciform proclamation must focus on what God does.
This does not mean that preaching will not talk about what we do,
but only that what matters in the final analysis is what God does.
It is God who breaks through to kill and make alive. The rhetoric
of the sermon must be weighed against this standard. The preach-
er must not slip into popular language that presupposes free
choice, moral exhortation or spiritual striving. Forde writes:

Death, you see, is [being] put in the position of not being able
to do anything according to the ways of this world—the law,
religion, the upward climb—with all its plans and schemes.
They suddenly stop, come to an end: “I through the law died
to the law that I might live to God.” Both our vices and our
virtues come to a full stop. The justification declaration is pre-
cisely that: a full stop. “You have died,” Paul says. It is all over!2!

It literally becomes ludicrous for the preacher to continue on at
that point with what we will now do about this death of ours!

What we ought to do is the law (to which we die); what God does
is gospel. Too often preachers substitute a new law for the gospel
when they give priority to ponderous lectures about living the new
life in Christ. It implies all too clearly that being a Christian is, after
all, in spite of what they may have been told, ultimately about what
they do. Forde treats this subject at length in most of his books
because it is, he believes, the greatest failure of contemporary
Lutheranism: “Justification is quickly given a lick and a promise so
that one can get on to the ‘real’ (practical) business at hand: sanc-
tification, ‘progress’ in ‘virtue’ under ‘the law.”22



40

In this way, in Forde’s view, Lutheranism becomes de facto, just
another theology of glory. Gone is the emphasis on a real death
and resurrection at the hands of a cruciform proclamation. Gone

Cruciform proclamation is not manipu-
lation, and the preacher dare not become
merely a cheerleader for

congregational programs.

is justification by faith as a total state, as a complete and uncondi-
tional gift. Gone is the realization that, as Forde writes, “there can
be no more sanctification than where every knee bends and every
mouth is silent before God.”

Only those who are so grasped that they stand still and con-
fess to sin and give God the glory, only they are “sanctified.”
And there cannot be more sanctification than that! Whoever
knows this knows that there is an end to the old, there is a
death involved, and that being a Christian means ever and
anew to be blasted by that divine lightning (for we always
forget it) and to begin again.

The so-called progress of the Christian is, in this view of things,
according to Forde, “the progress of one who constantly has to get
used to the fact that we are justified totally by faith, constantly has
somehow to ‘recover, so to speak, from that death blow to pride
and presumption—or better, is constantly being raised from the
tomb of all pious ambition to something quite new.” The
“progress” is, Forde concludes, “not our movement toward the
goal” but “the movement of the goal in upon us.”2?

The preacher has one task: to do God to those who listen. In
this way does proclamation remain cruciform—the power of
God and not of man.

Third, cruciform proclamation focuses on what God does to kill us.
Many preachers are afraid of the law—afraid to be too hard on the
people for fear that they will be motivated by guilt and live by the
law. For them, one really only needs to preach an uplifting and
encouraging gospel since, after all, people already feel the burden
of living under the law. This so-called compassionate approach is,
in fact, the greatest cruelty! By preventing the law from doing its
work, one in effect preserves the life of the sinful old Adam and,
thus, prevents the true gospel from taking hold.

One often hears stewardship sermons that only insipidly sug-
gest that surely we love God enough to give a little more than we
are giving now. Surely, we are thankful to God for all that he has
done for us in the past and will want to part with a little more of
our hard-earned money in the present. This is neutered law! It
weakly suggests that we might not be doing what God wants us to
do, but is afraid to let God’s proclamation of himself kill the hear-
er. Let the hearer learn what God demands. Let the hearer know
what sacrificial stewardship means. Let the hearer compare what
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is given to God with what is spent on houses and furnishings, on
sumptuous meals at home or eaten out. Let the hearer, in short,
hear concrete illustrations of what it means to have other gods—
indeed, to be our own god. There is absolutely no danger of legal-
ism if that on which the sermon is focused is truly the death that
alone can lead to life. If the goal is not merely to prod pious the-
ologians of glory into giving a little more money, but rather to put
them to death so that God can raise them up according to his own
good pleasure, there is never a danger of Pharisaical legalism.
Cruciform proclamation is not manipulation, and the preacher
dare not become merely a cheerleader for congregational programs.
The preacher must let the law kill, because that is what it is intended
to do; and this applies to money or any other aspect of everyday life.

Fourth, cruciform proclamation focuses on what God does to kill
us and (surprise!l) to make us alive.

The charge often made against cruciform proclamation is that it
is too gloomy. All the talk about death is not uplifting and, well,
people just get tired of it. The reality is precisely the opposite. It is
those who keep promising moral or spiritual progress to those
working at it, with the Spirit’s help, of course, who get terribly
burdensome and depressing. Writes Forde:

Few things are so deadly or depressing, Alvin Rogness used
to say, as sermons on joy! . . . Everyone is expected to talk up
and approve the life of piety, to live up to the life of the
description. Everyone feels compelled to go along with the
game because no one dares object to it.

Yet, as Forde observes, “talk about the Spirit does not impart
the Spirit any more than talk about piety imparts piety.” What
finally needs to be done, as this article has said all along, is killing
to make alive again:

One speaks in the Spirit and imparts the Spirit when one
speaks the unconditional gospel of Jesus Christ, when one is
not afraid to declare the Word that slays and makes alive. . . .
Faith comes by hearing the gospel, not by describing it.2¢

In his Theology Is for Proclamation, Forde’s suggestion for get-
ting right to the heart of the matter, without getting side-tracked
by talk about the gospel, is to look for the hard sayings in the
text—to look for that which surprises or offends:

In moving from text to sermon, one would do well to look
first for the offense, the killing letter of the text, the hard say-
ing, the uncompromising word, and start with that rather
than with some cute story. Then one can subsequently turn
it over as life-giving Spirit. The word of forgiveness spoken
to the paralytic was a blasphemous offense. But the author-
ity claimed was vindicated, so now it is to be used. In the
parable of laborers in the vineyard, the keeper’s retort, “Can
I not do what I want with what is my own?” is tremendous-
ly offensive. But it must be so preached precisely as offense
to kill the old so that it can be turned over into life-giving
spirit. For our only chance is that God can do what God
wants with what is his own! And the present moment, the
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sermons, the sacrament, is what God has decided to do! The
offense must be done so that the Word can give life.2

In his Justification by Faith, Forde put the same thing this way:

Thus more and more I find myself looking for just that sort
of thing in a text—the word which is a kind of startling
abbreviation of the gospel—stark, unconditional. Often, I
notice, that very word is a “hard saying,” the pronouncement
that shocked, the announcement of mercy and forgiveness,
the action that amazed and astonished, or even caused the
hearers to take up stones to kill! I look for that and often lead
with it, knowing full well that it is not at first going to help,
that it is likely to be received not as relevant but as a frontal
attack on the “ego” of the Old Adam. . . . I believe it is that
word which is ultimately “relevant”—which will finally bring
“relief,” lift us out of our self-made prisons—precisely
because it is a frontal attack on all our defenses. Then, after
letting the text set the agenda, I can go on and develop the
material —calling on as much analysis of the current human
scene and predicament as seems useful and helpful, always,
however, with the goal of returning again finally to the pro-
nouncement, the hard saying, the announcement, so that it
will finally be heard as the word of life, the gospel, the uncon-
ditional word. In other words, whereas first it will be heard
as an attack on the “ego”, a word which brings death, the aim
is that in the end it will be reheard as a word of life.

But that means that in the end we return to the word of
justification, the word of the forgiveness of sins, flat out,
unconditional, as the last word, the last judgment. I find it
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hard to escape from just those words, that kind of pro-
nouncement. The reason is basically that only those kinds of
words lend themselves to the pronouncement we can make
in speaking finally for God: I declare you just for Jesus sake;
I declare unto you the forgiveness of all your sins.26

Surprise! The unconditional proclamation leaves us with
nothing to say but “Amen.” Yet, in saying “Amen,” we also begin
to live with trust that God is indeed having his own way with us.
Forde summarizes:

It is to begin actually to trust God with our destiny, to
believe God can actually be trusted with it, to want God to
take it over, to let God be God. . . . One can be reconciled
to God only through a faith that lets God be the God of
mercy God has decided to be.”

Let me conclude our exploration of cruciform proclamation in
the writings of Gerhard Forde, then, with the words with which
Forde himself ended his book Justification by Faith:

I have had one aim in mind—to establish the point that in
the end we have to say it, pronounce it, do it again. The aim
is to unlock, unleash once again the power of the gospel, the
power of that word which does indeed judge, confront,
attack, kill the old in order to give birth to the new. The art
of doing that has perhaps been lost in a sea of images,
options, myths, and paradigms. My hope is that we might at
least think about how to regain the art of speaking the
unconditional word and promise with power.2s [N
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Was Bo Giertz a Pietist?
Bishop Giertz and the Order of Grace

Eric R. ANDRAE

1sHoP EMERITUS DR. Bo HARALD GIERTZ (G6teborg dio-
@ cese, 1949-1970) died July 12, 1998, in Stockholm, Sweden,

one month short of the age of ninety-three. Giertz was a
staunch defender of the faith, known worldwide as a Lutheran
writer and leader. While he was by all accounts one of the most
prominent and influential Swedish churchmen of this century,
the former vice-president of the Lutheran World Federation
(1957-1963) is best known in North America as the author of the
acclaimed novel The Hammer of God.! Other of his works have
also been translated into English, but much more Swedish mate-
rial remains inaccessible to the English reader. As such, the pic-
ture of Giertz remains incomplete in the United States.

Who was Bo Giertz? High-church, low-church, old-church, the
new view of the church, confessional, non-confessional, biblically
traditional, not biblically traditional, man of awakening, arch-
Lutheran, catholic, exegete, dogmatician, practical theologian,
sacramentalist,2 not sacramental enough, non-Schratauan, non-
pietist, Schartauan, and pietist are some of the labels that have
been applied.? It is these last two labels that will draw the attention
of this essay. Bo Giertz himself, especially in various letters to
Gunnar Rosendal,* defended pietism and contended that he is a
sacramental “Rosenius-influenced’ Schartaun.”’s

Henric Schartau (1757-1825) was, according to some, the
greatest theologian Sweden has produced.” He served as pastor
in the southern city of Lund and as dean of its cathedral from
1780 until his death. Though early in his ministry he was
influenced by the German pietists,® he strongly opposed emo-
tionalism, lay preaching, separatist movements within the
Church of Sweden,® the discarding of the traditional liturgies,
and conventicles, due to their lack of clerical supervision.
Schartau rejected sentimentalism and subjectivism, “the pietis-
tic stress on personal experience as the ground for spiritual cer-
tainty.”1° For him this ground is only the word of God, preached
and taught through the exalted ecclesiastical office of the
ordained minister. Schartau held a high regard for the church,
her sacraments, and her ordinances, and thus separated himself
from the pietists. He could be called a “high-church pietist.” So,
as can be seen, the meaning, connotation, and usage of “pietist”
has been quite different in Sweden than in the United States.

Eric ANDRAE is pastor of St. John’s Lutheran Church, Jeannette,
Pennsylvania.
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Schartau’s disciples, especially students at the University of
Lund from the Goteborg diocese, spread Schartau’s message after
his death, mainly in their home diocese. This diocese, covering
the entire western coast of Sweden, has been synonymous with
what is called West Coast Swedish Lutheranism, or
“Schartauanism,” which, according to Robert Murray, “still car-
ries the spiritual stamp of Schartau’s disciples with firm concen-
tration on public worship, pure doctrine, and great respect for
‘the true teacher.””!1 It is this west coast area in which Giertz
served as bishop for twenty-one years.12

Schartau’s teachings centered on the order of grace, or ordo
salutis, the way of salvation.!> The doctrine of the order of
grace' in our earthly life commands a third of Giertz’s
Kyrkofromhet.1> “The special frame, in which ... Bo Giertz’s
writings fit [is] ... the ordo-salutis theology.”'6 It is to
Kyrkofrombhet, then, that we must turn in order to gain proper
insight into his understanding of the order of grace. As such, and
perhaps most importantly, much comprehension will be gained
regarding Schartau’s influence upon Giertz’s confession of the
doctrine of justification, of “undeserved grace and . . . Christ’s
atonement . .., the article of faith upon which the church
stands or falls.”17 In his writings, Giertz himself often points to
Schartau and his influence:18 “Schartau has given us the classic
summary of all this [how conversion occurs] in his teaching on
the order of grace.”1?

Though originally published early (1939) in the writing career
of Giertz, the bishop writes in the foreword to the1962 edition that
Kyrkofromhet “deals with questions that never lose their topical
value.”20 As such, he made no significant changes to the book dur-
ing those twenty-three years. Seemingly, its views remained the
bishop’s late into his writing career.2! Its views on the doctrine of
the order of grace will be summarized below, providing a practi-
cal guide for pastoral care.

NADENS ORDNING: THE ORDER OF GRACE

First Giertz points out what the order of grace is not. It is not, as
many assume, a teaching on how the soul finds its way to God.
Rather, it teaches how God finds his way to man’s heart.22 This
begins with holy baptism. “We can never think highly enough of
our baptism.”23 In baptism our heavenly Father breaks into our
lives, unites us with the life of Christ, makes a covenant, and
chooses the baptized for citizenship in his kingdom. Thus the
baptized person has an inheritance, a home. I, the baptized, can
deny and reject this, but
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I cannot erase the fact that I have a home and a Father who
has not forgotten his child and never ceases to yearn for it. I
also cannot prevent him from seeking me and sending offers
to me. And this is exactly what God does. So this is how “a
person finds the way to God.”24

Baptism is foundational to the order of grace.

KALLELSEN: The Call, the Invitation

God’s invitation to come to him, to come to faith, is constant in
and from baptism. God’s call comes in a number of ways, but it
comes most clearly, most surely, through the word, in preaching.
It places you before a “decision of eternal importance.”25 After
years of ignoring the call within baptism, its personal
significance is now being felt, and then its initial peace. This feel-
ing is caused by “the calling grace,” as Schartau and others, “the
old spiritual guides,” called it. It says yes to God.2¢ This is not yet
conversion, however.

At this point, it is key to make use of God’s word and to pray,
especially within the church of Christ, your home as one who is
baptized. All that we need to know God publicly gives us in his
word. Even prayer is learned and practiced in the church’s confes-
sion and praise. Individualism is rejected by Giertz, as it was by
Schartau. The same is true of sentimentalism. There can be no
reliance upon the wonderful new feelings, even if you think they
are meritorious, but only upon the objectivity of the word of God
and the praying church. Feelings and emotions waver, they fail.2”
And when they do, there is bitterness.

After you have been called, your faith
is at first generally moralistic and
legalistic.

Thus is encountered the first of what “the old spiritual guides”
and Giertz call the three “obstacles to salvation . . . man’s natural
aversion to prayer and the word.”28 It is only the calling grace that
can here overcome this obstacle and move you into the habit of
the word: prayer, Bible, and worship. If you stand firm here, then
you have truly said yes to God. You have become a disciple of
Jesus.? It is now time for right use of his holy supper. For even
though true (rdtta) faith is not yet present, the person is a true dis-
ciple.3® The Lord’s Supper is specifically for such people, for disci-
ples, working faith in them. And it is the Lord’s supper, emphasizes
the bishop. Indeed, with its continuous Christocentric theme, this
section of Kyrkofromhet could have been entitled “Christ alone” as
easily as “Nédens ordning.” It is through this Lord’s Supper, in the
right use of the means of grace, that God works on man.

Giertz often gives some warnings. The order of grace has often
been misunderstood and wrongly criticized. Giertz makes it clear
that the essential in the order of grace is grace, not the order.3!
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Thus the focus is not when the turning point occurred in the jour-
ney: “Therefore a true Christian usually does not speak much
about his first encounter with God. He knows that it is nothing to
build upon. For if [God’s] work has not continued, then the call
has been wasted.” A wasted call is a serious matter. God does
always forgive anew, but we are not to test God, relying on what
has been called “cheap grace.” “No one knows when the last call
will be given” in this life.32

UPPLYSNINGEN GENOM LAGEN:
Enlightenment through the Law

You are now facing a choice: you know that you want to be a
Christian.3® You are on the way that might lead to true
Christianity. You must be enlightened through the law and
through the gospel. This division, Giertz warns again, cannot be
thought of in terms of chronology. All the parts of the order of
grace are intertwined. They are separated only in order to be stud-
ied more easily and understood more clearly. “In its deepest sense,
the order of grace is a doctrine on faith, not a division of stages
that you must go through in order to become a true Christian.”34

After you have been called, your faith is at first generally moral-
istic and legalistic. Christianity is only viewed in terms of God’s
commands and requirements, which are seen as within the reach of
fulfillment. The focus is misplaced: it is on what “we are to do for
God, instead of what God has done for us in Jesus Christ.”3> While
this may very well be in some ways an active faith, its activities are
not really part of the whole and completed faith, the true faith.

It is here that God will slowly destroy the second obstacle to sal-
vation: the love of sin. Through the word, God works regret,
repentance. Giertz divides true repentance into three parts: con-
fession of sins, sorrow over sin,3¢ and a longing to be freed from
sin. You realize, as repentance is worked, that “in your own efforts
. .. you are much worse off than you ever imagined.”3? The com-
prehension of that total depravity, the original sin that is the root
cause of all obstacles to salvation, is a harsh reality. Hopelessness
may set in.38 If so, first you stay away from the Lord’s Table. Then
you get lazy in your prayer life and Bible reading. This path that
moralism takes must eventually meet its end in Paul’s cry of dis-
tress (Rom 7:24). At last, Paul reminds himself and us that even
this is the work of God, his alien work, the work of the law. It is
the excruciating time in which the law is, as always, accusing; the
old spiritual guides called it the “awakening.”® Indeed, it is a
strange blessing. The law shows us that we cannot save ourselves;
it points to the gospel, which tells us that we have one who can
save, a Savior.

At last it is clear also to you, that the foundation for our
Christian faith, for that covenant that the living God made
with us in baptism truly is not our righteousness or our
improvement*°® or our fulfillment of his holy requirements,
but rather God’s incredible mercy, his undeserved grace and
our Lord Jesus Christ’s atoning work on Golgotha.#!

When waiting for the light of this gospel to come totally clear, you
must, no matter what, never abandon the church of Christ: God
there proclaims the word, invites you to his Supper, and wants to
hear your private confession.
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UPPLYSNINGEN GENOM EVANGELIUM:
Enlightenment through the Gospel

Our incredible God knows our sinful lot. As has been shown, he
even uses our sin in the way to salvation! In our rebellion, he
repents us42 so that we may be given more than the self-right-
eousness of the Pharisees.

The law shows us our unholy sin, our separation from a holy
God. Certainly we can be righteous through the law, but this is
righteousness only toward neighbor, not coram Deo. Giertz
speaks of the righteousness of the gospel: a righteousness that is
a gift from God, through a faith in Christ that is also a gift from
God. If we could improve ourselves, then God’s law would be
enough. But we cannot. We want to earn God’s grace, but he
gives freely the undeserved benefits of that blood-stained cross.
This is the forgiveness of sins. This is the gospel.

We can either believe this or we can despair. Despair will occur
at the awakening if we break the ties to the church of Christ and
lose prayer and the word. But we are allowed to believe. And our
Savior’s faithfulness will not be moved one inch despite our unbe-
lief, our struggles. Christ alone is the foundation of salvation. It is
Christianity, after all, not fideism.

Nonetheless, the struggle is to believe that all God’s work is
for you. This is the third great obstacle to salvation: the struggle
to believe that all depends on the Christ who is for you; this
obstacle is unbelief, really. You will encounter doubt, struggles,
and terrors of the conscience if you focus on self. The focus is to
be on Christ alone, what he has done, his love, his death, his
incredible mercy. The struggle in and with sin is brought to
light by the law, in order that grace may be brought to light by
the gospel.43

The obstacle of unbelief is conquered as you are opened by
the Lord to be given gifts from him, the giver.#* These gifts
come in the word, prayer, and the sacrament of the altar.
Through these God erects faith in the Savior as exactly that:
Savior and Atoner. It is when this faith is present that conver-
sion has been completed!*> This complete change effects
justification and new birth. This is the very heart of Giertz’s
presentation on the order of grace:

These are not stages or steps in the process of grace . . ..
One must be careful not to make the Order of Grace a
staircase on which one gradually moves up to God. . . . It
is rather a descent, a process of impoverishment, in which
God takes away from man one after the other of his false
grounds of comfort. At its heart it is a description of how
God’s love overcomes the obstacles and breaks down the
dams which prevent the divine grace to freely pour itself
over a life. These obstacles usually are in a certain context
and group themselves in a complementary order.
Therefore grace also has its order. But this order is not to
be forced and is never allowed to be made a law. God’s
grace works everywhere it is given the opportunity.
Therefore everything becomes intertwined in the work of
conversion. Already in the call there can be a deep insight
into the mystery of the Cross. Every meeting of the law and
every new confession of sin usually carries with it a new
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revelation of grace. And when finally faith victoriously
enters in, then “justification” and “new birth” are already
a reality.26

RATTFARDIGGORELSE OCH PANYTTFODELSE:
Justification and Rebirth

Faith is lighted in the poverty of the spirit. The true faith, which
is not the same as believing in God, for even the devils do that,
is present when you realize that you are not what you should be
and yet you hold onto Christ for dear life. Your spirit is poor,
but your Savior is rich.47 The atonement actually means some-
thing to you. True faith is faith in Christ, in the cross, for you.
This realization and nothing else is conversion: God has led you
to faith. It is not, as already mentioned, fideism: “If you have
faith in your own faith, then it has ceased to be a faith in the
Savior.”#® You cannot dare say when it happened, but simply
that it happened.

What has happened in conversion is described from two per-
spectives. First, one has peace with God. This is not some feel-
ing, but the objective truth: there is reconciliation. You are no
longer under the wrath of God, but under his grace. God for-
gives, God justifies.

But while God is justifying in heaven, something is also hap-
pening on earth.#° Man is born anew.5° The reborn Christian, now
united with Christ, does not willfully sin against his neighbor.

HELGELSEN: Sanctification

After conversion, the law does remain. Yet the new man delights
in God’s law and wants nothing more than to keep it.>! Here are
distinguished the two kinds of righteousness, even the two
realms. Civil righteousness consists of looking at oneself in light
of God’s commands in the word for benefit of the neighbor. On
the other hand, Christ’s righteousness comes only when look-
ing upon the Atoner for salvation’s sake. These two bring you to
the realization that you are simul justus ac peccator.

But with man being set free from sin and the condemnation
of the law, how is Christian liberty to be prevented from becom-
ing license for evil? The “old spiritual guides” remind us: “Just
make sure that you believe and are kept in the faith.” But how?
Again, it is through God’s word, prayer, and the holy supper.
And it must be remembered that these are enjoyed as a member
of the body of Christ, the Church of Christ. The Lord’s Supper
is also “the heart of [God’s] sanctifying work.” In preparation to
receive it, it has direct impact on everyday life. “It becomes so
obviously clear what you are allowed and what you are forbid-
den to do. . .. It is easier to choose the right when you instinc-
tively choose the road that leads back to the altar.” This Christian
life is limitless security, an unshakable trust in Christ’s atone-
ment, and, on the other hand, a never-ending battle for sanc-
tification. So it is nothing more and nothing less than daily con-
version effected by the foundation of baptism and by “the ham-
mer of the word of God.”>2

Sanctification has three results: sin is curbed, a Christian char-
acter is formed in which Christ has his word in all matters,>? you
grow in God’s grace and thus firmness of faith. So it can be seen in
Giertz’s theology that faith and sanctification have a mutual rela-
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tionship: in the three results of sanctification, you have “‘become
fully complete, as complete as you can be on this earth.”>*

CONCLUSION

In the order of grace it is not for you to decide or even know where
you are on the way to salvation, or to attempt to figure out what
will occur next. Rather, it is for you to be in the word and in
prayer, to listen to the church, to see baptism as the foundation
for all of Christian life, to make right use of the means of grace.>¢

The question has been raised here and elsewhere: was Bo Giertz
a pietist? Let Giertz answer for himself, in his own words:

We should stop stabbing at pietism. It is always misunderstood,
so that one would think that we disdain conversion and lack a
sense of the factor of personal responsibility in Christianity. . . .
Personally, I am convinced that the portion of pietism that is
found in Schartau is for salvation useful, not to mention nec-
essary. [It is this] vigorous unifying of pietism and orthodoxy
that comes to us in the awakening of the early 1800s.57

Furthermore, Giertz contended that not all the forms of
pietism can or should be judged the same. If so, “Schartau and the
entire Kronobergian old-church piety would be lost.”s® Then
would be forfeited

the classic heritage of the Swedish church, in which
Schartau and the other pastors of the awakening take the
places of honor. Is there any branch of our church that pro-
vides such a solid and sharp, and yet merciful, care of souls,
as that which was practiced during our classic time of
church awakening? The order of grace is for me the very
cornerstone in churchly preaching and the care of souls. A
churchly renewal that is not thorough and genuine on these
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matters is no true renewal. . .. As such, you understand
why I so stubbornly hold fast to pietism. If by pietism is
meant that pastoral>® wisdom which is laid out in the doc-
trine of the order of grace, then it is just about the last thing
that I would want to strike from my church program.s°

Finally, Giertz’s summary of our very salvation’s foundation,
means, and order in his catechetical Grunden neatly brings it all
together:

Salvation’s foundation: Christ alone, the Atoner of our sins,
our heavenly King and Intercessor, Judge of the living and the
dead. In no one else is there salvation, but each and every one
who believes on him shall not perish, but have everlasting life.

Salvation’s means: God’s word and sacraments, adminis-
tered by the church of Christ, our mother, which gives birth
to and nourishes every Christian,®! by us received with
prayer and obedience in the congregation’s worship and in
daily devotions. Of these means alone can faith be awakened.
Without them no one is a Christian, but through them every
sinner can receive saving faith in Christ.

Salvation’s order: The work of sanctification that leads a
person from sin’s and death’s power to life in Christ through
baptism and faith, through conversion for the wayward,
through the Spirit’s enlightenment for all, so that we through
poverty of spirit are lead to the riches of grace and in true
faith in Jesus always remain, here on earth and in eternity,
children of our heavenly Father, members of the body of Christ,
participants of 62 the Holy Spirit.s3

This is what Giertz refers to as “the traditional pietism and
faith,” which he virtually equates with the doctrine of the order
of grace.6* HIEH

NOTES
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REVIEWS

“It is not many books that make men learned . . . but it is a good book frequently read.”

Martin Luther

Review Essay

Ordnungen der Allmacht. Paul Althaus der Jiingere iiber die
Ordnungen. By Walther Mann. In Arbeiten zur Geschichte und
Theologie des Luthertums, founded by Werner Elert and Karl
Heinrich Rengstorf and edited by Bengt Haegglund, Heinrich
Kraft, et al., Neue Folge Band 7. Hannover: Lutherisches
Verlagshaus, 1987. 149 pages.

& A pupil of Herbert Olsson at Uppsala and of Bengt
Higglund at Lund, Walther Mann offers here the publication of
his Swedish doctoral dissertation. Mann has sought out the most
scattered publications of Althaus and produced a good piece of
research. In the debate between Barth and Althaus, however,
Mann stands on the side of Barth. Nevertheless, he still presents
a diligent study of Althaus’s doctrine of revelation, together with
criticisms of that teaching by Werner Wiesner, Kurt Leese,
Richard Hauser, Rudolf Gebhardt, Paul Knitter, and others.
Thereby reasons are provided for and against a natural knowl-
edge of God. The positions of Karl Barth and the Barmen
Declaration are compared, as well as the theology of other con-
temporaries such as Emil Brunner, Walter Kiinneth, and, more
sparingly, Werner Elert. As a German expatriate living in
Sweden, Mann also supplies insights gleaned from Scandinavian
thinkers such as Anders Nygren and Herbert Olsson.

Politically a conservative and a monarchist in sympathies,
Althaus, like many other Germans in the 1920s, disliked the
Weimar Republic forced upon Germany at the end of World
War 1. During the rise of Hitler after January 1933, Althaus
thought that the new leader would deliver Germany and give it
prosperity and dignity again. He became a cautious supporter
during the first years of the Third Reich. He never trusted Hitler
completely, however, and he refrained from joining either the
Nazi party or its German Christian Movement. After 1936,
Althaus became increasingly critical of the political changes. He
courageously attacked such Nazi programs as the paganization
of the youth, “eugenics,” the forced sterilization of women, birth
control, abortion, euthanasia, and the killing of the mentally
retarded, epileptics, and the physically handicapped. He also
spoke out against anti-Semitism and defended Jews who had
become the victims of Nazi persecution. Mann mentions (116)
his courageous and public support for Jochen Klepper, the

51

prominent writer and journalist, who had been ostracized and
degraded by the Nazis for being married to a Jewish woman.

It was typical of Althaus throughout his career that he
thought theology should be engaged in active dialogue with cur-
rent political and social trends. He imagined in 1933 that he
could beneficially influence the developments that were being
brought in by Hitler’s people. In attempting to foster a critical
dialogue between Christian thought and the new Nazi ideology,
he updated his theology of orders in a small but important book,
Theologie der Ordnungen; a first edition was published in 1934
and an expanded second edition came out in the following year.

In Theologie der Ordnungen Althaus developed, as in other
writings, his unique doctrine of revelation as a distinction
between Ur-Offenbarung, an “original” or primal revelation
accessible to human reason and therefore available to all people,
contrasted to the special revelation of God in Christ, accessible
only to believers. A theology of Ordnungen (Ordnung might be
translated as order, arrangement, or disposition) had to do with
social institutions said to be anchored in divine creation, such
as the family, marriage, nationality or race, the state, society, the
church, and so forth. Such an order is something like a “given”
quality (Schicksal) from creation. Schicksal, from schicken
(“give”), included such “givens” as whether I am male or
female, short or tall, black or white, and so forth. It is under
these circumstances that I work within my vocation or order.
Orders might include my estate in life, my calling, or my place
in life, as given by God and as measured by his act of creation.
The theology of the orders has to do with conditions under
which people live, conditions that are a part of God’s creative
action, past and present.

If temporal authority is an order of divine creation, how does
one account for the sin found in all earthly governments? Althaus
established a connection between the orders and sin, which
Mann presents under the following basic tenets: “First: some
orders, such as law and the state, are there on account of sin and
for a world of sin. Second: people, as sinners, misuse the orders
ever and again.” The orders are part of God’s good creation, but
they are wrongly exploited by man. “Third: The disfigurement of
the orders through human sin is further established in the orders
themselves: we become guilty of them from them” (45).

Mann cites the following statement: “State and politics are
orders given and willed by God. However, something of the
demonism of power clings to them, and this in itself is some-
what evil. . . . The demonic is a means of life [Das Damonie ist
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Mittel des Lebens]” (45). Actually, this was one of the state-
ments that were held against Althaus during the
“denazification” program of the American military occupation;
he was discharged from his position on February 2, 1947, was
deprived of his income and of ration coupons, and lived with
his family in great need and uncertainty for about a year, until
his professorship was restored to him.

It seems that Mann is unfair when, in the following statement,
he puts these words into the mouth of Althaus—words that
Althaus really did not say: “Therefore, in the political power
struggles of the peoples [ Vilker], most things are allowed, also
that which we should otherwise find dishonorable and immoral,
e.g., ‘the deception of the opponent can be a power tool that is often
indispensable’” (Only the italicized words were by Althaus; the
rest of the sentence is an invention by Mann, 56.) Mann has real-
ly presented his own interpretation. He then has completed his
sentence with words taken out of context from a work of
Althaus, the Grundrif§ der Ethik of 1931, of which the reviewer
happens to possess a rare copy. In its original context, this state-
ment is obviously correct: diplomats often employ deception to
secure their goals with foreign governments.

Mann’s discomfort with Althaus’s acceptance of sin in civil gov-
ernment leads him to find support in opponents of Althaus, such
as the Roman Catholic critic Hauser. Hauser, noting that in
Althaus the “demonic powers” in government are needful and
progressive powers of historical development, complains that this
implies “a strangely divided conception of the term of Ordnungen,
according to which God’s creative will and the might of sin occur
simultaneously in the same view” (87). As Mann notes, this is con-
nected with Althaus’s basic antinomy in the person of God as hid-
den and revealed. Here the thoughtful reader may recall similar
statements about the monergism of divine actions in Luther’s
Bondage of the Will. The ways of Deus absconditus (the hidden
God) are totally inscrutable to human reason.

Certainly Mann did not intend to misrepresent Althaus, but
his weakness as an interpreter of the Erlangen systematician
appears in this telling statement: “In §33, which speaks of the
people [Volk] and state in history, it says that the measurement
for right and guilt in politics is not the Sermon on the Mount but
the reality of a people, its gift, history, and tasks. The ethical
norms under which political action stands are different from
those that apply to the relationships of one person to another”
(56). Mann seems unaware that Lutherans have always taught
that the Sermon on the Mount does not apply to the government,
or that Luther’s two-kingdoms teaching distinguished between
behavior of the Christian as a private person and his conduct as
a public person in the official employ of his government.

In his own confusion, Mann blames Althaus for the following
statement from 1940: “Luther’s word, drawn from the Bible,
signifies the clear renunciation of all Christian-theocratic
demands upon the state and the politics” (119). Thereby, he has
missed the point that the one-kingdom doctrine of Barth was
dangerously close to the one-kingdom doctrine of Hitler. The
main difference was not that Barth was right and Hitler was
wrong, but that Barth wanted a theocracy in which the religious
community dictated to the civil community, and Hitler wanted
the civil community to dictate to the religious community. The
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only true solution was Luther’s doctrine of the two kingdoms—
not in the many wrong interpretations of recent scholars, but the
way the reformer taught it in his mature theology.

Mann has written a book criticizing Althaus’s understanding
of the two kingdoms without himself giving a clear and balanced
presentation of this doctrine. He wrongly presumes that Althaus
misinterpreted Luther’s doctrine of the zwei Regimente as a dis-
tinction of “two kingdoms” in which the secular “kingdom” is
placed outside of God’s jurisdiction. Such a misunderstanding
of the two kingdoms, which partly rested upon Augustine’s
dichotomy of the two cities, had misled Luther scholars and his-
torians such as Ernst Troeltsch to impute to the political order
an autonomous legal instance. So far as the reviewer can find,
Mann’s contention that Althaus placed only the spiritual king-
dom under divine control but left the temporal kingdom to
operate without divine direction cannot be sustained from the
primary sources, and he offers a different interpretation below.

Mann imputes this wrong interpretation also to Walter
Kiinneth, who was renowned in the 1930s as the principle oppo-
nent of Hitler and Rosenberg (77-79), and was forced out of his
post in Berlin by the Nazis in 1938. After six quiet years in a
parish in southern Bavaria, he was called to Erlangen in 1944.
Mann’s citations from the works of Kiinneth are too meager. He
refers only to Kinneth’s Antwort auf dem Mythos (1935) and his
autobiography (1979), but overlooks his great work on political
ethos, Die Politik zwischen Déimon und Gott (1954). Therefore,
his criticisms of Kiinneth are superficial and miss their mark
(77-79). Mann’s Kiinneth is not the real Kiinneth of recent his-
tory, a heroic person who reached a ripe old age and died in the
autumn of 1997.

Mann’s description of the two kingdoms in Althaus is also
flawed by insufficient documentation. Since Althaus taught the
two kingdoms doctrine correctly in the writings that are known
to the reviewer, and since Mann does not deal with these writ-
ings and fails to supply other ones, one can only say that Mann
is falsely interpreting Althaus as well as Kinneth. In view of the
lack of sufficient proof by Mann from the sources, the reviewer
offers the following evidence.

There are many cases where Althaus clearly places the secular
power under the control of God. For example, in his Die Ethik
Martin Luthers (Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1965), he expressly
rejects any dualism between the two kingdoms. He admits that
in Luther’s early writing of 1523, “On Secular Authority,” such a
dualism might be construed (Die Ethik Martin Luthers, 56-57),
but he maintains that the later Luther avoided such a construc-
tion and made the temporal kingdom dependent upon God
(Die Ethik Martin Luthers, 5051, 60, 62). “Luther at no time
turned the political world over to its own autonomous rule
[ Eigengesetzlichkeit], but always fought against the vanity of the
princes and their misuse of secular rule” (Althaus, Die Ethik
Martin Luthers, 87).

Over against the claims of Mann that Althaus held the princes
unaccountable before God for the exercise of their power, that is,
the theory of an autonomous rule (Eigengesetzlichkeit), one
should turn to the following additional sources. As early as his
1931 Grundrif$ der Ethik, Althaus had emphasized the depen-
dence of true government upon the divine will: “There is no true
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leadership [Fiihrertum] without the certainty that it exists ‘by
the grace of God, which means for the leader [Fiihrer] the
unconditionality of his responsibility, not before men but before
God” (Grundrifs der Ethik, 102-103). Althaus rejected “a political
amorality as well as an unpolitical moralism,” since each stand-
point produced its opposite as a reaction (104). In the second
edition of his Theologie der Ordnungen (1935) Althaus had stat-
ed, “The fact that we cannot set up a holy law (as the Roman
Catholics do) does not mean that we may entrust the orders to
a secular and godless legal autonomy (Eigengesetzlichkeit),” and
concluded that, since Lutherans do not have a teaching magis-
terium, it is the duty of theologians to challenge the government
when it steps out of line (44). Today we know, of course, that
such criticisms quickly became impossible in Hitler’s Germany
because they would only have sent their writer to the concentra-
tion camp.

After rejecting the notion of a “Christian politics” or the
application of the Sermon on the Mount to the state, Althaus
added:

The truth of the cliché “Christian politics” is the reminder
therein that the objectivity of politics is something different
from any empirical, demonic autonomous rule [Eigen-
gesetzlichkeit], and that therefore political seriousness can
assert itself only in a standing struggle against such
autonomous rule [Eigengesetzlichkeit]. Jesus was crucified
in the name of “reason of state” (Grundrif$ der Ethik, 104).

It is possible that Althaus’s understanding of the two kingdoms
was not as clear in 1931 and that it became increasingly defined
up until and after World War 11.

Unlike Klaus Scholder, and to his praise, Mann does not
ascribe to Althaus the easy identification of God’s Law with the
People’s Law as held by Stapel and Gogarten. In his Theologie der
Ordnungen (1935), Althaus had protested:

It is not self understood that the people’s law considers the
norms established in God’s revelation: the holiness of life,
and also the unborn; the holiness of a single life-long mar-
riage, the highness of the Creator who alone establishes the
bounds and limitations of our life and who forbids suicide
as well as euthanasia, “the destruction of useless life.”
Human reason can always find situations that make the
opposite seem meaningful and appropriate. But reason
needs the criticism of God’s word. Therefore, Christian
criticism of the orders is necessary and possible. (Althaus,
Theologie der Ordnungen, 39).

In summary, even though he does not always succeed in
accurately portraying Althaus, Mann must be commended for
his diligence. Nevertheless, we cannot accept his Barthian ten-
dencies, which tend to detract from his purpose. Mann is
unwilling to accept Althaus’s criticisms of the Barmen
Declaration, and he cites approvingly Gunnar Hillderal’s opin-
ion that Lutherans today should find a middle ground between
Luther’s distinction of law and gospel and Barth’s identification
of law and gospel. For a true Lutheran, the distinction between
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law and gospel dare not be trivialized. Nevertheless, and in spite

of its heavy German style, the book is recommended to the

reader, who can easily discern where Mann has been misled by

the positions of Barth and Barmen. There is too little material

available on the theology of orders and the work of Althaus, and
this book helps to fill the gap.

Lowell Green

Adjunct Professor of History

SUNY, Buffalo, New York

Christology. By Hans Schwarz. Grand Rapids and Cambridge:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1998.

~& The artistic goal of the post-impressionist artist Paul
Gauguin was to combine the visionary and the real in one com-
position. Appropriately, therefore, the artist’s Green Christ
graces the cover of Hans Schwarz’s Christology, in which there is
a similar attempt to combine the christologically visionary and
real: the “Christ of faith” and the “Jesus of history.” In his own
words, the author (professor of Protestant theology and direc-
tor of the Institute of Protestant Theology, University, and
adjunct professor of systematic theology, Lutheran Theological
Southern Seminary, Columbia, South Carolina) endeavors “to
ascertain, as far as this is still possible, whether the confession
of Jesus as Christ rests on the proclamation, person, and destiny
of Jesus of Nazareth” (3). In so doing, Schwarz makes his con-
tribution to the renewed “quest for the historical Jesus,” a quest
that has been forced to accept the historicity of Jesus, but as this
volume clearly (but not intentionally) demonstrates, struggles
to interpret it.

There is now, apparently, enough scientific evidence to assert
confidently that the historical figure Jesus of Nazareth actually
existed. But what does his historical existence mean for modern
humanity? According to Schwarz, J. A. T. Robinson had it right
when he described Jesus of Nazareth as the “human face of
God”(compare Robinson’s book by the same title, published
1973). The present-day Christian, in experiencing this “human
face of God” through faith, is called simply to follow Jesus, to
follow Jesus in humility, service, suffering, but chiefly in joy
(335). In a nutshell, this is Schwarz’s Christology. In view of
Schwarz’s adaptation of Robinson’s “human face of God” and
his reliance on christological research that appeared before 1970
(as a cursory glance at the footnotes will demonstrate), it is clear
that the Christology presented in this work is somewhat dated to
the time when the author (b. 1939) was finishing his studies and
first beginning to teach in a university setting. It is of the
Antiochian tradition, as would any Christology be if its content
were restricted exclusively to those aspects of the life and preach-
ing of Jesus that can be historically verified.

The significance of this work is not found in the content of its
Christology, however, but in the appearance of that content in
an ongoing christological dialogue within a specific school of
Euro-American Protestant Christology—a school that has long
held to the idea that the historical Jesus is simply unknowable
(Schweitzer), but at the same time, has asserted that a Christian
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proclamation that retains some sort of christological content is
of value (Bultmann). Schwarz argues against such a position,
positing, as have many before him (albeit outside of this specific
dialogue), that the kerygmatic Christ is meaningless if not his-
torical. But how does Schwarz bridge the philosophical ditch
between the “accidental facts of history and the necessary facts
of reason,” the bridge that continues to separate modern acade-
mic Christology from its pre-eighteenth-century ancestors? The
author, borrowing here apparently from Wolfhart Pannenberg,
asserts that a basic confidence in reason itself suffers from the
same logical weakness as a basic confidence in the historicity of
a certain fact.

It has become clear that there is a historical dimension to
reason unless it is reduced to a non-historical ideology. As
long as there is advancement in knowledge, whether in the
sciences or in the humanities, the present assessment and
insight of reality is valid only unless refuted by future
insight or correspondingly modified. Reason therefore
stands under an eschatological proviso. Its insights still
lack ultimate verification. The necessary truth of reason
does not have an advantage over the accidental truth of his-
tory (208, emphasis added).

This is the philosophical concept that makes Schwarz’s
Christology academically possible, and that allows him a voice in
the christological dialogue mentioned above.

On the back cover of the paperback edition, the Lutheran
theologian Carl Braaten is quoted as saying that “this is the best
available one-volume textbook on Christology for college and
seminary courses.” I hope this is not true, for any such volume
must not be restricted to the somewhat myopic theological
methodology of German Protestantism in the modern era, a
methodology that in almost all its facets is dominated by ques-
tions of history. Such a textbook, this reviewer hopes, must
include a consideration of the Christologies of Rome,
Constantinople, and Wittenberg (1) as well, if the modern col-
lege and seminary student is even to begin to understand
Schwarz’s Geman Protestant Christology within its proper the-
ological context. That being said, it must be noted that there are
many aspects of Schwarz’s work that are somewhat un-German.
The author does not, for example, develop his own Christology,
making fundamental assertions of an original nature and then
drawing necessary conclusions from them. Instead, his work is
more of a guided reader where on any given subject two oppos-
ing viewpoints are given, and then Schwarz’s comments appear
(but not in the fashion of Hegel’s thesis, antithesis, synthesis).
Also worthy of note is Schwarz’s lack of reference—already
mentioned above—to the christological research of the last
twenty years. Although modestly footnoted, a select bibliogra-
phy would have been appropriate and helpful.

All criticism’s aside, Schwarz’s work is valuable; in a very
readable style it provides an overview of the christological ideas
being bandied about in modern Protestant seminaries. If mod-
ern Christology was never the strength (or interest!) of a cur-
rent pastor’s seminary studies, this book will be extremely help-
tul not only in helping him to get somewhat up-to-speed in this
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field of theology, but also in providing a clear explanation of the

christological assumptions and ideas of pastors from other

Protestant traditions within his local community. In making

such a contribution to local christological dialog, this work has
solid ecumenical value.

Paul Strawn

Immanuel Lutheran Church

Silver Creek, Minnesota

The Paul Quest. By Ben Witherington 1. Downers Grove,
linois: InterVarsity Press, 1998. 347 pages. Hardcover. $22.99.

~& With the “quest for the historical Jesus” now, presumably,
in its third phase can a similar search for his greatest apostle be
far behind? Ben Witherington 111, professor of New Testament
at Asbury Theological Seminary, makes a very welcome contri-
bution in these pages to the growing corpus of Pauline scholar-
ship. Having published previously on the Book of Acts and
St. Paul, Witherington is well equipped for his task and has pro-
duced a very readable text that is solidly documented.

Reconstructing the “trinity of Paul’s identity” as a Jew, a
Roman citizen, and a Christian, the author explores the various
facets of the apostle as writer, rhetor, prophet, apostle, realist,
radical, exegete, ethicist, and theologian. Equally valuable,
though tucked into the Appendix, is an excellent chronological
grid and commentary on Paul’s career.

Predictably—also in view of the publisher—Witherington’s
stance is conservative, but intelligently so. This is especially evi-
dent in his discussion of disputed New Testament writings related
to Paul. Ephesians and Colossians, for example, ought not be dis-
missed out of hand as not from Paul’s pen: nothing in them is un-
or anti-Pauline, and “differences in purpose, function, secretaries,
and rhetorical character can quite readily explain the differences
between the earlier Paulines and these documents” (111).

The same argument is partially used to support Pauline
authorship of the Pastoral Epistles, but with this proviso: they
may be the only Pauline writings “that did not involve some
form of reasonably close dictation” (112). Perhaps Luke or
someone like him wrote the Pastoral Epistles on Paul’s behalf
but in his own style, Witherington suggests, since the language
and form between the Pastorals and Luke-Acts is similar.

Most illuminating are the snippets of fresh information on
Paul’s world that Witherington scatters with abandon in these
pages. Following are two examples. One reason that Saul
changed his name to Paul—aside from the standard explana-
tions—is that saulos in Greek connotes someone who strutted
about suggestively, like a prostitute! Again, it has been estimat-
ed that only 20 percent of first-century ancients could read or
write, and the writing utensil was a reed, not a quill, since the
latter seems to have been first used in the seventh century a.p.
Such items, including a delightful excursus on papyrus, garnish
the work throughout.

In other debates within Pauline scholarship, Witherington sets
Paul’s attitude toward women in a contemporary perspective that
is anything but misogynist. He posits Galatians—not First
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Thessalonians—as the earliest Pauline epistle. He correctly rejects
the theory of an Ephesian imprisonment for Paul—in my opin-
ion a cul-de-sac that should have been abandoned long ago. He
also concludes, with a growing number of New Testament schol-
ars, that Paul was indeed released after his first imprisonment in
Rome and pursued a brief, continuing ministry.

To be sure, there are a few flaws in The Paul Quest. Pontius
Pilate, for example, is termed a procurator (304) when he was a
prefect in fact, as demonstrated in an inscription that includes
his name and title discovered at Caesarea Maritima in 1961.
Witherington prefers April 7, A.p. 30, for the date of the
crucifixion, though there is strong evidence that it occurred on
April 3, A.D. 33, but this is certainly an author’s option. This
reviewer also wondered about the long, italicized introductions
to each chapter, which were a bit difficult to read and perhaps
less than necessary.

But these are tiny cavils. For a thorough, penetrating, yet
felicitous and readable study that avoids the sensationalist
extremes of revisionist scholarship, The Paul Quest is the best
book on the greatest apostle since E. F. Bruce’s Paul— Apostle of
the Heart Set Free.

Paul L. Maier
Western Michiqan University
Kalamazoo. Michigan

The Wauwatosa Theology. Three volumes. Curtis Jahn, Editor.
Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing House, 1997. Hardcover.

$93.99.

& The Wauwatosa Theology is a three-volume collection of the
works of the three most significant theologians of the Wisconsin
Synod: J. P. Koehler, August Pieper, and John Schaller. During the
first three decades of the twentieth century, these three theolo-
gians at the Wisconsin Synod seminary in Wauwatosa, whose
devotion to the doctrine of the gospel and all its articles as pre-
sented in Holy Scripture influenced so many of their students,
shaped and defined the Wisconsin Synod’s approach to theology.
This became known as the Wauwatosa Theology or the
Wauwatosa Gospel.
Wayne Mueller writes in the Dedicatory Preface:

At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Missouri and
Wisconsin synods emerged as strong partners, holding the
line against the overseas threat of European liberalism and
American Lutheranism’s intuitu fidei at home. The unity of
the Synodical Conference was personally reflected in the con-
geniality of Missouri’s Walther and Wisconsin’s Hoenecke.

But in 1903 a stress fracture began to develop. Hoenecke died, and
the Cincinnati case confronted both synods with church and min-
istry issues that they have never mutually resolved. For these
stressful times, God raised up three men whose devotion to the
Scriptures continues to define Wisconsin’s approach to change.
These three men were Professors J. P. Koehler, August Pieper, and
John Schaller—the Wauwatosa theologians.
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In the first thirty years of this century, these professors at the
Wisconsin seminary in Wauwatosa refreshed the church
with a direct appeal to the Bible. They honored the disci-
plines of confessional, historical, and systematic theology,
but they set exegetical theology on center stage. They hon-
ored the church’s fathers in their writings but did not deify
them. They studied the Lutheran Confessions but held them
to their place as norma normata. In church and ministry,
they distinguished biblical doctrine from deeply rooted
European ministry traditions. God gave them grace to allow
his Spirit to do the talking.

The essays in this three-volume set are arranged in six general
categories: Survey and Samples, Interpretation and Exposition of
Scripture, Law and Gospel, Church and Ministry, Evaluations of
Trends and Figures in American Lutheranism, and Music and
Hymnody.

A very informative introductory essay by Martin Westerhaus,
“The Wauwatosa Theology: the Men and their Message,” gives the
reader a historical survey of what is meant by the term
“Wauwatosa Theology.” In eighty-three pages Westerhaus reviews
the history of the synod and gives biographical sketches of the
Wauwatosa theologians. He makes the point that to “define and
describe the Wauwatosa theology adequately, it will be necessary
to attempt first to distinguish it from what might be called the
Milwaukee or Hoenecke theology” (1: 15). The Wauwatosa theol-
ogy is the work of the second generation of teachers at the
Wisconsin Synod seminary.

All three of the Wauwatosa theologians, Schaller, Pieper, and
Koehler, received their theological training at the feet of
C.E'W. Walther and his colleagues in St. Louis. The doctrinal
content of the Wauwatosa theology is almost completely identi-
cal with Walther’s theology. All three Wauwatosa men were
faithful pupils of Walther. They never repudiated Walther, but
rather claimed to interpret him, especially as the doctrine of
church and ministry came under discussion in the first decade
of the twentieth century.

All three Wauwatosa theologians have some interesting
Missouri Synod background and ties. August Pieper was the
brother of Francis and Reinhold Pieper, presidents of the
St. Louis and Springfield seminaries. John Schaller’s father,
Johann Michael Gottlieb Schaller was one of the men sent to
America by Wilhelm Loehe. Loehe referred to him as his
“Timothy.” He joined the Missouri Synod in 1850, and when the
controversy between Loehe and the Missouri Synod regarding
the doctrine of church and ministry came to a head, he declared
himself to be in agreement with the Missouri Synod (1: 66).
J. P. Koehler, in addition to studying under Walther, was espe-
cially influenced by the exegetical work and method of
G. Stoeckhardt at the St. Louis seminary.

The Wauwatosa theologians were second-generation
Wisconsin Synod Lutherans. Their approach to theology was
intentionally exegetical in nature and practice. The first genera-
tion (Adolf Hoenecke and Johannes Bading) struggled for confes-
sional Lutheranism against the “American Lutheranism” of the
day. It was the second generation’s theologians that set the water-
shed for the theology that has become known in the Wisconsin
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Synod as the Wauwatosa Theology. In their writings there is no
suggestion that they disapproved of Walther, their teacher, or of
Hoenecke’s dogmatical method. Westerhaus writes: “The doctri-
nal content of the Wauwatosa theology is almost completely iden-
tical with the Walther-Hoenecke theology . . . . If the Wauwatosa
theology represents a change from the Walther-Hoenecke theolo-
gy, it is first and foremost a change in method” (1: 85).

When Hoenecke died in 1908, John Schaller was called to be his
successor. In his introductory essay Westerhaus writes, quoting
from Pieper’s remarks in Schaller’s obituary, that Schaller

was a faithful pupil of Walther together with his colleagues
who were of the same age, but he did not remain purely a
pupil, but became a mature master in the knowledge of the
gospel, and so he stood with us from the beginning for the
one great thing: above all else the study of the gospel direct-
ly from the source, independent Scripture study, not pas-
sage by passage, but book by book, ultimately from the orig-
inal text. . . . agreeing that the historical-exegetical studies
must claim first place as laying the foundation (1: 69).

Westerhaus goes on to note that Schaller’s Biblical Christology
(1918) was the first volume of what was intended to become a
complete Lutheran dogmatics in English. It appeared just
shortly after the publication of the middle volume of Francis
Pieper’s work.

If one wants to understand the theology of the Wisconsin
Synod, one must look to the writings of the Wauwatosa theolo-
gians. This new three-volume set contains the most significant
articles and essays of the Wauwatosa theologians, many for the
first time in English.

Other major writings of the Wauwatosa theologians have been
available in English for some time. Koehler’s great work The
History of the Wisconsin Synod was translated and published by
Faith-Life, edited and with an introduction by Leigh Jordahl
Koehler’s commentary on the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians was
translated by E. E. Sauer in 1957. August Pieper’s great exposition
of the book of Isaiah, chapters 40-66, was translated by
E.E. Kowalke and published by Northwestern Publishing House
in 1979. John Schaller’s introduction to the books of the Bible was
first published by Northwestern in 1924. Recently it has been
revised by Loren Schaller and printed as part of the Peoples’ Bible
Series. Schaller’s Biblical Christology, a Study in Lutheran
Dogmatics was published again in 1981.

The most noteworthy essay in this collection is J. P. Koehler,
“Legalism among Us” (“Gesetzlich Wesen unter uns”) (2:
229-282). The essay was originally published in the Theologische
Quartalschrift in 1914 and 1915. It was accorded a unique kind of
recognition when it was read as the convention essay at the
Thirty-Fifth Convention of the Wisconsin Synod in 1959.
Koehler’s major concern was the danger for the church in mixing
gospel proclamation with the use of the law in seeking to further
the kingdom of God. Koehler writes:

An example of the wrong emphasis of systematic logical con-
sistency is the way Calvin in the election controversy infers,
from the sovereignty of God, election and rejection; or where
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on the Lutheran side, in order to avoid Calvinistic determin-
ism, the intuitu fidei was invented. Both methods go beyond
the scriptural statements in that they produce thought con-
nections not stated by Scripture (2: 243).

Koehler further describes what is now called Wauwatosa theology:

This method, which treats Scripture with its content as a
codex of so and so many fixed propositions that confront a
person as something he must believe because after all, it is
God’s Word, this is legalistic compulsion. . .. The proper
method is the following: At the apex stands the proposition
of the forgiveness of sins. This has been called the material
principle of theology, while the proposition of the divinity of
Scripture is called the formal principle. By the way, I don’t
like these terms either because they are derived from
Melanchthon’s completely distorted presentation of theolo-
gy, which is purely intellectual and just on that account legal-
istically composed. For me, faith in the forgiveness of sins is
the main point (2: 244).

Koehler gives several examples of legalism: “The constant allu-
sion to one’s own synod and its leaders, as if there were no other
Christians” (2: 252). In another place Koehler writes:

Here too belong, for example, confessional addresses deliv-
ered according to the prescription: How a true penitent
properly prepares for Communion; there, throughout the
entire outline of the sermon, the sinner is wholly taken up
with himself and his own activity, not only in the first part
(and not properly even there), but above all in the second
and third parts, instead of being directed entirely to the gift
of grace offered in the Lord’s Supper (2: 253).

The essays on church and ministry (Schaller’s “The Kingdom
of God” and “The Origin and Development of the New Testament
Ministry,” Pieper’s “The Doctrine of the Church and Its Marks
Applied to the Synod,” “Concerning the Doctrine of the Church
and of Its Ministry, with Special Reference to the Synod and Its
Discipline,” “Luther’s Doctrine of Church and Ministry;” and
“Paul, a Model of the Certainty of Faith, Especially for All Servants
of the Word”) will be of special interest in view of current discus-
sions of this doctrine.

The one doctrinal change or refinement of Walther’s theolo-
gy that was introduced and adopted by the Wauwatosa faculty
was the altered understanding of the doctrine of church and
ministry. A shift in understanding on the doctrine of the church
developed after 1904 as a result of what is known as the
Cincinnati case. This led to a series of articles on the topic of
church and ministry. “The three Wauwatosa men stood shoul-
der to shoulder on this matter, and in time their Amtslehre was
accepted by the whole synod” (1: 56). They taught that the local
congregation is not the only divinely instituted form of the
church. The church, according to Scripture, is where the gospel
is in use. Therefore, they concluded, the synod is also church.
Concerning the ministry they maintained that God “established
only one office, one ministry, in the church—the ministry of
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preaching the gospel” (3: 73). He has not instituted any particu-
lar form of this ministry.

The public ministry is not left to the freedom of the church. It
is a command of God. The public ministry constitutes a special
God-ordained way of practicing the one ministry of the gospel.
Schaller writes:

If, therefore, we want to gain a correct understanding of the
forms of the ministry as we find them in the church of all
times, we have to free ourselves from the thought that only
official public proclaiming is gospel preaching. This false
view betrays itself immediately when one simply identifies
the ministry [Predigtamt] with the pastoral ministry
[Pfarramt], even when the clear presentation of thoughts
demands something else, as for example, if one takes the
sentence, “The ministry [Predigtamt] is the only office
[Amt] that Christ ordained in his church,” and construes it
without further thought as if it were speaking exclusively
about the pastoral office (3: 81).

This teaching soon became known as the Wisconsin position
on church and ministry. The differences between the Wisconsin
and Missouri positions, however, were never viewed as divisive.
Both sides existed and were accepted in the old Synodical
Conference. Supporters of either position were found in both syn-
ods. It was often said that Wisconsin practices what Missouri
teaches, and Missouri practices what Wisconsin teaches.

Some Missouri theologians (Paul Zimmerman and
A.C. Stellhorn) found the Wisconsin position on the ministry
acceptable. And in recent years the Wisconsin position on the
ministry is being looked upon by some in Missouri as the answer
to their theological discussions and problems concerning the
ministry. Others in Missouri view the Wisconsin position on the
church as being essentially Walther’s position, and claim that the
so-called Missouri position first began with Theodore Graebner
(synods exist by human command, and only congregations exist
by divine command).

Some liberal theologians in the Missouri Synod have used this
disagreement on church and ministry to try to prove that in the
old Synodical Conference complete agreement in all doctrines was
not necessary for church fellowship. This accusation led Pastor
A.T. Kretzmann of Trinity, Crete, Illinois, in the 1960s to call for a
series of meetings between the professors at Wisconsin Lutheran
Seminary, Mequon, and some Missouri Synod pastors to discuss
the differences on church and ministry with the purpose of show-
ing that the two positions are not divisive of church fellowship. In
the end, Kretzmann accepted the Wisconsin position and joined
the synod, but never called the Missouri position false doctrine.

When Wisconsin broke fellowship with the Missouri Synod in
1962, the only reason stated was a disagreement on the doctrine of
church fellowship. The differences on church and ministry were
not mentioned. They were always viewed as differences of inter-
pretation and not doctrinal differences. Both sides claimed
Walther for support of their positions. When, however, some sep-
arated from the Missouri Synod in the second half of the twentieth
century (Orthodox Lutheran Church, Concordia Lutheran
Conference, Lutheran Churches of the Reformation), the
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differences on church and ministry became the important issue
and divisive of fellowship. But also with the breakup of the
Synodical Conference, Wisconsin has gone on to define its position
of church and ministry more clearly, claiming that it is the position
of Walther and Hoenecke and the Wauwatosa theologians.

It might here be useful to reproduce the four resolutions, com-
monly known as the Thiensville Theses, which were accepted on
April 16,1932, by the faculty of the seminary at Thiensville and by
representatives of the St. Louis faculty. In due course the presi-
dents of both synods also accepted these theses of agreement.

It is God’s will and order, as we understand from Holy
Scripture, that Christians living in the same locality also
enter into outward union with one another, in order jointly
to exercise the duties of their spiritual priesthood.

As we understand from Scripture, it is furthermore God’s
will and order that such local congregations of Christians
have shepherds and teachers who in the name and on behalf
of the congregation carry out the ministry of the Word in
their midst.

As we understand from Holy Scripture, it is also God’s will
and order that local congregations of Christians give expres-
sion to their unity of faith with other congregations and
carry on the work of the Kingdom of God jointly with them
outside their own circle also, as for example this is done
among us in the free form of a synod.

Since every Christian possesses the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, a judgment pronounced in agreement with the
Word of God by a single Christian or by a number of
Christians in any kind of combination has validity also in
heaven. But, as we understand from Holy Scripture, it is
God’s will and order that an action against a sinning broth-
er shall not be regarded as having been concluded until his
local congregation has acted. The disciplinary action of a
local congregation and synodical discipline, if matters are
handled correctly, cannot come into conflict with each other,
because the local congregation excludes from the local con-
gregation and not from the synod, and the synod excludes
from the synod and not from the local congregation.

John Schaller’s essay “Self-Examination, according to 1 Corinth-
ians 11:28” (2: 363) is of special interest today in discussions concern-
ing the Lord’s Supper and private confession. Schaller writes:

That lies in the words of institution. Because the Lord offers
the body which he gave for us and the blood which is shed
for us, a Christian’s going to Communion is a sermon on the
death of the Lord. ... The apostle also notes that in the
Sacrament lies the entire holy gospel of God.. . . .

That one misunderstands the catechism in this point
comes in part from the fact that among us, confession has
stood in close connection with the Lord’s Supper for a long
time. For Luther, confession is a special establishment, which
one also can use completely apart from the sacraments. . . .
Christians so often do just that, if they come to their pastor
with a troubled conscience in order to hear from him the
comfort of the gospel . . . .
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We are doing exactly the right thing, for example, when
we draw the attention of our Christians to the fact that he
who comes to the Lord’s Supper only out of habit or who
comes only because he has to or who comes in pharisaical
self-righteousness without the desire for the forgiveness of
sins, partakes in an unworthy manner. . . .

If the Christian approaches the Sacrament with the
thought, the trust, Here I receive everything the Lord has
won for me through his death—then he comes “in a worthy
manner” (2: 366, 368—370).

Some other essays in these volumes that will provide thought-
provoking and stimulating reading are Koehler’s “Sanctification Is
not Hurrah,” “The Decline of the Congregational Hymn in the
Eighteenth Century;” and “The Analogy of Faith.” Schaller’s
“Redemption and Universal Justification according to 2 Corinth-
ians 5:18-21” will provide much food for thought. And Pieper’s
“The Great Prophecy of the Virgin’s Son in Its Historical Setting:
Isaiah 7:10-16” is very timely.

Westerhaus raises the question in his essay, “Did the
Wauwatosa theology move to Thiensville/Mequon when the sem-
inary moved there in 1929?” The Protestants, who were originally
put out of the Wisconsin Synod in the 1920s, would answer that
the Wauwatosa theology left the seminary when J. P. Koehler was
removed. Westerhaus denies this, claiming that the Wauwatosa
theology was not the work of only one man, but of all three. One
may also reflect on what the Wauwatosa theologians would say
about such present ideas as a “theology of money,” pastors acting
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more like a psychotherapist than Seelsorger, church-growth meth-
ods, living nativity sets, children’s sermons, and the new hymn-
book, Christian Worship.

There is much good theology presented in these three vol-
umes. Northwestern Publishing House has done a great service
to the church in making these essays by the Wauwatosa theolo-
gians available. They retained and passed on both to their stu-
dents and to succeeding faculties the theology of Luther, the
Lutheran Confessions, and Lutheran orthodoxy. They believed
in the efficacy of the gospel and that the gospel alone would
produce the desired results according to God’s will and pur-
pose, when and where it pleases him. They retained and passed
on this doctrine of the gospel, especially in its articles of objec-
tive justification, conversion, election, and the plenary inspira-
tion and inerrancy of Holy Scripture.

Mark F. Bartling
Mt. Calvary Lutheran Church
LaCrosse, Wisconsin

Jesus— The Miracle Worker. By Graham H. Twelftree. Downer’s
Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1999. 470 pages. Paper. $24.99.

~&  What sets this detailed study apart from the many Jesus
books appearing recently is its concentration on the miracles of
Jesus, a theme either overlooked as an embarrassment in liberal
studies or somewhat scanted even by more conservative writers.
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REVIEWS

The author, who is a scholar-pastor in Adelaide, Australia, has
previously written on Jesus as exorcist, and so came quite natural-
ly to this topic.

After dealing with the philosophical question of whether the
modern mind can accept the miraculous in the first place—it can,
according to Twelftree—the author moves on to a very thorough
exegetical study of the miracles in Mark, Matthew, Luke, and the
Fourth Gospel, in that order. Intriguing parallels, but also decid-
ed contrasts, emerge from this study, which should prove helpful
reading to anyone preaching on the miracle episodes in the
Gospels. The author asks—and answers—some knotty questions
in this regard, such as, Why does the Gospel of John, in contrast
to the Synoptics, offer no accounts of Jesus” exorcisms?

Understandably, the reader’s concentration level increases
when Jesus performs the ultimate sign: raising the dead. Jesus’
own resurrection is not covered in these pages, which are limited
to those signs and wonders performed by Jesus. Happy to be a
member of the “Third Quest” for the historical Jesus, Twelftree
solidly affirms the historicity of the extraordinary episodes involv-
ing the young man of Nain, the daughter of Jairus, and Lazarus.
He demonstrates that these accounts derive from the earliest stra-
tum of Christian tradition.

A galaxy of scholars are commending Twelftree’s work, ranging
from Jesus scholars John P. Meier to Craig Blomberg to Martin
Hengel. I can join the chorus, though with one complaint: a little
more attention to non-exegetical evidence for the miracles would
have been helpful in so long a book. Examples would be the
archaeological discovery of “the Galilee boat” in 1986, which pro-
vides important background information on Jesus’ “sea” miracles
during his Galilean ministry. And why omit fascinating informa-
tion that the early church historian Eusebius tells us about the
woman whom Jesus cured of a hemorrhage? She later erected a
statue of Jesus in front of her home in Caesarea Philippi, which
Eusebius himself saw (Church History 7.18).

Again, a fascinating addendum to Jesus’ raising Lazarus from
the dead comes from geography. Eusebius reports that already in
his day, Lazarus’ home town of Bethany had been renamed “The
Place of Lazarus,” and it is called such in Arabic—EI Lazariveh—
to the present day. I find this to be crucial evidence that might
have been included in so large a book. I commend it to the next
edition of this work, which certainly should enjoy a wide and con-
tinuing readership.

Paul L. Maier
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo. Michigan

The Design of God’s Love: Overcoming Violence in Our Lives.
Edited by Jeanie W. Reese. St. Peter, Minnesota: Gustavus
Adolphus College. 136 pages.

~& “I have killed a man for wounding me, even a young man
for hurting me.” This boast by Lamech (Genesis 4:23) seems
fitting for our times. We live in a society where violence is often
seen as a legitimate response against people. The attacker is
often portrayed as the victim and the violent acts excused.
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Violence begets even more violence, and the brutality escalates.
This is the way of the old Adam, which seeks to place itself
above God and neighbor.

Lutherans have always maintained that the church and her
members have an important role in society. Our Lord calls us to
love our neighbors the same as we love ourselves (Mk 12:31). We
are not to remain silent when our brother is injured but “help
and befriend him in every bodily need” (Luther’s Small
Catechism). We have a responsibility to speak the truth against
violence and seek peace among our fellow men.

The editor, in keeping with this tradition, offers a collection
of sermons that address the issue of violence. These sermons,
covering such topics as domestic violence, hatred, war, and the
environment, were among those submitted by ELCA clergy in
response to a church-wide appeal. The purpose of this work is
“to enlighten, give hope, and encourage others to address this
important topic of violence.” It is offered “with the conviction
that the power to confront violence is in ‘the design of the great
love’ of God” (5).

While the intention of this collection is to be commended,
the sermons in it fail to live up to the stated purpose. The most
serious flaw is that the sermons do not distinguish properly
between law and gospel. This distinction is critical to the
preaching of a proper Lutheran sermon. By failing to distin-
guish properly between law and gospel the sermons in this col-
lection preach a different gospel that is merely a rehashing of
the law.

None of the sermons seriously addresses the root cause of
violence: the sinful heart of man. The focus of each and every
one of them is changing our behavior not our hearts. No mat-
ter how noble the preacher’s intention, the goal of a sermon is
never sanctification, but rather justification of the sinner
through the cross of Jesus Christ. The sermons in this book that
mention the cross of Jesus Christ quickly degenerate into
moralism—do this, don’t do that. Such sermons may make the
reader more socially aware and responsible, but they do noth-
ing to bring him closer to his Lord and Savior.

Another flaw of this collection is its pandering to political
correctness. One of the greatest acts of violence in our society,
the killing of unborn children, is ignored. No sermon on this
topic is included. The sermon against hatred of homosexuals
(761t.) is nothing more than the promotion of a sin con-
demned by God. The failure to speak against these sins is itself
an act of violence—violence against both God’s word and our
fellow man.

One would have hoped that a collection such as this, one that
addresses such serious an issue in our society, would be an
example of good Lutheran preaching. Sadly, it is not. It fails
both from the perspective of law and gospel and in the choice
of topics. These sermons are nothing more than a theology of
glory, in which our works and our effort define our place as
God’s people. The emphasis on moralism and the pandering to
political correctness nullify whatever assistance the editor
intended by these sermons.

Daryl Gehlbach
Prince of Peace Lutheran Church for the Deaf
Minneapolis, Minnesota
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The Sunday Lectionary: Ritual Word, Paschal Shape. By Normand
Bonneau. Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical Press, 1998.

& After a historical survey of the history of lectionary develop-
ment from the synagogue to the Missale Romanum of 1570,
Bonneau turns to the Second Vatican Council’s reform of the lec-
tionary, outlining the five guiding principles for lectionary reno-
vation. This is a helpful book for understanding the theological
themes that shaped the three-year lectionary.

Experience the Mystery: Pastoral Possibilities for Christian
Mpystagogy. By David Regan. Collegeville, Minnesota: Liturgical
Press, 1994.

~& Drawing on the Roman Catholic Church’s Rites of Christian
Initiation for Adults, Regan argues for a fuller use of final phase of
this process, mystagogy, as a means for instilling a sense of mystery
in the catechumen. Although Odo Casel is only mentioned in pass-
ing, the imprint of his theology is apparent throughout the book.

The Lord’s Prayer. By Martin Chemnitz. Translated by Georg
Williams. Saint Louis: CPH, 1999.

~& Chemnitz writes that “as the Creed is the rule of faith, so the
Lord’s Prayer is the rule of all prayers” (21). With this in mind,
Chemnitz provides an exposition of each petition of the Our
Father aiming at instilling in his readers boldness and confidence
in their praying, grounded in the promises of Christ.
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Sin, Death, and the Devil. Edited by Carl Braaten and Robert
Jenson. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2000.

~& The essays in this volume explore the “unholy trinity” of
sin, death, and the devil. Robert Jenson introduces the collec-
tion with a discussion of the “nothingness” of these three vil-
lains. Stanley Hauerwas explores the relationship of sin to sick-
ness. Gary Anderson takes another look at the doctrine of orig-
inal sin, arguing that “the story of human beginnings is only
intelligible in light of its end” (22). A. N. Williams contributes a
chapter entitled “The Eucharist as Sacrament of Union,” argu-
ing that the chief benefit of the Sacrament is union with the life
of the Trinity. Gilbert Meilaender uses Augustine, Saint Francis,
and C.S. Lewis to give an answer to the Catechism’s question
“What does baptism give or profit?” Carl Braaten looks at the
devil’s demise in liberal Protestantism and notes that such a dis-
missal of the devil diminishes the gospel. Drawing on the litur-
gy of the Eastern Orthodox Church, Vigen Guroian holds up
the resurrection of Jesus as the triumph of God over the grave.

Inside Out: Worship in an Age of Mission. Edited by Thomas
Schattauer. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999.

~& Ten professors of worship at ELCA seminaries in the United
States and Canada engage themes related to the church’s liturgical
life and mission in the world. Topics include the liturgical assem-
bly as locus of mission, preaching, baptism, holy communion, the
liturgical year, liturgical space, music, ritual practice, occasional
services, and liturgy and mission in the North American context.
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FirsT CONTACT

Augsburg and Constantinople: The Correspondence between
the Tibingen Theologians and Patriarch Jeremiah 11 of
Constantinople on the Augsburg Confession by George
Mastrontonis (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press, 1982)
is a frequently cited book regarding the relationship between
Lutherans and the Eastern Orthodox. The following excerpt
comes from the Introduction, pages 8-10. A chapter on common
beliefs, adiaphora, and matters in dispute begins on page 20 of
that work.

First contact between Lutheran theologians and the Orthodox
Church took place when the Patriarch of Constantinople,
Joasaph 11 (1555-1565), sent Deacon Demetrios Mysos to meet
the leaders of the Lutheran movement so he could study their
teachings, but also the personalities behind the movement.
Mysos spent approximately six months as Melanchthon’s guest
in Wittenberg. From the beginning a warm, sincere friendship
was established between the two. During this short period of
time it is believed that the translation of the Augsburg
Confession into the Greek language was completed and a copy
supposedly given to Deacon Mysos to present to Patriarch
Joasaph. Melanchthon sent a personal letter in which he
expressed his delight in his friendship with Mysos and his
respect and reverence for the Patriarch in Constantinople.

It is surprising to note that before the arrival of Mysos,
Melanchthon was unaware that the ancient Church in
Constantinople had survived one hundred—odd years under
Turkish domination. It was natural that Mysos be prepared for

ARTICLES FOUND IN LoG1a FOrRUM may be reprinted freely for study
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that appropriate bibliographical references be made. Initialed pieces are
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the encounter with instructions from Patriarch Joasaph, and
also with his own keen knowledge of theology and a knowl-

edge of the language used in the dialogue. It is probable that
Melanchthon could have used the spoken Greek language, as
he was fluent in writing Greek.

It seems that Melanchthon and Mysos decided to present
to Patriarch Joasaph the original Augsburg Confession, which
contained the Lutheran teaching as it was accepted by all the
leaders and adherents of the Lutheran Church at that time.
The Augsburg Confession was written originally in Latin and
German. It also seems that they decided to translate the
Augsburg Confession into Greek. Melanchthon was capable of
this task and Mysos probably helped him in its literal compo-
sition into Greek. The translation of the Augsburg Confession
into Greek is a free translation, but without a change of mean-
ing. The assumption that the Augsburg Confession was trans-
lated into Greek by Paul Dolscius, whose name appeared on
the Greek text, is not substantiated. Dolscius may have assisted
in copying the translation as a secretary or copyist. It is doubt-
ful that a third person translated it while Melanchthon and
Mysos were studying its content together. The claim that the
Augsburg Confession was a free translation into Greek, with-
out changing its meaning, tends to support the belief that
Melanchthon was the translator. Only the original writer of
this document could be prepared to translate it freely into
Greek. Because Melanchthon was subsequently (although
unjustly) accused of being a crypto—Calvinist, his name may
have been replaced by that of one who assisted him as a copy-
ist. It is not the intent of this study to review the controversy
on this matter of the translator.

After the completion of Mysos’ mission, he left
Melanchthon, who gave him a warm personal letter for
Patriarch Joasaph. But there is no evidence that Mysos
returned to Constantinople and presented the Patriarch with
the documents. The silence of Patriarch Joasaph was interpret-
ed by Professor Ioannes Karmires to mean that the Patriarch
received the letter and the Greek Augsburg Confession, dis-
cussed the matter with Mysos, and found that the Lutherans
accepted many interpretations foreign to the ecumenical
teaching of the ancient Church. But this interpretation con-
cerning Mysos has no historical basis. On the contrary,
Professor Ernst Benz traced the return journey of Mysos and
showed that Mysos did not return to Constantinople, nor did
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he give the Patriarch the Augsburg Confession in Greek.
During the time that Mysos was with Melanchthon (1558) in
Wittenberg, he became acquainted with a Dr. Peucer, the son-
in-law of Melanchthon, a Slavophile, who was able to converse
in Slavonic. Previously, Hans von Ungnad had approached
Mysos and promised him a position as a translator of the writ-
ings of the reformers into Slavonic. Meanwhile, Prince
Heraclides had retaken Romania from the Turks and estab-
lished a Christian kingdom, reforming it after the pattern of
the Reformation. Professor Benz established that Mysos decid-
ed to serve Prince Heraclides, and remained there after the
Prince’s death. Therefore, Melanchthon’s letter never reached
Constantinople.

The leaders of the Lutheran Church had some knowledge
of the teachings of the Orthodox Church, although they had
no knowledge of contemporary Orthodoxy because of the
conquest of Greece and surrounding countries by the
Ottoman Empire from 1453 with the fall of the Byzantine
Empire. Luther invoked the teachings of the Orthodox Church
in his discussion with theologian Eck in Leipzig (in 1519) and
elsewhere. Also, the Greek Church was mentioned in the
Apology of the Augsburg Confession in 1530 and in 1537 in the
Smalcald Articles.

After the first endeavor in 1559 to establish cordial relations
between the Lutheran movement and the Orthodox Church, a
silence prevailed between the two. The death of Melanchthon
in 1560, and Mysos’ failure to return to Constantinople to
complete his mission were events which contributed to this
silence. With the death of Melanchthon, the Greek translation
of the Augsburg Confession vanished, and its fate is unknown;
it is not to be found in the archives of the Patriarchate. Nor
are there any traces of its existence in the hands of other cler-
gymen or laymen who shared the responsibility of the
Patriarchate in Constantinople at that time. Even Martin
Crusius had a difficult time in locating a copy of the Augsburg
Confession in Greek.

INSTITUTIONALIZED PURSUITS

From Luther’s To the Christian Nobility (1520), as found in the
American Edition of Luther’s Works, 44: 206-207.

We do not see this pitiful evil, how today the young people of
Christendom languish and perish miserably in our midst for
want of the Gospel, in which we ought to be giving them con-
stant instruction and training. Moreover, even if the universi-
ties were diligent in Holy Scripture, we need not send every-
body there as we do now, where their only concern is numbers
and where everybody wants a doctor’s degree.

We should send only the most highly qualified students who
have been well-trained in the lower schools. A prince or city
council ought to see to this, and permit only the well-qualified
to be sent. I would advise no one to send his child where the
Holy Scriptures are not supreme. Every institution that does
not unceasingly pursue the study of God’s Word becomes cor-
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rupt. Because of this we can see what kind of people they
become in the universities and what they are like now. No-
body is to blame for this except the popes, the bishops, and
the prelates, who are all charged with training young people.

The universities only ought to turn out men who are
experts in the Holy Scriptures, men who can become bishops
and priests, and stand in the front line against heretics, the
devil, and all the world. But where do you find that? I greatly
fear that the universities, unless they teach the Holy Scriptures
diligently and impress them on the young students, are wide
gates to hell.

REFORMATION PARENTING

Does not our present society gain a better perspective of its ills
and needs when considered in the light of history? Steven
Ozment’s work serves us well in this regard. His book When
Fathers Ruled: Family Life in Reformation Europe (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1983) stands as one example
wherein one can find delightful sermon illustrations or insights
for family life from the past. This portion comes from pages
132-135.

“Is there anything on earth more precious, friendly, and lov-
able,” asked the Nuremberg reformer Veit Dietrich, “than a
pious, disciplined, obedient, and teachable child?” For
Dietrich and his contemporaries this question was highly
rhetorical. Never has the art of parenting been more highly
praised and parental authority more wholeheartedly support-
ed than in Reformation Europe. “There is no power on earth
that is nobler or greater than that of parents,” declared Luther,
the father of six children, in an oft-repeated statement. “The
diligent rearing of children is the greatest service to the world,
both in spiritual and temporal affairs, both for the present life
and for posterity,” agreed Justus Menius. “Just as one turns
young calves into strong cows and oxen, rears young colts to
be brave stallions, and nurtures small tender shoots into great
fruit-bearing trees, so must we bring up our children to be
knowing and courageous adults, who serve both land and
people and help both to prosper.” Therein Menius summa-
rized the parental mandate of an age.

Parenting was not only or even primarily woman’s work; it
was too high a responsibility to be left to one parent. Mother
and father shared it to an unusually high degree, the maternal
role being greater in the infant and early childhood years, the
father’s role increasing in importance after age six or seven,
when the maturing child could respond to a regular discipline.
The bond between father and child was understood to be as
intimate and as enduring as that between mother and child.

Like the selection of a spouse, the rearing of a child was a
rational art, not an emotional venture. Even monkeys, the
author of a housefather book pointed out, exercise “instinctu-
al” parental love, protecting their offspring and fulfilling their
basic material needs. Human parents must do more than this;
they have a duty to prepare their children for both temporal
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and spiritual wellbeing; in addition to caring for their physical
and material needs, they must methodically inculcate virtues
and values. “If God’s commandments are not impressed upon
a child in his youth,” warned Menius, “they will be lost on him
when he is grown; for ‘old dogs do not learn new tricks’ and ‘a
tree rooted after it is grown will not yield fruit.”

The cardinal sin of child rearing in Reformation Europe, a
common one, according to the moralists, was willful indul-
gence of children. Critics perceived this to be especially true
within wealthier families, which had the means to be indul-
gent, although permissiveness is said to have afflicted peasant
households as well. Far from treating their children cruelly or
with aloofness, as modern scholars have alleged, early modern
parents were inclined to spoil their children rotten, according
to contemporary German observers and critics. Conrad Sam
wrote of the children of Ulm’s lords and Junkers:

As soon as the child can move about, one throws a ragged
frock on him and treats everything he does in the same
[unjudgmental] way. Soon there are outbursts and
tantrums, but these only delight the old, since they come
from a dear little son who can do no wrong. Where one
sows thorns and thistles in this way, how can anything
other than weeds be expected to grow?

In Sam’s view such permissive child rearing accounted for
the presence in society of so many “mercenaries, murderers,
and criminals.” The English “pediatricians” Thomas Phaire
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and John Jones also traced crime and laziness to the coddling
and spoiling of children; such “strangling” of children, more
than any other cause, was said to fill the jails and burden
parish charities. Sam offered parents the following advice:

Whether you are a king, prince, count, knight, or servant,
whether a townsman or a peasant, if you want to know
joy in your children, take care that you teach them virtue.
Do not do as is now done in the world, where children
are taught to rule, but not to serve; to curse and insult,
but not to pray; to ride, but not to speak properly.
Children today are badly raised; not only do parents per-
mit them their every selfish wish, but they even show
them the way to it. God will hold parents strictly
accountable for their children, who [now] reward them
[appropriately by their bad behavior].

Writers complained that too many parents thought child-
hood only a time for fun, joy, and amusement (nur lust/freud
und kurtzweil) and viewed their main responsibility as that of
giving their children as much money as possible. Such parents
were said to treat their children as just another temporal pos-
session (ir eigenthumb) rather than as God’s temple (Gottes
heyligthumb); “This is why parents give no thought to God’s
discipline and indulge their children’s every petulant
demand.” To the extent that a parent subjected his child to
standards that were pleasing to God, to that extent he treated
his child with dignity, as a creature made in God’s image.
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In midcentury the Nuremberg pastor Veit Dietrich found
negligent, permissive parents “all too common.”

Today you find few parents who once mention study or
work to their children. They let them creep about idly, eat-
ing and drinking whenever they please, casually dressed in
ragged pants and jackets. Through bad example and lax
discipline, children learn to curse and swear, lie and steal.
Parents aid and abet such ill breeding by laughing at small
children when they curse or repeat bawdy rhymes. Later
[when their children are older] they rage at such indisci-
pline and self-indulgence [which has then ceased to be so
funny]. When children stay out dancing till midnight or
carouse around the public houses, father and mother do
not say them nay; but neither do they wake them up on
Sunday morning, take them to church, and ask them what
they have learned from the sermon, as if in this too nothing
were at stake.

No age subscribed more completely to the notion that the
hand that rocked the cradle ruled the world. Today’s children
were tomorrow’s subjects and rulers, and they would shape
society as they had themselves been shaped at home.
Indulgent parents who “loosened the reins too much” in rear-
ing their children sowed the wind both for themselves and for
society. “Your children will become wanton and scorn you,”
warned Menius, “and when they are grown they will be wild
and malicious, harmful people, who also scorn government.”
The Hessian churchman Corvinus, criticizing the nobility,
from whose ranks he assumed future political rulers would
ascend, accused parents of corrupting their children with
materialism and, by slighting their intellectual and spiritual
growth, of betraying both present and future generations.

You think that if you leave your children many houses,
much money, and property, it is not necessary to concern
yourself also with their acquisition of the skills, wisdom,
and cunning (kunst/weisheyt/und kluckheyt) by which a
land and people must be ruled. . . . It was precisely for this
reason [namely, to make them fit to rule] that the ancients
schooled the nobility in the liberal arts.

For Corvinus, the fatal flaw of the upper classes was that par-
ents let their children discover too soon just how fortunate they
were. When aristocratic youth learn that they are rich and pow-
erful and exalted above all other social groups, they thereafter
“resist all rational rearing (sie sic . . . nicht leiderlich ziehen lesset)
and develop a taste for horses, dogs, hunting, debauchery, feast-
ing, and drunkenness, all the things that keep youth from study
and learning.” When society’s leaders are thus raised without
proper self-discipline and training in the Arts and religion, they
can only come to rule as crude tyrants who burden their sub-
jects to the point of revolt. Society’s political hope must rather
be placed in children reared at the hand of “pious and learned
disciplinarians” (Zuchtmeister); only as such children come to
rule over a land, Corvinus concluded, can its subjects take heart
that their fatherland is secure and will prosper.
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WHEN ORTHODOX IsSN’T
ORTHODOX

Pieper opines the following in his Christian Dogmatics, 3: 422,
note 29.

Orthodox Churches: in our day are those Lutheran congrega-
tions and church bodies which profess and actually teach the
doctrines laid down in the Confessions of the Evangelical
Lutheran Church, because these doctrines, on examination,
are found to be the teaching of God’s Word. Impure and het-
erodox churches are the Roman Catholic Church, the Eastern
Orthodox Church, the Reformed Church with its many subdi-
visions, and, moreover, also the church bodies which, though
bearing the Lutheran name, do not profess and actually teach
the doctrine of the Church of the Reformation.

Four CHIEF PARADIGMS

Kurt Marquart notes the following in The Church and Her
Fellowship, Ministry, and Governance, pages 9, 10, the ninth
volume in the Confessional Lutheran Dogmatics series, available
through LoGIa Books.

We have arrived here at the parting of the ways of the major
Christian confessions. Exotic movements like Pentecostalism
aside, there are four great alternative paradigms or “models”
of the church, among which one must decide: the Eastern
Orthodox, the Roman Catholic, the Lutheran, and the
Zwingli-Calvinist or “Reformed” (including Arminian deriva-
tives). These four basic types may in turn be arranged into
two sets of two.

Although Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy do
have important differences, they tend to look alike when viewed
from a Lutheran, and especially from a Calvinist perspective.
Conversely, Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox observers
are likely to perceive Lutheran and Calvinist theologies as twee-
dledee and tweeedledum, despite the great gulf which divides
Wittenberg and Geneva, historically and confessionally.

Is it possible to discern a pattern in the ecclesiologies of
these major versions of Christianity? Without oversimplifying
unduly, we may say that traditional Roman Catholicism
(before Vatican II) particularly, but also Eastern Orthodoxy,
externalize the church, while Calvinism spiritualizes her.
Lutheran theology, by its innermost logic, understands the
church incarnationally.

To put this in Christological terms, the traditional Roman
ecclesiology tends toward “Eutychiansm,” in that it confuses
Christ’s mystical body with the visible organization headed
by the pope. Calvinist ecclesiology is “Nestorian” in letting
an “invisible church” and a “visible church” stand side by
side, without any real integration or bonding between them.
The “Chalcedonian” approach of Lutheran ecclesiology dis-
tinguishes—without separating! —the church as inward com-
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munion of faith and as outward participation in the means of
grace. Since the external Gospel and sacraments are indispens-
able, God-given source, foundation, and sustenance of all faith
and spiritual life, these means of grace bind in one the two
“modes” of the church, and keep them from flying apart into
two churches.

THE SiGN o THE CROSS

Paul H. D. Lang records the following in his Ceremony and
Celebration, (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1965),
pages 70-73. Readers might also note Dr. Nagel’s sermon in the
Holy Trinity 2000 issue of LoG1ia (volume 9, number 3) entitled
“The Cipher of His Name.”

Making the sign of the cross is another ceremony that has
come down to us from apostolic times. We employ it in bless-
ing persons and things. In the Order of Holy Baptism we use
it with the words, “Receive the sign of the holy cross, both
upon the forehead and upon the breast, in token that thou
hast been redeemed by Christ the Crucified.”

When the minister pronounces the Benediction, he blesses
the people with the sign of the cross. In the Holy Communion
Service, the celebrant makes the sign of the cross over the
bread and the cup. . ..
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Crossing oneself was practiced by Christians from the earliest
centuries and may go back to apostolic times. We know that it was
already a common ceremony used daily in A.p. 200 for Tertullian
writes: “In all our undertakings—when we enter a place or leave it;
before we dress; before we bathe; when we take our meals; when
we light the lamps in the evening; before we retire at night; when
we sit down and read; before each new task—we trace the sign of
the cross on our foreheads.” St. Augustine (A.D. 431) speaks of this
Christian custom many times in his sermons and letters.

It is one of the traditional ceremonies that was most definite-
ly retained by Luther and the Lutheran Church in the sixteenth-
century Reformation. Luther prescribed in his Small Catechism
under the heading, “How the Head of the Family Should Teach
His Household to Bless Themselves in the Morning and in the
Evening.” He says, “In the morning when you rise (In the
evening when you go to bed . . . ) you shall bless yourself with
the holy cross and say: In the name of God the Father, Son, and
Holy Ghost. Amen.” . . . This ceremony is also still authorized
in many of the present-day Lutheran service books.

Crossing oneself is done by putting the fingers of the right
hand to the forehead, to the breast, and to the left and right
shoulders, with the words, “In the name of the Father and of
the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.” By doing this we pro-
fess our faith in the Triune God and in our redemption
through Christ crucified. But it is more than a profession of
faith; it is a prayer in action of thanksgiving or for blessing to
God the Father, in the Holy Spirit, through our one and only
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Mediator, Jesus Christ. The sign of the cross may also be made
from the right to the left shoulder. This is the older form
which has been retained in the Eastern church.

In the church’s worship it is a laudable custom to cross our-
selves at the beginning and end of all services and at the fol-
lowing places in the Service or in the Order of the Holy
Communion Service: During the opening words, “In the name
etc.”; at the end of the Absolution; at the beginning of the
Introit; at the end of the Gloria in Excelsis; when the Gospel is
announced; at the end of the Creed; during the Sanctus at the
words, “Blessed is He”; after the consecration at “The peace of
the Lord”; when we receive the holy body and precious blood
of Christ; when the minister says, “Depart in peace”; and at the
end of the Benediction.

The holy cross is the symbol of our salvation. We were
signed with it when we were baptized. It is the sign by which
the church blesses people and things. By using it we become
part of the wonderful history of our faith and companions in
the company of the saints. It is right that we should make the
sign of the cross frequently and to glory in it, saying with
St. Paul, “God forbid that I should glory save in the cross of
our Lord Jesus Christ” (Gal 6:4).

MARKING THE DISTINCTION

Bo Giertz, Messages for the Church in Times of Crisis (Rock
Island, Illinois: Augustana Book Concern, 1950), page 14.

He who cannot distinguish between a cow and a horse ought
never to discuss questions of farming. He who cannot distinguish
between evangelical and Roman Christianity better than that he
believes that a man who makes the sign of the cross or bends his
knees or makes confession must be a Roman Catholic, that man
ought never to discuss matters that pertain to Christianity.

Such external things as confession, bowing our knees, mak-
ing the sign of the cross mark no distinction between
Protestants and Roman Catholics. Luther himself went often
to confession, he bended his knees both at home and in the
church, and in his little catechism he suggests that a Christian
should make the sign of the cross both morning and evening.
In such matters there is no difference between the pope and
ourselves except that we consciously remove all ceremonies
that are unscriptural, but make use of all others in evangelical
freedom, when they serve the edification of believers.

The deciding factor is something entirely different. It is the
doctrine of justification by faith. He alone is an evangelical
Christian who possesses the secret of faith in his heart, so that
he believes in the forgiveness of sins for the sake of Christ’s
atonement and through that faith is united with his Saviour.
That faith is found only where God through His Spirit and His
Word teaches us the poverty of the spirit and daily leads us to
the cross of Christ.

Evangelical Christianity stands or falls with justification
through faith. When men live in God’s justification, then all

of life, both worship and daily living, falls into a specific pattern.

LOGIA

WELCOME WORDS

In this excerpt, Olav, a character in volume 3 of Sigrid Undset’s
In the Wilderness: The Master of Hestviken (page 32), attends the
divine service after a lengthy hiatus. His experience is described:

So he listened in calm meditation to the only voice that spoke
to him in a tongue he understood—here in the foreign land,
where all other voices shouted at him as though there were a
wall between him and them. The voice of the Church was the
same that he had listened to in his childhood and youth and
manhood. He had changed—his aims and his thoughts and his
speech, as he grew from one age into another—but the Church
changed neither speech nor doctrine; she spoke to him in the
holy mass as she had spoken to him when he was a little boy,
not understanding many words, but nevertheless taking in
much by looking on, as the child takes in its mother by follow-
ing her looks and gestures, before it understands the spoken
word. And he knew that if he journeyed to the uttermost limits
of Christian men’s habitation—folks’ form and speech and cus-
toms might indeed be strange and incomprehensible to him,
but everywhere, when he found a church and entered it, he
would be welcomed by the same voice that had spoken to him
when he was a child; with open hands the Church would offer
him the same sacraments that she had nourished him with in
his youth, and that he had rejected and misused.

ON INFANT COMMUNION

A footnote in Pieper’s Christian Dogmatics, 3: 383, records a bit
of the views by Luther and Walther on infant communion.

Walther, Pastorale, page 190: “Since according to God’s Word
everyone who would approach the Lord’s Table should first
examine himself and discern the Lord’s body, it will not do

to give the Lord’s Supper to children incapable of examining
themselves. It was a manifest abuse when this practice, as the
examples of even Cyprian and Augustine prove, was quite gen-
eral from the third to the fifth century, with the sanction also
of Innocent 1 through a misinterpretation of John 6:53 as refer-
ring to sacramental eating and drinking.

“This misuse was prevalent also among the Bohemian
Hussites and is canon law even today in the Eastern Church.
Luther writes: ‘T cannot side with the Bohemians in distribut-
ing the Lord’s Supper to children, even though I would not
call them heretics on that account.’

“Furthermore, those who cannot examine themselves and
therefore are not to be admitted to the Lord’s Supper include
also those asleep or unconscious, those in the throes of death
who are already deprived of the use of their senses, deranged
people, and the like.”

Walther, as we saw, points to the fact that the Lord’s Supper
does not, like bodily medication, work physically, but presuppos-
es consciousness of the essence and faith in the purpose of the
Lord’s Supper. Further particulars, e.g., the question whether
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lunatics, raving madmen, yes, also the bodily possessed, may be
communed when they have lucid intervals (“lichte
Zwischenzeiter”) belong to casuistry. See Walther ibid., p. 192.

LUTHER AND AESOP

From G. M. Bruce, Luther as an Educator, pages 204, 205.

It may seem strange that Luther, the theologian and reformer,
busy as he was with so many things, and often hard pressed both
by his work and his bodily ailments, should take any interest in
fables. Yet, there seemed to be nothing either human or divine in
which he did not take an interest, especially if he could find
something of value to train the child or sweeten, ennoble, and
enrich life. Therefore he was deeply interested in folk-lore, folk-
song, folk-proverbs, fairy-tales, and fables, for he was able to put
all of these to good use in his preaching, his writing, and his pri-
vate discourse. Since Luther was under the ban of the empire,
and therefore technically an outlaw, he could not be present at
the Diet of Augsburg in 1530, but was obliged to remain at some
distance from the seat of the Diet, at the Castle of Coburg. Here
he was from the very first day busy with a number of things. In a
letter to Melanchthon written the same day he arrived, April 22,
1530, he says: “We have at last reached our Sinai, my dear Herr
Philip, but out of this Sinai we shall make a Zion and build three
tabernacles: one to the Psalter, one to the Prophets, and one to
Aesop. But time is needed for this.”

We soon find him at work on all three. His stay at Coburg was
very trying for him, for he was severely troubled with head-aches,
spiritual trials, great anxiety for the cause of the Reformation, and
was also deeply grieved over the loss of his father, who died on
May 29, and yet he accomplished a great deal while he was there.
Besides the work on the Psalms and the Prophets, and a number
of other literary works, he also managed to translate thirteen of
Aesop’s Fables. It was his intention to translate all of them, purg-
ing them from any objectionable features they might contain, and
publish them. This work he did not accomplish, however, but he
did publish, with an introduction setting forth the nature and
value of these fables, the thirteen he translated while at Coburg,
in the year 1538. It was especially the moral and educational value
of the fables that appealed to Luther. In the introduction to his
translation of Aesop’s Fables, he gives an example of how they
should be used in the home, saying that the father, when his fam-
ily and servants are gathered about the table, may ask them what
this or that fable might mean. This would bring out both the
story and the meaning, and result in both entertainment and
instruction. In his Tischreden he also speaks of the value of
Aesop’s Fables and draws from them.
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He REMAINS FAITHFUL

A sermon preached by the Rev. Dr. Norman Nagel from

2 Timothy 2:1-13 for Thursday of Pentecost 21, 1998. A collection
of Dr. Nagel’s sermons is available on CD produced by

A. Collver. See LoG1A’s website (www.logia.org).

Young Pastor Timothy had at least three things going for him:
what was put into him by his mother and his grandmother,
what was given him at his ordination, and the clincher
through it all: “Remember Jesus Christ.” He needed them.

From the admonitions given him we may suspect that
Timothy was rather a timid sort, apt to get scared, a bit teary,
perhaps even wimpish—a mother’s boy, grandmother’s boy.
Check that out with Freud, if you can still find him some-
where. Or better, ponder the window, especially when the ser-
mon is failing to deliver the text. Wouldn’t every Christian
mother just love to have a boy like that, eager to learn from
her the Scriptures? Just look how he stands toward his mother!

The Apostle reminds Timothy of all that God has blessed him
with through such a mother and grandmother. There’s solid
stuff been put into him. After recall of the tears at their last
goodbye (would it be the last goodbye?), Timothy is not left at
the tears point, but reminded of what can carry him through,
what was built into him by his mother Eunice and his grand-
mother Lois. And then he is recalled to what was given him at
his ordination: “the gift of God given through the laying on of
my hands.” In 1 Timothy it was all the clergy who laid hands on
him. Here the Apostle says “my hands.” Not that his hands
ranked higher than the others, but the apostle is moving toward
strengthening Timothy’s carrying forward, handing on to others
where he is, what was given him at his ordination, and then
toward carrying forward what was given him at his ordination
where Paul is now, his place soon to be vacant. “Come as soon
as you can.” Here is the place, in my place, for you now to carry
on what was given you at your ordination. But do not leave that
place vacant when you leave and come to Rome.

“What you have heard from me before many witnesses,
entrust to faithful men who will be able to teach others also.”
You can’t leave them without a pastor when you come to Rome.

But coming to Rome, know that it will be tough going.
What’s happened already? You won't score any points hanging
out with me. Phygelus and Hermogenes saw that. Shame and
loss were not for them. But Onesiphorus, he bore all that with
me; he was not ashamed of me. He stuck with me. If you do
that, Timothy, my child, you will be taking “your share of
suffering as my companion as a good soldier of Christ Jesus.”
Now a soldier isn’t much of a soldier if he is not prepared to get
killed. Christ’s soldier’s service is to Christ. His victories come
the Calvary way. Things of the kingdom of the left hand may
not take over: “entangled in civilian pursuits.” Christ’s service
may bring death, suffering certainly. To dodge that is to desert.

The apostle does not moralize the point of soldier, athlete,
farmer. He simply lets them work in the confidence that “the
Lord will grant you understanding in everything.” There is
nothing outside that everything, no part of yourself, or your
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life, around which you may try to draw a protective line, and
say, “This ’'m going to keep safe, this does not belong to the
Lord.” “My welfare, my career, my family come first.” No idol
can manage the God job.

Timidity and fearfulness may hope to protect something.
Paul would free Timothy from such folly. There isn’t anything
you can protect against the Lord, and he is not really your
enemy, unless you insist on treating him as your enemy. The
one you are dealing with, or rather the one who is dealing
with you, remember:

Remember Jesus Christ, risen from the dead, descended
from David, as preached in my gospel, the gospel for which I
am suffering and wearing fetters like a criminal. But the word
of God is not fettered. Therefore I endure everything for the
sake of the elect, that they also may obtain the salvation which
in Christ Jesus goes with eternal glory. The saying is sure:

If we have died with him, we shall also live with him;
if we endure, we shall also reign with him;

if we deny him, he also will deny us;

if we are faithless, he remains faithful,

for he cannot deny himself.

If we are faithless, if we shrink from the total of his way with
us, and fear what we may lose unless we protect it against him,
if we’d rather have a seven-eighths ordination (nec aliud),
turning its gifts into fractionary, calculating law—each of us
here has no dearth of what faithlessnesses we are called to
repent of, all of them—nothing held back.

LOGIA

If we deny him, he also will deny us;
if we are faithless, he remains faithful,
for he cannot deny himself.
Remember Jesus Christ.

Then the apostle points Timothy to the handing on he is to
be doing before coming to Rome.

This sermon is now close to finished, and so we may rejoin
those who’ve been having their devotions with the window.

Is that Timothy doing some ordaining as the apostle bade
him do? Is it Titus ordaining pastors for the places that needed
them in Crete as the apostle bade him do? And what of those
who are there being ordained? Who are they?

As with icons, there’s more than one thing going on just at
one time or one place. That recognizes that only the Lord can
manage things like that, and he doesn’t stop. This is a window
in a seminary chapel, a seminary where men are prepared for
holy ordination. Such another Timothy or Titus may lay
hands on you (WA, 38,428, 29).

You also will have three things going for you: what solid stuff
was put into you early on in home, church and school. Then
there is the Lord’s gift to you when he ordains you by his use
of some Timothy or Titus. And the clincher: “Remember Jesus
Christ.” He can’t ever become another sort of Jesus Christ; that
Jesus Christ you are to learn ever more deeply here at seminary.
Remember that, remember him. “If we are faithless, he remains
faithful —for he cannot deny himself.” He lives. Actually, what
was given him did in fact pull Timothy through, as witness the
stone and the palm branch.
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God told you not to eat it? Oh, that’s just politics!
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