
ROUGHLY EDITED COPY

CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY

CUENet TRANSCRIPTION

DOGMATICS 3

PROFESSOR ROLAND F. ZIEGLER

SEGMENT NOS. 1 THROUGH 10

Captioning Provided By:
Caption First, Inc.






10 E. 22nd Street






Suite 304






Lombard, IL  60148






800-825-5234

No. 1

Good day, Prof. Ziegler.  My name is David.  I am looking forward to enjoying one of your classes again.  I know that we are going to be speaking today about the means of grace and the sacraments. So I’ll start off with the most basic question:   How do you define “the means of grace” and why are they in one group?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Thank you, David, for that question.  Yeah, defining your terms is always a good way to start actually.  Because otherwise you presuppose things.  And then you kind of swim around.  What do we mean when we say means of grace?  



Well, obviously means of grace define those things -- let's just say things for now -- through which according to Scripture grace comes to us or grace is mediated.  And we ask the question:  What do we mean when we say grace?  When we say grace, we don't say what you say of course before a meal.  But we talk about God's favor on account of grace.  



In the words of Aaronitic benediction, God makes his face shine upon us and gives us peace.  That's what grace is.  Grace is God's peace.  And that means grace is the end of the enmity between God and man.  It pardons man and forgives his sins.  



The foundation for this pardon, for this peace, is Christ's substitutionary sacrifice on the cross.  Through his death there is forgiveness of sins.  Through his death, there is peace.  



The means of grace are, therefore, channels through which the favor and peace come to us.  Or to put it differently, they are the ways through which we are connected with Christ's work.  



How does grace come to us according to Scripture or to put it differently, what brings us forgiveness of sins and pardon?  What does connect us with the Word of Christ?  What does save us since when God pardons us that equates salvation from God's judgement?  



And when we look at Scripture, we find that certain things stick out.  Certain acts are called salvific like baptism when in I Peter 3:21 it says:  Baptism which corresponds to this now saves you.  So baptism is salvific.  It is done for the forgiveness of sins.  



Or Titus 3 Verse 5 where Paul writes:  Not by works of righteousness which we have done but according to his mercy he saved us by the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost.  So baptism is one of those things through which God saves us, through which he pardons us, through which he forgives us our sin or again through which his grace comes to us.  



Also the Lord's Supper of course is one of those things.  In the Words of Institution we read in Matthew 26:28 where Jesus says:  For this is the blood of the New Testament which is shed for many for the remission of sins.  



And there is another thing which is a channel of grace when Paul talks about his preaching in Romans 1:16.  He says:  For I am not ashamed of the Gospel of Christ.  For it is the power of God unto salvation to everyone that believeth.  To the Jew first.  And also to the Greek.  



So we have baptism, the Lord's Supper and the Gospel which is preached as means through which forgiveness of sins come through which peace and salvation comes.  So means of grace is a term, a draw, a pigeonhole to put these three very different actions in one category.  They are very different:  Baptism, Lord's Supper, preaching.  But they are one in what they accomplish, what they give.  



The term sacrament is a non-biblical term that originally meant something quite strange to us, if we give sacrament.  It meant the pledge to a flag or a deposit in a temple and only later on it was used to denote the sacred rites in Christianity.  The first one to use the term was the church father ***Tertalion who invented a lot of our language, of theological language.  



The bridge was that he saw baptism and the Lord's Supper as the pledges of God toward us.  So it's the pledge of God toward us through which he assures us of our salvation.  Now, over time the most accepted definition in western Christianity was that a sacrament is an element connected with a word instituted by Christ which confers grace.  



The church father Augustine used a phrase that was later on used by Luther -- over and over again you read it, for example, in the Large Catechism.  And that is ***ekita valum pavintum.  It means the Word comes to the element and makes it a sacrament.  So Luther loved that sentence.  And he said:  Augustine has hardly said anything better but this one sentence.  So from Augustine then it came to Lutheranism.  And it also -- Lutherans loved the sentence and used it quite often.  



In the later course of history, Roman Catholicism defined that there were seven sacraments:  Baptism, Confirmation, Lord's Supper, ordination, confession, marriage and the extreme unction.  It was first formally defined in the 15th Century at the Council of Ferrara Florence in the defeat for the Armenians.  There was a long time a wavering.  And in the Orthodox church even though most count seven sacraments you can also find that there are more or less.  



Now, if we look at these seven sacraments, we see that not all of them have a material object.  So the Roman Catholic church says:  Well, element can be also something else.  What's the element in confession?  Well, it is the contrition of the penitent.  It's a strange way for us to talk about an element.  And we don't have to delve into that right now.  But just so that you're aware.  And these seven sacraments, that's still the official teaching of the Roman Catholic Church.  



That was where the Reformation then started.  And with the re-evaluation of many concepts in the Roman Catholic Church also the question of what is a sacrament and how many sacraments are there was discussed anew.  



Luther used the traditional criteria for what is a sacrament.  The promise of grace, the institution by Christ, a visible element.  And using that he looked at these seven sacraments.  And his first major writing on the seven sacraments was on the Babylonian captivity of the church where he went through the seven sacraments.  



And using that kind of yardstick, he came to the conclusion that there really are only two, maybe three, sacraments.  He rejected marriage, ordination, extreme unction, and Confirmation as sacraments because there is no institution by Christ.  There's no words said by Christ and there is no promise of grace attached to them.  



It was easy that baptism and the Lord's Supper would be sacraments.  Because you have the institution, the promise of grace and you have the element.  Now, what about confession and absolution?  



That was a more difficult question.  And the Lutherans in the time of Luther but even later wavered a little bit on that.  Because on the one hand you have the promise of grace.  And you have the institution by Christ.  Christ commissions his apostles that to whom they forgive their sins, they will be forgiven.  And whomsoever they retain their sins, they will be retained.  But there is no element.  



And so Luther in the Babylonian captivity says:  Well, maybe you can count confession and absolution as a sacrament.  Maybe not.  But later on in his Catechisms in 1529 he talked only about two sacraments.  And that was what then became the standard tradition in the Lutheran Church.  



This became the standard tradition even though in the apology of the Augsburg Confession in the 13th article you have a discussion of what a sacrament is.  In there Melanchthon talks a little bit differently about what a sacrament is.  Because Melanchthon defines a sacrament as a rite with a promise.  So he uses a term right, a thing which you do.  



Now that's an interesting statement because it a avoids to talk about the element.  It sees the sacraments first and foremost as actions.  Therefore, Melanchthon could include without any problems confession and absolution as a sacrament.  And he can even say:  Well you could call ordination a sacrament if you understand it that at the heart of ordination is the promise of the Word.  And he quotes then Romans 1:16 with it.  



He can go even further and say:  Well, if we look at rites, things, that are instituted by God, you could even say of course marriage, that is instituted by God, or the civil authorities, that is government, because the government is instituted by Christ could be called a sacrament.  And even alms giving because God actually instituted or commanded the giving of alms.  



So here in Melanchthon’s discussion in Apology 13, sacraments becomes wider and wider and wider.  And if you go this route, the problem is almost everything can be a sacrament.  And if everything is a sacrament, nothing is a sacrament.  



So the Lutherans followed Luther's definition and the ***catechal tradition in the Small Catechism than actually the Apology.  But one of the things you find among Lutherans recurring from time to time is:  Well, how many sacraments are there?  And then you can debate all night long:  Well, is ordination a sacrament?  I think it's a little bit inane because again you have to first say:  What is a sacrament?  Define your terms.  What do you mean by sacrament?  



If you define an element connected with the promise of grace instituted by Christ, then ordination is not a sacrament.  And even confession and absolution is not a sacrament.  That doesn't mean these things aren't important or that, well, you don't need to do them or even that they don't confer grace, that is the forgiveness of sins does not come through them.  So you don't have to have the term sacrament to make something really special and holy.  Sacrament is a church term.  It's a convenient term used to group things.  It's not in itself something holy.  



The actions or the things which are called sacraments are holy.  And there are many other things that are holy.  Again, marriage is holy.  Why?  Well, not because it's instituted by Christ and when you marry you get the forgiveness of sins.  But because God instituted it at the beginning and there is a blessing on it for the forgiveness of sins.  That's not the blessing.  But there is the blessing that God put on the beginning of this union.  And therefore, marriage is more than just something you do out of convenience, some civil contract or whatever.  You do not detract anything from the sanctity of marriage by not calling it a sacrament.  



The same thing with confession and absolution.  It is important.  Of course.  It is holy.  It gives grace.  But that doesn't make it a sacrament.  



Even Pieper in dogmatics say it's really idle to talk about -- talk about how many sacraments there are because it's not a scriptural term.  It all depends on how you want to define it.  If you want to have 53 sacraments, be my guest.  It's just confusing.  So why don't we stick to the Lutheran tradition saying:  Okay, baptism and Lord's Supper are special acts which we call sacraments.  



So the sacraments and the Word are taken together because they have the same effects.  They are both called the means of grace because they both confer God's grace.  Sometimes this sameness is expressed by calling the sacraments a visible word or the sacraments are called an audible sacrament to make clear that these really belong together.  There is a closeness and a nearness that is due to the fact that they confer grace.  When I hear the Word, I get forgiveness of grace.  When I receive the sacraments, I receive grace.  So this terminology of the Visible Word or the audible sacrament tries to emphasize that Word and sacraments belong together and are both gracious communications from God.  



So we have these different channels through which we receive grace.  The question which often comes up in that context is:  Well, why do we have these different channels?  Why do we have the Word and the sacrament and baptism?  



There is a certain minimalistic streak in everybody that tries to get away with the least.  Strangely enough instead of rejoicing that God pours out his grace in many specific ways, the question is:  Do I really have to do that?  The law question.  "Do I really have to do it?"  



The students ask, "Will that be in the test?"  Well, at that moment they do not enjoy the lecture.  They don't find pleasure in the material.  They are all anxious:  Will it be in the test?  That's the situation of the law.  



So some Christians have this feeling:  Well, do I have to go to Communion?  Well, if I -- how often do I have to go to Communion?  Well, if I receive the forgiveness of sins at the beginning of the service, do I have to receive the forgiveness of sins afterwards in the Lord's Supper?  Isn't that a little bit much?  Isn't that kind of like having two pieces of cheesecake and whipped cream and kind of a heavy syrup fruit salad?  



Well, if you realize forgiveness of sin is something of which you can never have too much where you can overeat yourself where you have to then go on a diet, whatever that might be in that case, then you realize no, you can never have too much.  It is rather God's good pleasure that he gives us these different means.  That he comes to us and touches us in different ways.  



We do not deduce the necessity of the means of grace, of each individual means of grace from some overarching principle.  The means of grace each rests on its institution.  



So that we baptize is not derived from some kind of general need.  It is derived from Christ's command.  "Go ye therefore and baptize."  That we celebrate the Lord's Supper is not:  Oh, well, we should have some kind of nourishment on the way.  But it is because Christ said:  Do this.  



That we preach the Word is not that we have loquacious people in the world and they need an occasion to live out their tendency.  No.  It's because Christ commissions his church in Matthew 28:  Go ye therefore and teach and preach the Gospel.  To all nations in Mark 16.  



So these all rest on an institution by Christ.  And only in hindsight, so to speak, we try to make sense out of it.  And we ask ourselves:  Do we need them?  Well, first if you ask that question you should say:  Hmmm, well, if Christ actually instituted all of these means through which his grace comes to us and Christ knows us quite well and he knows God quite well, maybe we should give him the benefit of the doubt that actually we do need it.  



Just this kind of humility.  We say if Christ says it and institutes it, there is a need on our part.  We might not always see that need.  But you have, again, to remember that one of the effects of sin is actually that we don't see our needs in the right way.  That we have problems.  That we think we are okay.  And you're okay.  But actually we are not okay.  And neither are you.  



So once you are hit by the law, once you realize that you are a sinner, once you realize your daily failings are not only daily by continually -- continually we fall short of what God wants from us.  That God offers us forgiveness of sins in many ways.  It's really not a luxury, it's not superfluous.  But it is a necessity.  It is a gracious condescension to us.  



The hunger for the Lord's supper, the hunger for the preaching of the Word comes only when you realize your need.  As long as you're in the mind set of:  Do I have to go?  Do I have to have that?  Well, you know, Jesus didn't come for the healthy.  He came for the sick.  If you think you don't need it, stay away.  Don't do it just to obey a commandment.  But realize that something is wrong with you.  



I always like the questions and answers for those who want to go to the sacrament because it goes through this kind of whole thinking.  Well, what do you do if you feel no need for the Lord's Supper?  And then even though it's not written directly by Luther it was kind of accepted by Luther's writings.  And it's:  Well, consider that Christ had to die for your sins.  And if you still don't think that you have any sin, then put your hand on your bosom and feel if you have still flesh and blood and believe the Word of God that as long as you live in this life, you are sinful.  And if you don't feel anything then just realize that this is sin, too.  This is your numbness really for your state.  And confess your numbness and ask Christ to make you sensitive to your sin and give you a hunger for his Word and sacrament. 



So the Word and the sacraments are gracious institutions by Christ that give to us the grace, the favor of God, the forgiveness of sins.  Each rests on his own institution.  They are quite different.  But they agree in the one thing:  They are channels of God's grace.  And they bring what Christ has earned for us on the cross to us now.  So they bridge the time between us and the cross.  



We don't have to go back to the cross.  And we can't go back to the cross.  They ask in the spiritual:  Were you there when you crucified my Lord?  And it's like:  Of course I wasn't there.  And I can't be there.  I can't be standing at the side of the cross and then from his pierced side flows from the blood and then cleanses me.  



I can't do that.  And I don't have to.  Because Christ comes to me in his Word, in the sacraments.  And there I am cleansed through his blood.  And there what was gained on the cross becomes mine.  

No. 2
Oh, you said something interesting there.  Being Lutheran, I’ve of course heard it before…but I’d like to spend a few minutes exploring it a bit.  How is the word of God a means of grace?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, David, that's something that is almost distinctly Lutheran you can say.  That the Word of God is a means of grace, that is something that was rediscovered in a way by Luther.  



In the medieval church the channels of grace were in sacraments.  These were the actions through which grace, which was then understood differently as kind of a power was -- through which grace was infused in the Christian.  So if you partake in the sacraments, you get power to live the Christian life.  



What about then the sermons?  Well -- or preaching?  Well, preaching wasn't necessarily a part of the service.  And until Vatican 2, preaching took a rather second rate place in the Roman Catholic Church.  Because you know, the real thing, where you really get connected with God, where you really get power and strength for the Christian life, that's the sacraments.  The preaching, that's just kind of information.  It's information and ***attritation.  So what's a sermon?  



Well, a sermon tells you what you should believe.  It tells you:  This is what the church believes.  This is what you should believe.  And it tells you what to do.  It informs you about the moral teachings of Christ, the moral teachings of the church.  So the sermon is kind of an informative pep talk.  That's a little bit -- you know, that's not quite nice.  But just for the short fruitness of it.  



Whereas Lutherans we discovered through the reading especially of Paul but also other witnesses in the New Testament, no, preaching is more.  You know when you hear the Gospel that's not just to tell you:  Okay, you need to know this point, this point and this point.  And you are a good Christian or -- you should do these things.  And then you are a good Christian.  




But the Gospel, again, it is a living power.  It does something with you.  It's not just something that is set before you and then you act upon it.  No, it is something that does something with you.  It has changed you.  It gives you faith.  



So the Word is -- in the words of Austin and his speech ***angt theory, it is performative.  It does something.  It's not just informative.  It's performative.  That's the discovery in the Reformation.  And that is distinctly Lutheran which you won't find in at least traditional Roman Catholic theology or eastern Orthodox theology.  



Some of the Reformed have it.  But that's a little bit different in their case.  So when we talk about the Word of God as a means of grace, we say, it does something, it is performative.  And we talk about not all the words of God.  Actually if we talk about the Word as a means of grace, we talk about the Gospel in the narrow sense.  Not each and any word of God.  Therefore when we talk about the Word as a means of grace, we presuppose the distinction between law and Gospel.  



Not every word of God is a saving word because God's word of judgment is his Word, also.  If you read for example the book of Amos, it's a rather depressing book to read because all it does is announce God's judgment over Israel, announce his judgment over Judah, announce his judgment over the peoples surrounding Israel.  And only at the very, very, very end in Chapter 9 you have this tiny little Gospel, so to speak, that God will rebuild the house of David.  



So most of Amos is not saving word.  It is condemning word.  And if we look at Christ, we also realize that not every and any word of Christ is a saving word.  When he says for example in Matthew 11:21 following "Woe unto thee Korazin.  Woe unto thee Bethsaida" and has all these announcements of judgment against the cities of Galilee.  Well, it will not save those cities of Galilee by itself.  And in the great parables of the end time when he says "Depart from me ye cursed into everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels," well that's not a saving word, either.  



So only the Gospel saves.  The law does not save.  Now, the law in the narrow sense, that is the demanding and prescribing will of God, is for man, not saving.  Because man has fallen.  Because with the law has attached the condemnation of those who do not keep the law in its entirety.  Deuteronomy 27 Verse 26 says:  Curse be here that confirmest not all the words of this law to do them which is quoted by Paul in Galatians 3:10.  For man was in paradise before the fall, yes, the law was not a condemnation but for us on the wrong side of paradise, when we hear the law, it always condemns.  When you read Apology 4 you'll find that over and over again that Melanchthon writes:  The law always accuses.  



So when we her the law it's not:  Oh, that's great that God wants that for me.  But it is:  Oh, my dear.  Hmmm, I got caught.  So the law is not a good news but is rather a bad news for us.  



So this Gospel as said is not merely informational even though the Gospel does tell us things when I say "Jesus dies for your sins," I do tell you some information.  There was a man Jesus.  And he died.  And the meaning of his death is that your sins are forgiven.  That's quite a bit of information.  



But we all know if you get the information, that does not necessarily mean you got the Gospel.  That's one of the things that frustrates pastors.  You can drill your Confirmation kids that they know the Catechism and you can drill them that they give you the right answer.  



I remember when I was in Confirmation, the first question asks:  What do we have to do that God loves us?  You get the usual answer:  You have to be good.  You have to go to church.  You have to read the Bible.  Well, his task was to wipe out this law opinion.  And at the end of the class he asks:  So what do we have to do that God loves us?  And hopefully -- I don't quite remember how many gave then the right answer.  But let's just assume everybody gave the right answer.  



Did everybody become a Christian or was everybody a Christian?  Well, probably not.  They learned it.  But a lot of them, well, they never showed up in church again.  Which is not an infallible sign of not being a Christian.  But it makes you at least suspicious about the depth of anybody's Christian belief.  



So you can impart knowledge.  And you have to impart knowledge.  But knowledge is not everything.  So the Word of God is performative speech.  It does something.  It connects us with the saving Word of Christ by bringing the benefits of death to mankind.  The Word grants the forgiveness of sins and it works that faith in man which trusts in this promise of the Gospel.  



So the Gospel gives what it says.  The Gospel says:  Your sins are forgiven.  And now, it's not some kind of an offer.  It's just not sitting in front of you and:  Hmmm, the Gospel says that.  What am I doing now?  What do I have to do?  But rather it kind of gets to you, into you, into your heart, that is into the center of your person.  And it creates the way how you can apprehend it.  



One of the big problems is to understand that.  That the Word of God is not again information or an appeal.  It's to understand that when the Gospel hits us, we are not autonomous persons, kind of self-contained persons that are sovereign in our little kingdom.  "Now you come to me."  Well, and I have to decide what I do with that.  



God actually does not simply stop in front of you and waves his discounted Gospel or whatever.  He invades your turf and changes you.  And that's seen by some people as threatening and manipulative.  Or some people say:  No; no.  It can't be.  Because I'm in charge.  I am the king of my little self.  I am in charge of my life. And the point is:  No, you're not.  If you are in charge of your life, okay, that's too bad.  Because then you are under the condemnation of the law.  



The Gospel as this performative speech can also serve as a preaching of the law even because it tells you you're helpless.  You have to be, so to speak, spoon fed or even worse than spoon fed.  And that kind of dampens our spirit a little bit because everybody wants to be in charge.  You know, if people get old and they get dependent on others, that's for many very hard.  Because it really destroys their pride and they feel useless.  And they feel that they -- they are not worth anything anymore because they cannot take care of themselves.  



And that's understandable.  And we have to take that into account.  And we'll deal with that.  But as Christians we know that for the most important thing, no, we can't take care of ourselves.  And we rejoice that God actually helps us and does not leave us helplessly to die in our sins.  



So the Word of God is not simply ***knowetteing.  It's a fancy term of something that affects only our intellect.  But it is more.  It affects our whole being.  That's why it's also called a living word.  



Correspondingly, faith is more than knowing things.  In traditional Roman Catholic theology you often have this view of faith as something purely intellectual.  I tell you what to believe.  You say I believe.  And that's then an act of faith.  



Lutherans see faith as much, much more.  It's not just knowing things.  It is the living trust.  It is this being connected.  It is this existential impact that you have that you totally rely on what Christ has done.  And this reliance is something you cannot produce.  But the Word of God, the Gospel has to produce in you.  And that's why the Gospel is called a means of grace. 



Now, this Gospel is also you can say the foundational means of grace since it alone is absolutely necessary for salvation and it is also at the center of the sacraments.  In our life if we grow up in a Christian family, the foundational sacrament is normally baptism.  That's how the Gospel reaches you first.  



As a baby you were brought to the baptismal fount and you were baptized in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  But remember when we talk about baptism and also when we talk about the Lord's Supper, it is always connected with a word.  The sacraments are not wordless rites.  They are not just some kind of symbolic rites and then you undergo it.  But there is a word attached with the sacrament.  



Remember again Augustine's definition.  If a word comes to the element, it makes it a sacrament.  The water by itself has not the power to cleanse you from your sins.  But the word connected with the water has that power.  It then forms a unity so that you can actually say:  Yes, this water cleanses me.  Not because there's some magical power in it or whatever because every water cleanses you from sins but because God's promise is now connected with that water.  It forms a unity.  



So as Luther says in the Large Catechism:  Note the distinction then.  Baptism is a very different thing from all other water.  Not by virtue of the natural substance.  But because here something nobler is added.  God himself stakes his honor, his power and his might on it.  Therefore it is not simply a natural water but a divine, heavenly.  Holy and blessed water.  
Praise it in any other terms you can.  All by virtue of the Word which is a heavenly and holy Word which no one can sufficiently extol because it contains and conveys all the fullness of God.  From the Word it derives its nature as a sacrament.  As St. Augustine taught ***acada verbal aug elementum.  And by now you probably know that by heart:  The Word comes to the element and makes it a sacrament.  



Another quote from the Large Catechism on the Lord's Supper:  It is the Word I maintain which distinguishes it from mere bread and wine and constitutes a sacrament which is rightly called Christ's body and blood.  It is said the Word comes to the element and makes it a sacrament. This saying of St. Augustine is too accurate and well put that it is doubtful if he has said anything better.  The Word must make this a sacrament.  Otherwise it remains a mere element.  



And in the Small Catechism you have the same thing when Luther asks:  How can water do such great things?  And he says:  Certainly not just water but the Word of God in and with the water does these things along with the faith which trusts this Word of God in the water.  For without God's Word the water is plain water and no baptism.  



And also in the fifth part on the Lord's Supper:  How can bodily eating and drinking do such great things?  Certainly not just eating and drinking do these things but the words written here "given and shed for you for the forgiveness of sins."  These words along with the bodily eating and drinking are the main thing in the sacrament.  Whoever believes these words has exactly what they say:  Forgiveness of sins.  



So the Word unites itself with the element.  Now the element doesn't become superfluous.  Luther can call the water in baptism divine, heavenly, life giving.  It's not just the water that is necessary.  No.  Only in that connection with the element we have this Word in baptism.  There is no baptism without water.  That would be a mockery.  There is no Lord's Supper without the elements.  



The promise and the element are really connected.  And now the element, this element which in itself would be nothing, this element becomes a channel of grace.  Therefore, we look at the water which is connected with the Word.  And we see this is the cleansing flood.  This is actually where we are born again.  These are the waters of new birth.  We look at bread and wine and all we see is bread and wine.  We don't see anything special.  



You might like or not like the wine they use.  I remember the first time I was in America and I had a Communion service.  I had cream sherry.  That was something different from what I experienced in Germany.  Cream sherry.  Well, you know, it is still the blood of Christ even though it's cream sherry.  But I don't see that, I don't taste it.  But I know because of the Word, the Word tells me what I have.  And yes, there I receive forgiveness of sins.  



From the Babylonian captivity of the church a quote:  For the constitute of sacrament there must be above all things else a word of divine promise by which faith may be exercised.  We have said that sacrament there is a word of divine promise to be believed by whoever receives the sign and that the sign alone cannot be a sacrament.  And because the Word of God is the greatest most necessary and most sublime part in Christendom.  For the sacraments cannot exist without the Word.  But indeed, the Word can exist without the sacraments.  And in an emergency one can be saved without the sacraments as, for example, those who died before receiving the desired baptism but not without the Word.  



Now, as soon as I read that, you will see there's a danger there.  It is okay.  The Word is all that's necessary.  Let's dump the rest.  Again, we have this minimalistic mind set.  No.  



You can survive on very little.  You probably could get your nutritional shake and survive on that.  Then I invite you to a steakhouse and you say:  No, I don't need that.  I take my take my nutritional shake.  I don't need a steak.  I don't need vegetables.  I don't need fresh fruit.  Oh, you have fresh raspberries.  I don't need those.  



No man in his right mind would act like that.  He would say:  Great.  Well, this is much better.  I mean, I could get it the other way, too.  But I don't have to live on astronaut tubes.  



But strangely enough when it comes to the kingdom of God people suddenly have this kind of mentality.  They go for the least.  And again that's a legalistic mind set.  That's the law.  They are still down under is this mind set:  Well, how much do I have to do?  And the answer is:  You don't have to do anything.  It's not about you doing.  It's not:  Oh, yes.  I do have to remember my baptism.  I do have to go to this sermon.  



It's God coming to you.  It's you encountering God and he bestowing his gifts.  How many gifts do I have to get for my birthday?  Do I have to have more than one gift?  



Nobody asks that question.  Hey, the more the better.  When it comes to God, well, you know, one gift is enough.  And it's not really modesty.  It's kind of a strange twisted sin I think.  



So the Word makes the sacrament.  And the emphasis on the Word teaches us that the sacraments are not some magical rites.  Some -- you eat some special food and then you are -- you have forgiveness of sins or you do this washing and then you have the forgiveness of sins.  But it reminds us the sacraments are acts of God.  And they are acts that are -- that are encased.  They are encasing the Gospel.  



Why do we have sacraments?  Well, in a way they help us to remember that the Gospel is not just talk.  Because not only -- the sacraments can be misunderstood as magical rites.  Especially the evangelical crowd, they are all about that anti-sacrament:  Well, it's just magic.  



Well, you know, there's another problem.  And that is that the preaching of the Word and the teaching is seen as just talk.  You know, if you listen to a pastor, what does he do?  Most of the time he talks.  That's what he does for a living.  And you realize:  Okay.  Pastor So-and-so preaches this way and Pastor XYZ preaches another way.  



So it's obviously something that comes from his individuality.  That this guy is not simply saying his words or something he has spun out this week or maybe just Saturday evening.  He sat down and kind of scribbled a few notes.  But that this is the Word of God, the life giving Word of God.  It's something we have to believe.  And the sacraments remind us that it's not just talk.  It's action.  A sermon is an action.  Something is happening there.  God is acting in that as he is acting in the sacraments.  Okay.  



Now, we talked about the Word of God.  And we have to see that when we look at the New Testament, that the means of grace -- the Word as a means of grace is primarily the preached word.  Christ sent his apostles to preach.  And the apostle Paul says in Romans 10:17 that faith comes by hearing.  The task of elders and bishops is described in the epistles of Timothy and Titus as teaching and exhorting.  



So primarily the Word is to be preached.  That does not mean that the written Word of God is not a means of grace so that only the preached word is efficacious and the written word of God is some kind of dead letter encased in a book.  



Paul himself equates his preaching and writing in II Thessalonians 2:15.  And he also talks in the famous passage on inspiration on II Timothy 3:15 actually, just a verse before that:  Scripture makes us wise unto salvation.  So the written word of God itself also is a means of grace.  



Again a quote from Luther and from the Large Catechism to the Third Commandment:  But God's Word is the treasure that sanctifies all things.  By it all things themselves have been sanctified.  At whatever time God's Word is taught, preached, heard, read or pondered there the person, the day and the work are sanctified by it not on account of the external word but on account of the Word which makes us all saints.  



Another term that is used in that context that the Word actually does something is that we talk about the efficacy of Scripture.  Part of the so-called attributes of Scripture is the efficacy which means that Scripture, due to its nature as the Word of God, again is not just informative but it does something.  It does something as the law.  That is it convicts.  The law is also not just:  Okay, thou shalt not kill.  Okay.  Good to know.  



The law also -- especially when you explain what it means --  that means you shouldn't get out your gun and shoot somebody but you should actually love your neighbor.  You should benefit and foster his life.  It convicts us.  So it is more.  It creates in a way a bad conscience.  



Conversely, the Gospel is something that creates a good conscience because it frees us from the load of our sin.  That is meant by again efficacy.  The word is efficacious.  It does something.  



The preached word but also the written word.  So when we read Holy Scripture, we read Scripture not only so that we know more and next time at the Bible quiz we can win the first prize.  Even though you can do that and it's not a bad thing to be knowledgeable.  But because Scripture, these stories, work in our life.  They transform us.  



If you read a really good book, it does something with you.  I mean, you can read a novel, okay, just for passing time.  When you're in the airplane.  What do you do?  Okay.  The movie sucks so you read a book.  And the next day:  Okay, what was the title again?  You don't remember.  You forgot it in the airplane and you don't really regret it.  And there are books you have read and they've changed your life.  You reread them because they show you the world and yourself in a different light.  



And even more so is Scripture.  It's a book which you don't read once through and you say:  Okay.  Now I know the plot.  No surprises anymore.  Why should I read it again?  That's like maybe a detective story you read like that or a mystery novel.  But -- I don't know what your favorite book is.  But one of the first books I read and reread was the "Lord of the Rings."  I was about 12 when I first got that.  And I don't know how often I read that book.  Why?  Because it does something with you.  It transposes you.  



Maybe it's a little escapist.  But it also evokes something in you.  Scripture doesn't transpose you into some exotic area or exotic country.  But it does something with you.  Why do people read Scripture?  They read it for guidance, for comfort.  



Their lives are sustained.  The words speak to them and change their lives.  And that's one way how the Scripture, the Word of God, are efficacious.  That's why we read Scripture over and over again.  Even the same stories.  That's why you preach the same stories over and over again.  You don't say:  Well, okay.  We heard that story several times.  Why should we do that?  



Of course it's hard sometimes to preach on stories that everybody knows and they seem to be actually kind of fed up with that.  How do you preach another sermon on the Good Samaritan.  Okay.  But you can do it.  You can find something.  



And that's the richness of Scripture.  But it's not like a mystery novel, you read it once and you're done with it.  There's not more to find.  But you can continue to read and reread and you find new angles, new things.  



Also like a book again, a first class book, you can read again and it doesn't grow old on you.  Much more of course Scripture.  When you read Scripture -- and that's the difference to a good secular book that you read over and over again.  There's one difference.  And that is in the word of Scripture, there is the Holy Spirit.  That's the -- well, besides the fact that it's God's Word and was spoken by God.  But that's the major difference.  



There is more to it than the stories, the power of the stories.  There is actually the Holy Spirit present in these words.  So when I open Scripture, I can say:  Here is God and here is the Holy Spirit.  And here is the medium through which God will work on me.  



And that's amazing.  And that's a great promise.  And that's why we honor God's Word.  We honor Holy Scripture because here the Spirit is there.  



Some people shrink back from such a thing and say:  Well, you have to leave God his freedom.  You can't put God in a book.  



The same people also are a little bit uncomfortable with the Lutheran concept of the sacraments.  "You mean that there's always forgiveness of sins and it's independent of our faith and God is always there working?  Don't you put God in a box.  My God is larger.  My God is free.  He's wild.  You know, you can wait for him but you can't put him in a box."



That sounds good.  I mean that sounds like:  Oh, yeah, this is a much more majestic concept of God.  But you know, it's not about having a majestic concept of God.  The means of grace are not about having some grandiose concept of God.  They are the ways how God condescends to us, makes himself available to us.  Because that's what we need.  We need an available God.  



I mean, it would be -- it's the grand words:  God is out there.  He's just so huge and so big and he transcends everything we can think of.  And he's just this mystery.  This ineffable mystery.  



Well, that sounds good as long as the question of sin is in your life.  Once the question of sin -- you're not content by saying there's this ineffable mystery.  You say:  How can I get rid of sin?  How can I get on good terms with God, this great God somewhere out there?  



And to get on good terms with God, he has to be accessible to you.  And he makes himself accessible to you.  Of course God is not contained in a book.  His Spirit is not contained in a book.  He is not just there.  He is everywhere.  But he makes himself being at this place.  In a way he localizes himself.  He who is beyond all places, he localizes himself for our sake.  



And we don't have to be more spiritual than God.  Okay?  If God is nice enough to make himself accessible, we don't have to say:  Oh, no.  I want you bigger, freer, wilder.  I want you like the wind.  



No.  Again, if your sins really bug you, you want God here.  You want to know:  Where can I get him?  Where does he speak to me?  Where does he forgive my sins?  



And it's not enough to go out in the woods and hear the leaves -- the wind going through the leaves and feel something of God's grandeur.  You need him close, accessible.  



So the Word of God as a means of grace is again good news.  It is that God has made available himself to us.  That we don't have to roam through the forests or go to the Grand Canyon or go to a sacred place where maybe, maybe we have a chance to encounter God.  But that God has made himself accessible in very humble ways.  



Now, it's not a big thing to open your Bible and to read in it.  And it seems to be a little bit over the top when you say:  Well, here is the Holy Spirit speaking to you.  



It's true.  It is the Holy Spirit. 

 

It's not a big thing that you go to church and then you hear a preacher.  You hear the pastor, his sermon delivering.  And sometimes it's good and sometimes it could be better.  But nevertheless, through these humble means God is speaking to you, touching you, strengthening your faith and to unbelievers imparting faith.  It's a great gift that God has done that to us.  And it's a reason to be grateful.  



And again, the benefit that we have is that we don't have to seek for God in some distant corners.  We don't have to make a pilgrimage to Tibet or whatever, to Rome or even to Jerusalem and say:  Oh, in Jerusalem I feel much closer to Jesus.  



Well, maybe in your imagination.  But where Jesus really is, that's in his Word and in the sacraments that are the Word connected with the element. 

No. 3

Hi, Prof. Ziegler.  My name is Eric.  You’ve got me curious now.  Did you really say “only the gospel is a means of grace”?  Does that mean that the gospel is the only important part of Scripture?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Eric, that's a question that comes to mind when you hear that:  Well, if the cost was really the only means of grace -- and yes, I did say that and I did mean it -- then, well, that's really the most -- at least the most important part or maybe it is even the only part that's relevant.  So why do we read Scripture?  



I said before "Well, you don't seem to read Scripture to get information."  At least that should not be -- you can do it.  But that's not the main purpose.  Because then at one point in time you would be finished with reading Scripture.  "Okay.  I know that story.  Let's skip it.  Let's skip it.  Let's skip it."



You read Scripture because Scripture does something to you.  That is it wakens up your conscience and it comforts you in affliction and it gives you the comfort of the forgiveness of sins.  So some people then thought:  Well, if you see Scripture as that, not simply as a Codex of information but rather as almost a sacramental book, but what's important is the sacramental impact and not the rest of the book.  



But that's a false conclusion.  First of all, all of Scripture is important because it is God's Word.  But it is important in different ways.  If you say "Oh, Scripture is only important because it transports the Gospel or only the Gospel in Scripture is important," well, you -- what you would do is you would get rid of the law.  



Maybe more.  Maybe you would even disregard all of those passages that seem to be neither law or Gospel but just bits of information.  What about Genesis 1?  Well, it doesn't really talk that much about the forgiveness of sins.  And it's the source of all kinds of contentions with the scientific community.  So let's just ditch it.  Because afterall, what's important is the Gospel.  Let's get rid of it and we have one problem less to deal with.  



Now, nobody ever wanted to get rid of John 3:16 or a similar Verse.  Nobody ever wanted to do away with the promises that comforts us.  But there are these passages that have embarrassed and are embarrassing Christians.  There are the passages that seem to contradict science.  As I said, do we have to believe that Genesis is literally true or can we just shove that to the edge and maybe a little bit over the edge and get rid of it?  



We will talk about that a little bit more when we talk about inerrancy.  And there is also the other embarrassment that is the rules of conduct that seem to be outdated or even a hindrance for the missionary outreach.  We have the culture wars going on.  And Scripture seems to be rather opinionated in some ways.  



And you know, we have all of these passages not only about homosexual conduct.  But you have Ephesians 5 that state that wives have to submit to their husbands which leads to some fights when you have marriage counselling and you get the idea that the -- or the couple has the idea that:  We don't want that in our service because we are an egalitarian couple.  



That's just one example.  Others are -- can be enumerated.  So the Gospel is the means of grace in Scripture.  But the law is also necessary.  Because the law does not save us does not mean it's superfluous.  That the law is condemning is actually important.  Because as I said before, the law fulfills a necessary though unpleasant task.  



We need to hear the law of God in the Scriptures.  Otherwise we get diluted about ourselves and do no longer recognize that we have sinned.  Though man has a certain innate knowledge of God as Paul says in Romans 2:14 following, this knowledge of the law of God is darkened by the fall.  It extends to the knowledge that there is a difference between right and wrong and certain basic rules that are common to almost all cultures in the world.  



Conscience is the voice of natural law.  But we all know from history and our own experience that conscience, well, it's not quite this stainless steel thing that cannot be corrupted.  Conscience is partly also formed by the environment.  And you can subdue your own conscience.  There is this fact that there are people who have done vile things and there's no remorse whatsoever in them.  At least no visible remorse.  They can live perfectly well with their conscience because they killed their conscience or -- they silenced it or they warped and twisted it.  



We do need an external standard of the law so that this, our own corruption, does not corrupt God's law.  It's not enough that we have the voice of conscience.  



Now, the problem with the law of God is that sin drives us either into legalism or into an antinomianism.  That is either the law is presented to us as an attainment way of salvation or the freedom of the Christian from the law is presented as a license to sin.  So that then we don't have the justification of the sinner but the justification of sin.  



Legalism is only possible as a way of life when actually the law again is corrupted.  Now, if the law in its full force hits you, it shows you:  This is not a possible way of life for you.  You will fall short.  So what legalism does is that the sharpness of the law is blunted.  "Well, intention is enough."  Or "Well, yeah, we are all kind of sinners.  But these little things, they are not the problem."



Or you put little things in the place of actually the law of God.  So what does God want you -- he does not want you to smoke.  Well, that's relatively easy to obey.  It's much easier than to love your neighbor or to help him in all his circumstances.  Or to never bear false witness. Not to smoke? That's pretty easy. Not to drink. Not to dance.  So you have all of this kind of pietistic good works that are put in place instead of the real good works. Or in the time of Reformation Luther complained that Roman Catholicism actually extinguished good works.  That's kind of strange.  Isn't Roman Catholicism all about good works?  Yes.  But what were the good works?  Oh, you give money to the church so you have another shrine there.  You do pilgrimages.  You fast.  You pray a Rosary.  You attend mass.  Just be there.  That's enough.  You say some prayers and then you gain indulgence and so forth.  



Instead of saying:  No, the Christian life isn't about these things.  The Christian life is about faith and love.  And love means you help your neighbor.  That's what God first and foremost wants you to do.  



So against this danger of legalism that either law is blunted or the law is substituted by things that are manageable but are not the works that God actually wants you to do against this kind of legalism, Scripture brings back the full force of the law and the true law.  Therefore, the content of the law is of vital importance to avoid legalism and is also of vital importance to avoid antinomianism.  



Antinomianism starts with the true assertion that the Christian has been freed of the burden and the curse of the law.  We are dead to the law.  That is true.  



Now, the error in antinomianism is it says we are also free from the works that the law demands, the good works.  So that whatever you do:  Hey, the law is -- can no longer catch you.  



Therefore, it becomes again a license to do whatever you want.  This antinomianism can only be combated by again preaching of the law.  The law -- when the law hits us in its full force, when the Holy Spirit works through the law, then it is asserted that:  Well, you know, it's not that easy to get off the hook.  And no, God actually does want us to love our neighbor.  



It's not just "Well, I said that but I don't really mean it"  and as a Christian you are free and do whatever you want.  So that's -- so Scripture says law is important.  But also the statements in Scripture that seem to be neither direct law nor Gospel.  Scripture is important.  



First of all, in Scripture there's neat separation between theological and non-theological statements in Scripture.  You cannot go with your red and green highlighter through Scripture and then you underline the law passages in red and you highlight the Gospel passages in green and then like Thomas Jefferson you kind of cut them out and paste them and then you don't need the rest anymore.  Most of the Bible is stories.  Not propositions.  As stories they teach law and Gospel.  Or maybe only law or maybe only Gospel.  But without these stories there is no law and Gospel.  So we need, first of all, the stories.  



They are not dispensable.  You can't reduce the Bible to a set of propositions, even two propositions, law and Gospel.  But these stories are not only important as stories but they are important as stories that happened.  



A Gospel and the law that are based on some kind of parables are different from law and Gospel based on history.  It does make a difference if God really enters this world and acts in it or if he is just the force behind the development of myths that tell us some deep truth about us, the world and God.  



It does ultimately change the Gospel.  It does change God when one starts to select from Scripture and relegates certain features to the dust bin.  Maybe not so crassly.  But really defacto.  We can see that in some of the development of what was called Gospel Reductionism in the '70s.  



They really proposed that thesis that only what's in the Gospel is important and binding on the Christian and all the rest is not.  And you have a CTCR document from '73, "Gospel and the Scriptures" where this question is taken up and discussed.  



When you look at some of the proponents of this Gospel Reductionism today, many of them have already passed away.  But there are still some living.  First of all, how you see how they fall in the trap of antinomianism and now they have a home in the ELCA and there is no -- there are no antidotes to calling to act that dogmatic and ethical deterioration in the ELCA because the authority of Scripture has been broken down.  And the Gospel then becomes something different.  It is no longer the good news that saves us from the condemnation of the law.  Because the law has been changed.  



There is one statement by Ed ***Schrader who was a professor at St. Louis until '74 where he discusses the question of homosexuality and says:  Well, even if Paul wrote that, even if Paul thought that it is a sign of the wrath of God that he gives man into the desire for other men, nevertheless, I have encountered Christians who are good Christians and they say they are differently wired.  And afterall, that's not the Gospel and that can't be binding on us.  



Now, that's rank antinomianism.  It's simply rank antinomianism.  And what happens is we ditch the authority of the written Word of God.  And what comes in?  There's no empty space.  What comes in is your experience.  And your experience is shaped by your surrounding.  



The problem is:  How is your life shaped?  It does not remain formless and void.  Okay?  You can't have a primeval chaos in your life.  Otherwise you are probably a case for the mental institution.  But your life is shaped.  



What does shape it?  If it's not the Word of God, it is something else.  And that's again why we need the Word of God, so that our lives are shaped, so that our consciences are shaped and formed and reformed.  And because this is not a process once and for all.  You know, it's not something that happens and then you can go on and you don't have to bother about that.  



Because there's something living.  We are living things.  We have to be reformed.  It's kind of like -- it's almost like as if we disintegrate from moment to moment if we don't have the Word of God keeping us together and keeping us in shape.  And that's why we need all of Scripture.  It's law.  That's also why we need the stories.  That's also why we assert that the stories actually happened because we deal with a God who acts in space and time and not some force that gives us ideas Christianity is not about ideas.  It's about realities.  

No. 4
I, too, am glad to be in your class again, Prof. Ziegler. I’m Nick.  I have a question for you…I have read that verbal inspiration is something that came up in the 17th century and that Luther did not believe it. What do you say to this?

>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, I think that's the thesis you hear among mainstream or liberal Lutherans.  Because as you know, Luther is kind of the Godfather.  So you have to claim his authority for whatever you do.  And if Luther said, "Well, I don't really care" is relatively rare.  You have to be a really liberal Lutheran to say that.  



If you're kind of a mildly conservative Lutheran, of course you try to get Luther on your side.  So you say:  Well, you know, yes, we are different from our fathers.  And we are different from the theology of the 19th Century.  And we're different from the theology of the 17th Century.  But all it is really is we are going back to the true theology of the Reformation.  



That was kind of the thinking and the battle cry of the Luther Renaissance in the 20th Century.  "We are going through all these later traditions, through these scholasticisms of the 17th Century.  And Luther really thought like we did."  



Okay.  Well, it's not impossible.  But that is -- it should make us a little bit suspicious.  Because it's like these claims that when somebody comes and says:  Well, nobody understood what Jesus said, "until I come." And I'll tell you that it's kind of -- well, it could be that in 2,000 years of church history everybody was just kind of blind or a little bit stupid.  



But what do you think is really the likelihood of that?  But okay.  These are just preliminary remarks.  Now, the -- the real question in that context is of course not what did Luther think?  Why do we believe in verbal inspiration?  Even if Luther would not have believed in it, would that mean we shouldn't?  The question is really:  Does Scripture say anything about verbal inspiration?  And so I'm kind of shifting gears here and saying -- well, really I would like to talk first:  Does Scripture talk about verbal inspiration?  And then we can talk about did Luther believe in verbal inspiration.  



And then when we look at Scripture we see that in Scripture it is quite common that God is speaking so that man's word is God's word.  There is this identity there.  And the main Bible passages -- and I'm just quoting a few.  When Moses is called to be a prophet in Exodus 4, God says, "I will put words in your mouth."  So what Moses says is God's word.  The same is true of the prophets in the Old Testament.  In Jeremiah 1 when God calls Jeremiah to be his prophet he says, "I will put words in your mouth."



And in the big debate about who is a false and a true prophet in Jeremiah 23, the difference between the true and the false prophet is the prophet that had a dream.  "Let him tell the dream and he that have my Word, let him speak my Word faithfully."  



The true prophet has God's Word.  That's why you read that introduction in the prophets over and over again:  "Thus saith the Lord."  It's not "Well, I think the Lord has told me.  Maybe the Lord has told me."  But no, that's what God says.  "What I tell you is God's word."  That's a pretty big claim.  



And you might kind of shrink back and say, "Well, how can you be sure?"  But that's the claim the prophets had.  The Lord speaks and then the prophet says it.  And of course the same is true and even more so for Christ.  Christ claimed to be -- he is the Word of God and he speaks the Word of God.  And Christ affirms the Old Testament.  



So what we see there is that in Scripture, we find as a very common theme the word of man is the word of God under certain circumstances.  That is when God gave it to them.  And you know, this is nothing about verbal inspiration.  



Now, verbal inspiration is oftentimes kind of seen as a theological bugaboo.  Verbal inspiration, it's reactionary or fundamentalist or it's kind of scholastic.  No, verbal inspiration simply means these words spoken or said by man are the words of God.  Like we see from the prophets.  As it was done to Moses.  As it was done with Jesus himself.  



So now we see that also then later on with Jesus with the apostles.  The apostles are sent out by Christ that they preach in his power and with his authority telling the Word of God.  And Paul for example talks about himself in I Corinthians 2:13 that he speaks words taught by the Spirit.  It's like a prophet.  The words he says are not his own but they are the Word of God.  And in I Thessalonians 2:13 we have also the statement that the Thessalonians received Paul's word as the Word of God.  



So in Scripture we have all these messengers that speak the Word of God.  Verbal inspiration.  But this Word of God is not only oral but it is also written.  God commands himself that his words are taken down in written form.  He speaks to Moses in Exodus 17:14.  And you have it also in Jeremiah.  Otherwise we rarely have the explicit command.  But we see also then from the time in the New Testament.  And of course the Old Testament in its entirety is used as the Word of God.  



And one interesting case is in Matthew 19 when there had been -- the question of divorce is discussed.  Now, Jesus says:  Well, didn't God say therefore a man will leave father and mother and adhere to his wife?  Well, if you look that up in Genesis 2, it's actually not God who says that.  It's the author.  It's Moses who says that.  But Jesus introduces it as:  Well, God said.  



It's a very interesting passage.  Because it's just, you know -- it's not an explicit statement about inspiration.  But it shows how evident it was for everybody.  You didn't have to make a fuss about it.  But you could quote any passage in the Old Testament and say actually God said that.  And Jesus affirms that.  
The Old Testament -- the authority of the Old Testament is affirmed, confirmed by Jesus himself that this is the -- this is the Word of God that you can take a passage and can say:  Thus saith the Lord.  



And not only those passages that again you can go with your highlighter or you can get a Bible where not only the words of Christ are in red but maybe the words of God are in red in the Old Testament.  Although, I've never seen such an edition.  But maybe it's a marketing gimmick.  But not only the words that are printed in red as direct speech of God in the Old Testament but all of it.  Again, verbal inspiration.  Not more and not less.  



The authority of the Old Testament is of course affirmed in that famous passage on inspiration in II Timothy 3:16 where Paul writes -- start with 15:  From childhood on you have been acquainted with the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus.  All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching for reproof, for correction and for training in righteousness.  



That at the very least says something about the Old Testament.  It might also say something about the New Testament, the emerging canon actually because in I Timothy 5:4 the gospels are actually quoted as Scripture.  



But just for the Old Testament, you have the other word inspired.  It's translated as inspired.  ***Theopneostus is the Greek word.  And the Latin translation the Vulgate translated it as ***divinitus inspirata.  And that's where we get inspiration from.  ***Theopneos is God breathed literally.  So all Scripture is God breathed.  



First of all, the Spirit of God is here seen as the author.  And it's Scripture that's God breathed.  Okay?  It's a book that is called God breathed.  Not just the message.  Not just part of it.  But the entire book.  And as I said, that at least refers to the Old Testament.  But it can also be the New Testament.  



In the New Testament the authority of the New Testament also rests really on Christ.  Christ sent his apostles.  And he promises them the Holy Spirit so that the Holy Spirit will guide them in all truth and will remind them of all the things that have happened.  



The apostle is the ambassador, the messenger, the ***Shalia in Hebrew.  The one who is authorized and whose word is as good as the word by whom he was sent.  So the apostolic Scriptures are the word of Christ.  You can't drive a wedge between Christ and the apostles.  Sometimes that's done if the apostle says something that is -- you don't like and you say:  Yeah, well, it's just Paul.  But Jesus was really much nicer or he was much more affirming or whatever. You can't do that.  We have Christ's word only in the word of his apostle.  Okay.  We have the word of Christ only in the word of his apostle.  And that was intended by Christ.  You might regret it that Christ didn't sit down and say:  Hey, let's write my memoirs.  



But it brings home the point that again, the authority of Christ continued in the apostolic office.  And so that we have no direct writing by Christ but we have only the Gospel according to Saint Matthew, Mark, Luke or John.  That we have the epistles of Paul, Peter and John is not a lack.  Because these people were not just eyewitnesses.  Some of them were.  Some of them weren't.  But they were authorized messengers guided by the Holy Spirit.  So that their writings are now not simply their books but they are Holy Scripture.  



And you can see that in a way when you look for example at the beginning of Matthew.  At the beginning of Matthew it starts out the book of the genealogies or ***bibli skinezios.  And what he does there is he alludes to Genesis where you have that formula over and over again.  Matthew in a way is writing Scripture.  So is John by the way when he starts out "In the beginning was the Word."  Well, that is an allusion to Genesis 1:11.  He is writing the new Genesis.  



So sometimes you hear:  Oh, no they were authors of the New Testament.  They were just kind of writing out of an occasion, all occasional writings. No; no.  They were aware that what they were writing is not just:  Okay, I had a book contract from Jerusalem Publishing House and I have to write my memoirs. No, they were writing Scripture.  And it was recognized as Scripture already in the apostolic community.  As I said, in I Timothy 5 where there is a quote from the gospels and it is introduced by Paul as:  Scripture says.  



Scripture says and it is connected with an Old Testament quote.  It's on the same level as the Old Testament.  So verbal inspiration again which means nothing but that the word of a man is the word of God is not something that has been developed in the course of church history but is a teaching of Scripture itself. And you find it in the early church throughout.  And of course you find it in Luther.  Luther was not a liberal that kind of looked at Scripture and then went there with scissors and pasted to find out what actually is the Word of God because that's the consequence.  If you deny verbal inspiration you have to say:  Well, Scripture is not the Word of God but it contains the Word of God.  And then you are off to a merry search with Winnie and -- Winnie the Pooh and his friends.  You are looking for the -- not for the Heffalump but you are looking for the Word of God.  



And of course what you end up with, you never find the Heffalump and you never find the Word of God.  Because it is then tailored according to your ideas.  You come up -- again, find a copy of Thomas Jefferson's New Testament.  It's such a nice example.  He had the same opinion.  Okay.  What's usable of the New Testament?  The moral teachings.  So he actually did a literal cut and paste job of the New Testament.  



And what was Jesus?  Well, he was a spitting image of Thomas Jefferson and his times.  And if you do it now -- and people have done it.  You know, the Jesus Seminar of Infamous Memory did it in a way, you end up with somebody -- a mild teacher or whatever is right now in.  He could be the first new man who is so tender or compassionate.  Or he can be so kind of apocalyptic prophet like in the time after World War I when things went to pieces and the time was right for something like that.  



You never find the Word of God.  The Word of God is no longer an authority outside of you.  But it becomes a reflection of you.  You really look into a mirror.  And one German author in the 18th Century said once:  Books are like mirrors.  If a monkey looks into it, the reflection will not be an apostle. 



Now, that's a nasty statement.  But in a way that's what's happened.  The Scripture then becomes not a light that enlightens you but a mirror.  That's why the doctrine of verbal inspiration is so important.  Because otherwise, the ship of the church has no rudder anymore.  It drifts by the winds of the times.  And we see that in Christianity all around us.  



Luther actually did believe in verbal inspiration.  For that just a little quote from somebody who himself did not believe in inspiration.  That is the Swiss theologian Karl Barth.  He wrote:  In the Reformation doctrine of inspiration the following points must be decisive:  The reformist took over unquestioningly and unrecertifiably the statement on inspiration and indeed the verbal inspiration of the Bible.  As it is explicitly and implicitly contained in those Pauline passages which we have taken as our basis, even including the formula that God is the author of the Bible and occasionally making use of the idea of a dictation through the biblical writers, which is kind of the epitome of the bad verbal inspiration theory.  Dictation.  



How could it be otherwise says Karl Barth not with less but with greater and more rhetorical.  Seriously they wanted to proclaim the subjection of the church to the Bible as the Word of God and its authority as such.  Luther is not inconsistent when we hear him thundering polemically at the end of his life.  Therefore we either believe wrongly and holy and utterly or we believe nothing. The Holy Ghost doth not let himself be severed or parted that he should let one part believe truly and the other part falsely.  For it is the fashion of all heretics.  They begin first with a single article but they must all be denied and all together like a ring which is of no further value when it has break or cut or a bell which when it is cracked in one place will not ring anymore and is quite useless. 



So Karl Barth who rejected verbal inspiration said, "Well, of course all of the Reformers" -- he's a Calvinist.  So he includes Calvin and Zwingli.  Other Reformers believed in inspiration.  So he's at least honest.  



So those people who say, "Oh, no, Luther is really like us," it's just as honest in a way or it's bad scholarship whatever you want to use.  It's a thesis that is borne out of the need of justification of one's position and the embarrassment that even though you are supposedly a Lutheran, you in a central point do not follow Martin Luther.  

No. 5

That was interesting.  Sometimes the Missouri Synod is accused of fundamentalism, because it teaches verbal inspiration. Are we fundamentalists?  What does the term “fundamentalism” really mean?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, fundamentalists use today as a kind of -- it's really a call word.  Whatever you don't like and it's to your right, it's fundamentalistic.  You try to smear your opponent really when you say it's fundamentalist most of the time.  If you're fundamentalist, well, then you are narrow minded, bigoted, anti-intellectual, just some kind of an ignoramus.  



On the other hand, there are some people who proudly bear the name fundamentalists.  There are churches who call themselves fundamentalists.  They bear that name because they refer back to the historical origin of that word which began in the 20th Century.  From 1910 until 1915, 12 volumes of paperbacks were published called "The Fundamentals."  They contained of essays defending the  conservative evangelical or Protestant position against the theological liberalism of its time.  And part of them were first rate theologians that contributed to it.  



After World War I the movement became more aggressive on social and political issues.  Now they really try to roll back the theological liberalism in some denominations.  And also the issue of Darwinism became a very hot one.  Especially Darwinism taught in schools.  



And the highlight and maybe also the end of fundamentalism is a broad and very influential movement.  It was the famous Scopes trial in 1925 when in Tennessee a schoolteacher was accused of having violated a Tennessee statute that forbade the teaching of evolution in school.  



And you had for the defense the famous Clarence Darrow, one of the most famous lawyers of his time from Chicago.  And for the prosecution you had William Jennings Bryan, who was not some kind of ignoramus.  But he was a presidential candidate of the Democratic party and actually the Secretary of State in the Woods Administration.  So important and also an educated man.  



It ended that Scopes was found guilty.  The public effect was so disastrous that the Fundamentalist Movement was totally discredited in the larger public.  And sometimes the Scopes trial is still celebrated as the victory of the enlightened community of science against those backward Tennesseans.  



Fundamentalism then retreated somehow in the -- in small churches that became more and more separatistic and also in movements in larger church denominations.  And after World War II you had the emergence out of fundamentalism of the so-called New Evangelical Movement, which was less separatistic and less confrontative than the old Fundamentalist Movement.  And of course the evangelicals had a great rise in the '70s and '80s.  



Now, the fundamentalists, the name really comes from that series of paperbacks and also from the idea that there are certain fundamentals of the Christian faith.  And these were the five fundamentals:  One, the inerrancy of Scripture.  Second, the virgin birth of Christ.  Third, the atoning death of Christ.  Fourth, the bodily resurrection of Christ.  And fifth, the return of Christ.  



So that's the historical use of the term fundamentalism.  Most of the time it is no longer used in that way.  We hear everybody can be a fundamentalist.  You hear about fundamentalist Jews, Muslims, Hindus, whatever.  In Germany there were even the -- in the Green Party the ecologists.  There were fundamentalist Greens.  And for those who didn't want to participate with other parties but wanted to keep the doctrine pure.  Be in a fundamental opposition.  



And fundamentalism in that use has become a term that describes the opposition against modernity.  That parts of a population are disturbed by the development of modern society.  And they react against that.  They object to it.  They want to turn the clock back.  Sometimes even violently.  



So it's a movement borne out of modernity.  But it is anti-modern.  And from this use of the term, fundamentalism has became an equivalent for reactionary, bigoted sometimes even violent.  When Christians, fundamentalist Christians, can then suddenly be compared to fundamentalist Shiite.  Which of course you charge the Christians because you say:  Well, you know, you're fundamentalists so you have the same kind of mind set. 

 

So it's just a question of time that they start suicide attacks, whatever.  Which is of course demagoguery has nothing to do with reality.  But it comes in handy in political debates.  You know, if you want to -- if you want to defend the teaching of Darwinism in schools, for example, oh, those fundamentalist Christians, next thing is that they want every woman wearing a burqa and things like that. 



Now, as a fundamentalist church is sometimes asserted is the LCMS.  Well, historically the LCMS was never part of the Fundamentalist Movement.  Of course when the fundamentalists defended the inspiration of Scripture and these basic doctrines of Christianity against the theological liberalism, the Missouri Synod really applauded.  But it applauded from the side.  It was an observer, not a participant.  



The Missouri Synod did not participate in the Fundamentalist Movement because there were some serious theological differences between them and the fundamentalists.  Fundamentalism is said as a movement of conservative evangelicalism and Protestantism and comes out of a certain strength which is typical of a large segment of evangelicalism.  That is it's pietistic and revivalistic.  



Fundamentalism stressed not only the five points as a kind of minimal basis for unity but also into personal sanction also combined with teetotalism.  And you can't say much about the LCMS because they were never really into teetotalism.  They never really pushed prohibition in the saving of souls through revivals.  



So LCMS was all for saving souls.  But they didn't put up the tents that had the Gospel songs there or the sensationalistic, revivalistic methods that for example Billy Sunday used.  Whenever you come to Fort Wayne you have to make a trip to Winona and visit the Billy Sunday House.  He was the first big showman evangelist.  The Missouri Synod did not approve of these kind of methods.  



Also throughout its history fundamentalism was strongly influenced by dispensational premillennialism.  That's a specific brand of premillennialism.  And the Missouri Synod was always opposed to premillennialism in general.  And especially dispensational premillennialism.  So there were these theological differences.  



Thus, the LCMS did not really join the Fundamentalist Movement because it is a confessional church.  It does not believe in five points and then you can do whatever you want.  It believes that there is more to the foundation of the faith than that.  I mean, it's kind of amazing that you have Protestants agreeing on five points and they don't say anything about justification for example.  



So the centrality of justification is not there.  And if you think of the revivalistic background of people like Finney, for example, who was an outspoken ***kolasian.  I mean, he did not believe in justification by faith alone.  You know the LCMS could never, ever call for somebody like that or applaud "You can be as conservative as you want." It's like the Jehovah's Witnesses.  They believe unanimously in Scripture.  It doesn't help they don't believe in the Trinity nor in justification by faith.  So there is more to the Christian faith than inspiration.  



Also the LCMS as a Lutheran Church was a sacramental church.  And the Fundamentalist Movement is asacramental.  Not only asacramental but anti-sacramental.  If you ever talk to fundamentalist just on the topic of infant baptism and say you are saved through baptism and they will tell you you're a pagan and there's the Romanist Leaven you haven't cast out.  And that's magic.  You don't understand what faith is.  And you'll see there's not that much unity there.  



As I said, these premillennial ideas are an obstacle.  And you still see that among evangelicals.  The success of the Left Behind Series is just an example.  They are consumed with these ideas.  Whereas Lutherans say:  Jesus will come and that's it.  And let's wait and keep the faith until he comes. It's not:  What's the signs of time?  And when will the anti-Christ come?  And what's happening with Israel?  



We'll have plenty of time to talk about that later.  The other thing is that the LCMS has actually a doctrine of the church.  Well, fundamentalists of some kind do, too.  But it's more of a movement.  So it doesn't matter to which denomination you belong as long as it's ascribed to the five fundamentals. And the LCMS always said no.  Okay.  There are Christians in all visible communities. But there is actually a difference between belonging to a true visible church and a false visible church. Church membership does matter.  



What about the definition then of fundamentalism as a movement against modernity?  So theologically it's unfair and it's a stretch historically to identify the misfortunate with the Fundamentalist Movement.  Well, you can see it seems to fit the LCMS to some extent.  The LCMS doesn't simply embrace modernity.  We don't say:  The times are getting better and better all the time.  Everything is just dandy.  And it's so great where we live.  



Rather we have some apprehensions.  Moral relativism for example.  There is an apprehension against Darwinism.  And there is a widespread field that you live in a decadent culture with some right.  Not that the days before were all golden.  



For example, if you read examples by Walther, he didn't say the 19th Century is such a great place.  There's always sin.  But there are differences in what public sins are accepted and not.  And also there's a certain separatism if you want to call it like that from the outside in the LCMS.  



On the other hand, though, the LCMS is not truly a separatistic movement.  Okay?  members do not live in compounds or wear strange things or have this kind of fundamental opposition to a society.  The LCMS didn't have an ideologically consistent opposition to modernity.  Hey, we are on the Internet right now.  So we don't say:  Oh, it's all from the devil.  It's just getting worse and worse.  You should take out the hammocks and smash your computers and just go to the old ways. 
We are not some kind of critical Amish.  So the LCMS, it's not a Fundamentalist Movement I think also in the sociological term.  It has a critical relationship to modern society.  



Now, if you want to call everybody that has a critical relationship to modernity a fundamentalist, be my guest.  But that's highly ideological.  Who wants to really say that everything is just getting better and better?  That sounds more like something you have out of a 12-step program but not a perception of reality.  



Therefore, the LCMS has certain features in common with fundamentalism but so does it with Roman Catholicism, the ELCA and others.  That there are certain features in common does not mean that it is part of it.  Theologically it never was and it is not now a part of the Fundamentalist Movement.  We are still different.  



It also cannot simply subsume as an anti-modern ideology.  When we hear "therefore," but that's fundamentalistic.  We have to reject that and say:  Okay.  That's an imprecise use of the term.  Don't try to take the brush out and just tar me.  And don't try this kind of pigeonhole thinking instead of actually looking.  



But what do you say if somebody tells you after you explain to him what you believe about the real presence of Christ in the body and blood of the Lord's Supper, they can say:  Well, that's Roman Catholic.  



That's true.  There are some differences.  But generally it's Roman Catholic.  It doesn't mean that it's wrong.  Because you can say, "It's Roman Catholic.  Therefore, it's wrong."  It's not a criterion of truth. If a fundamentalist happened to agree with me, good for the fundamentalist.  If a liberal agrees with me, good for the liberal.  I won't give up my belief because, well, the ELCA highly esteems the Book of Concord at least on paper or at least somewhat esteems the Book of Concord. 

 

You can't do that because that's what the ELCA does.  I mean, that's stupid.  It's not calling somebody a fundamentalist.  You have to try to get back the discussion to discuss issues.  Okay.  Not try to pigeonhole things and thereby close your mind to actually discussing a question.  



Is it true?  The question is not:  Is it fundamentalistic?  The question is:  Is it true?  Let's talk about that.  

No. 6
I’m going to ask a question here that I suspect has also occurred to Nick, given his background. Why do we keep talking about inerrancy? Does that not make our outreach to people like scientists much more difficult?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, David, that's a good question.  And it's one of those things, when you try to reach people that you feel that's in a position that puts us somewhat in a ghetto.  It's such a minority position.  And how can we deal with it?  How can you be a campus pastor and a firm six-day creation and be an anti-evolutionist?  



As a pastor once said, he was a Vicar in Palo Alto.  And so in this congregation were all of these graduate students from Stanford University.  He said:  Well, I was green enough so that the first Bible study I did was on genesis.  



He didn't tell me how it went.  But it kind of illustrates the dilemma.  And now I feel if -- you know, that's -- it might be a harsh example.  But it's what we say.  We can go to Stanford University and do a Bible study and tell these biology PhD students how the world came about and how the origin of species really came to be. 



And you might feel uncomfortable and out of your field and out of your expertise and intimidated by these great brains and by this elite university.  So give it up?  Well, a lot of Christians, he has done exactly that.  He has chosen to give up the idea of inerrancy because it seemed to be indefensible.  



Dogmatically it was possible because since the 18th Century a method originated that at its piece of position is a distinction between Scripture and the Word of God.  Previously we talked about identifying these two things.  And that's what was done throughout Christianity.  Scripture is the Word of God.  Period.  



A German ***Huanica Simla, who was a professor in Holland, he came up with the thesis that no, Scripture contains the Word of God.  And that's of course the magical wand with which you then can avoid all of these questions.  If Scripture only contains the Word of God, then everything that embarrasses you and seems to be not that important, you can push aside as irrelevant.  Not the Word of God.  Rather the word of man which kind of surrounds the Word of God.  



And ***Simla saw as the Word of God really the moral teaching.  I said before, if you give up verbal inspiration, you end up with a Bible that strikingly resembles yourself.  And Simla lived in the 18th Century.  That's enlightenment time.  What was the enlightenment all about?  



Well, it was about virtue, God and immortality.  The kind of Masonic creed:  Virtue, God and immortality.  So all that other stuff like atonement, that's kind of embarrassment, too, you have the slaughter and execution and all of this blood.  That's kind of barbaric, isn't it?  We don't have sacrifices in our streets.  Nobody is bringing a bull and cutting its throat and shedding some blood on some altar.  We are too civilized for that.  And we have too high of an opinion of God to think that this could be something that would be pleasing to God.  



It's much more spiritual now.  We are spiritual.  So Simla is one of those that gave up inerrancy with verbal inspiration.  And what we see there is that the two are really connected.  You can't have one without the other.  And verbal inspiration really entails inerrancy.  



Because as soon as you say, "Oh, there are errors in the Bible," you have a standard by which you judge Holy Scripture, a standard of truth.  Now, what might that standard of truth then be?  
Most of the time it is:  Well, what everybody thinks is true.  



Especially in the scientific community.  And in the rise of science through its phenomenal success in changing the circumstance of life for better in the 19th and 20th Century has endowed science with an authority which it never had before and which is just unquestionable.  Just look at advertisements.  They either appeal to your vanity -- well, vanity, sex or it's scientific.  That's how you sell things.  



Oh, science tells you.  And that settles it.  So when science says, "Well, it didn't happen that way," well, too bad for Christianity.  Either adapt or die.  



And so liberal Christianity chose to adapt.  You acknowledge the hegemony of science and that they have the right to define what is true and not true.  And you retreat in your religious province that becomes smaller and smaller.  That's really what happened in the 19th and 20th Century.  



And then you have those who resist that and say:  No.  Scripture is true.  Man can lie.  But God cannot lie.  



And these are ridiculed by the mainstream as backwoods people.  They are not quite up to snuff really with the progress of time.  They survive in some remote areas where they also handle snakes or do other strange things.  



So in a way when you believe in verbal inspiration and inerrancy, oftentimes you feel a little bit marginalized.  Well, that's an unhappy feeling.  But it's better being marginalized and right than being with the mainstream and wrong.  



The inerrancy of Scripture is not something that is negotiable.  Because again, if you do negotiate it, you lose Scripture as an authority.  You lose Scripture as a norm.  And you end up with being with yourself and with what everybody thinks.  



The question is:  Is inerrancy defensible?  And that's the realm of apogetics.  Can you actually defend the claims of the truth of Scripture?  And there are many, many books out there.  And we're not having to get into any details here.  But it can be defended.  



Now, there will remain problems.  I won't say anything can be neatly resolved.  I don't make that claim.  But I uphold inerrancy as a consequence of verbal inspiration.  If God really is the author, he will not lie nor deceive me.  And therefore, I trust that his Word is inerrant.  



So that's an affirmation of faith.  It's not something that I came priory.  And it's also not something I have to prove to everybody.  Because otherwise then you have this prejudice:  Well, those conservative Christians or those LCMS Lutherans, well, they really think that you first have to believe the Bible before you can believe in Christ.  



That's of course really nonsense.  Nobody ever said that.  You always believe in -- first in Christ and from Christ then you come to trust the authority of Scripture.  That's how it is.  I mean, if you evangelize people, you don't tell them "By the way, God has this perfect book."  You tell them "Hey, Christ; Christ died for your sins." You start with presenting the Gospel.  And from the Gospel then people come to see that:  Oh, Christ affirmed the authority of the Old Testament.  From him comes the New Testament.  It is his Word.  And because I can trust Christ, I can trust these words.  



That's the natural way how it goes.  Maybe that's also a difference how Lutherans affirm the authority of inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture than fundamentalists who seem to be on that track:  Well, if I can't find a piece of wood on Mount Ararat, then I have proof of the inerrancy of Scripture.  



No, you don't.  You might have proven the historicity of that story.  And be assured someone will come up with an alternative explanation.  And that will not make him believe actually in the truthfulness of Scripture.  



"That Scripture is true" does not simply mean that it is reliable.  In the '50s you had the Biblical Theology Movement and neoorthodoxy, that is the theology of Karl Barth and Emil Brunner.  They made a big deal out of the idea that:  Oh, well, the Hebrew concept of truth is really different from the Greek concept of truth.  



Hebrew ***imunad, that means the Word of God, is reliable.  You can rely on it.  You can trust in it.  So that the Word of God is true is more something that has to do with the efficacy of Scripture.  But it doesn't mean that it actually effectually happened. 

 

So what's the truth about the Exodus?  Did actually the entire people of Israel walk through the Red Sea? Well, that's not what the story is about.  The story is about that God will save you and save his people in a distressful situation.  How many people actually walked through the Red Sea, if anybody walked through the Red Sea?  That's not the point.  The theology of the story is the point.  



And the latest manifestation or metamorphosis of such an approach was the archbishop of Uppsala in Sweden who was pretty liberal and who affirmed the virgin birth of Christ as a theological miracle, which means of course it didn't happen.  Because afterall, science tells us how a human being comes into existence.  So it's impossible.  But it says something about Christ, that he's special.  



Okay.  Now, you realize that if you define truthfulness in that way, it certainly is kind of very much different.  And as somebody who is certainly not suspect of being a fundamentalist or conservative Christian, that is James Barr, who actually wrote a pretty nasty book against conservative Christianity -- he wrote in his book "The Semantics of Biblical Language," "It is simply not true that the use of ***alevia, that is truth, as translation with the background of the Hebrew emet removed its character as a semantic marker indicating the contrast true/false.  So it's obviously not false.  But the opposite would be unreliable, untrustworthy. "Examples have already been given from the Septuagint, Josephus and the New Testament where the census is precisely this.  But this is perhaps more important to point out that this is a very frequent and one might say the normal sense in the Hebrew of the Old Testament, also.  When the Queen of Sheba had seen Solomon, she remarked 'What I heard in my country about your words and wisdom was truth.'  It is quite unfounded to suggest that anything about Yahweh as being true or as being the standard of truth is to be found here.  Numerous examples of the same kind could be cited.  What the Queen of Sheba means, in fact, is very much what the English adjective true means to the ordinary English man today.  Just like the Greeks speak of the First Century AD.  Her interest is that the stories she has heard are not fictions or exaggerations but founded on fact."



And if you put it like that, you realize that all these nice words about theological truth or reliability or factuality as not the issue are really kind of the efforts to camouflage that "Hey, these stories are made up.  They never really happened.  But you know, we still think they are somewhat important or they still have to teach something for us." And of course then you try to at least save some things.  "Well, Christ really was on earth.  And he really died.  But his resurrection, of course we can't be quite that sure.  But it does mean something."  Like Jesus' case goes on.  



That's ***Hewitt Brown, a German theologian in the '60s, translated what resurrection means.  Jesus' case goes on or the matter of Jesus goes on.  



That is not the same theological truth I draw from the resurrection.  And so you again see that you can't manipulate it and retain actually the theological content.  If you strip the Bible of factuality, you end up with a different theology.  You end up with some form of a Gnostic theology.  



"But the Bible is inerrant" on the other hand doesn't mean it conforms to the standards of a police report or a textbook.  Most of Scripture are tales.  Very old tales in a different culture.  And just a literary format follows different laws than, again, a textbook or a police report.  



So numbers are rounded when you give quotations.  It's not like you do in a paper.  You get out the book and make sure it's a verbatim quote and you footnote it.  But it's more you quote out of memory. 



So these are not -- that does not mean that the Bible is inexact or that there are contradictions in Scripture.  But just that it's not the accuracy and exactness in some respects that we expect from a modern book.  



Another reason why inerrancy was given up was that people thought:  Well, Scripture contradicts itself.  So you have to choose.  The unity of Scripture was destroyed.  



And that's of course a death knell to the authority of Scripture, too.  Then you choose your tradition.  "Well, I like Paul quite well.  I think he's a better theologian.  Unfortunately I have to ditch Saint Matthew.  Oh, well, what the heck."



Or you come to the conclusion of Ed Kasemann who wrote an essay is the New Testament Canon, "The basis for church unity" and says:  No, everybody can claim the New Testament if you're Roman Catholic, if you're Pentecostal, if you're Lutheran.  It's all part of the truth.  



So you have to come up with a canon in the canon.  Again, you have to select.  Scripture itself can no longer be the authority.  You select and then you come up with your selection, whatever it is.  



You know if you're Lutheran, hey, St. Paul.  If you're a Catholic, oh, Ephesians or the pastoral epistles.  If you're Appalachian, oh, Saint Matthew and in your interpretation.  If you believe in predestination, Romans 9.  



So there are all these different theologies in the New Testament.  What you end up is really that either a different god spoke through a Scripture or it's just a mess and those people have never really figured out what God actually says.  So you sink into agnosticism.  



And one example is ***Ghett Liddleman whose books have always been published here in the states who evolved from a very liberal New Testament scholar to a non-Christian theist and is now a total agnostic.  Because "The New Testament, it's a mess.  It's a book full of contradictions, different theologies."



And you have to face that, that this is really the logical conclusion of a denial of inerrancy.  Fortunately many people who deny inerrancy do not go all the way.  They have hesitations.  They still have a lot of dogmatic traditions or just what they learned in Sunday school maybe that holds them back.  There are pious feelings toward certain things in Scripture.  And we can be thankful for that.  But it's certainly not consistent.  

No. 7
Prof. Ziegler, my name is Josh.  You know, we talk about “Scripture alone” but there are so many traditions that are not in the Bible in the Lutheran Church. How do we reconcile these two things?  Are we really that different from the Catholics and the Orthodox on this point?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Josh, good question.  And some people when they come from a different background, they come into a Lutheran Church, especially if it's an old church from the 19th Century, they kind of -- they are kind of stunned.  They think that Lutherans are just Protestants.  



And then the wife of one student who grew up a Baptist and then she came to Zion Lutheran Church downtown, which is this big neo gothic building with a huge carved altar, statue of Christ in the middle and then the four evangelists side by side so you have graven images in the church and then you have the liturgy and the pastor is dressed up in strange clothes and you chant and you do all of these things and it seemed to be pretty Catholic.  And she said:  Where is that in the Bible?  In the Bible isn't that kind of traditions of men?  What does ***solas katur mean for Lutherans, Scripture alone?  What authority does Scripture actually have in the Lutheran church?  



For that again we have to look at the authority of Scripture.  And part of that is also that we look at the sufficiency of Scripture.  And then we will look at the role of tradition in Lutheranism.  



The authority of Scripture, again, is a consequence of what we said about verbal inspiration.  If Scripture is the Word of God and the Scripture is the primary Word of God and there is no ongoing revolution, then Scripture has to have authority and has to have a definitive place in the church.  



I mean, afterall, the church is about listening to God and obeying God and believing God.  And Lutherans affirm that Scripture is the definitive Word of God.  That there is no ongoing revelation either by prophets or by some form of a church authority that adds to Scripture.  So in that sense, the canon of Scripture is closed.  So we have the Bible.  But we don't have then yearly additions, new revelations by God.  



One church that actually in a way does that, a church if you want to call it a church, it's the Mormons.  They supposedly get new revelations.  And I've especially found humorous the one that they got in the '70s when suddenly African-Americans were allowed to the priesthood after more than a century where they could not do that.  But they got a new revelation.  So that's okay now.  So you have the Bible and the Book of Mormon and doctrines and covenants and then the latest from the authorities in Salt Lake City.  



Scripture in the church now is the final authority because it is the Word of God.  We have to remember, though, that not all of Scripture is set to us.  Some of the things in Scripture are set for example to the people of Israel alone.  



Many of us eat pork, for example, which we shouldn't do if the Levitical laws were still enforced for us.  We also do not keep the Sabbath.  We do not have laws that anybody who cuts his law on Sunday will be stoned because he will break the Sabbath.  



So we have to realize that in the Old Testament, for example, the ceremonial part of the mosaic law is set to Israel and it's not set to us.  It doesn't mean it is useless for us.  We can still learn something from it.  But you can't simply say:  Oh, it's in Deuteronomy and in Leviticus and therefore we have to have the death penalty for adulterers.  



We don't.  Which is probably good for the people of the United States and other countries.  Not to discriminate.  It's not that here it is more of a vice than let's say where I come from in western Europe.  



On the other hand, there is always the temptation that the church tries to emancipate itself from the clear words of Christ -- of God.  And then you just follow the Spirit, whatever that means.  Basically again, not to obey Scripture, not to follow Scripture, means that you disobey God and you put some human opinion in the place of God's Word.  We have to remember that. There is no void place.  If you ditch God, something else will come into its place.  As we said before with the conscience, if the conscience is not formed by God's Word, it will be formed by something else.  If the life and the church is not governed by God's Word, it will be governed by something else.  



This authority has two aspects.  One is that the Scripture is the only source from which all Christian doctrine is drawn.  And the second is that Scripture is the only norm with which judges all teachers and teachings in the church.  So the first is when I tell you what you should believe or "This is what you should do," the question "Where is that in Scripture?" is very appropriate because otherwise we establish the rule of man.  And again, we dethrone God.  We establish the rule of man in church.  And that's the final insult really.  It's breaking the First Commandment.  



Secondly, questions come up that have to be evaluated in the light of Scripture.  If there is a dispute in doctrine, where do we look to?  Well, we look to Scripture.  We also look to tradition, if you want to call it that.  That is to other teachers of the church.  They might help us.  It's like if I have a problem in a theological question, I ask my colleagues.  That does not mean that I say, "Oh, whatever Dr. Scare says is right," even though he would like to hear that.  But it's because I say that he has expertise.  He is very knowledgeable.  And I can learn something from him.  He can point me to Scripture. The same thing happens when we read Luther or Walther or some other great theologians.  They help us to understand Scripture.  But they cannot settle an issue.  They can't.  Okay?  Not by themselves.  



Lutherans are generally rather conservative.  At least the LCMS Lutherans are generally conservative.  So they have a high esteem of tradition.  And sometimes there's some division.  Well, if Luther says it or if Pieper says it, that settles the question.  That is the easy route.  But it is the wrong route.  



Especially as a pastor.  You have to be able to show from Scripture the basis of what you believe.  Because afterall, that's also what only gives you the strength to keep your beliefs.  Do you want to suffer because people said something and you think you will stick with it?  "What the heck."  Pieper is just a man.  And Luther is just a man.  



The only reason why we stick to something, even if it's unpopular, even though people might not like it, is because we say that's what God said.  Okay?  "I'm hear to tell you what God said.  You might not like it.  But that's just how it is.  And it's too bad for you.  And I cannot dispense you of the Word of God.  And I cannot budge here."  We can negotiate the color of the carpet.  But we cannot negotiate that hatred is sinful.  Even if you think you have all the reasons of the world to hate somebody.  So that's the authority of Scripture, the final authority that judges everything and also the source of all what we believe.  



Now, this view of the authority of Scripture is not the same as you have in Roman Catholicism or in eastern Orthodoxy.  Roman Catholicism and eastern Orthodoxy believe that there is Scripture and tradition in a sense in that God's revelation is not only contained in Scripture but there is also the oral tradition that was handed down in the church.  



So you have what the apostles have said and what Christ has said in the New Testament plus in these additional doctrines.  And the classical formulation of that you find in the Council of Trent, at the very beginning of the Council of Trent in 1546.  That's the Council that was convened to combat Lutheranism or the Reformation in general.  



It was decreed:  The most holy, ecumenical and general Senate of Trent lawfully assembled in the Holy Spirit with three legates of the Apostolic See presiding over it making this always its preeminent aim that after the removal of all errors, the purity of the Gospel might be preserved in the church which promised beforehand in the Holy Scriptures through the prophets, our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, first proclaimed with his own mouth thereafter commanded to be preached to every creature through his apostles as the fountain of all saving truth and instruction of morals perceiving that this truth and instruction is contained in the written books and in the unwritten traditions, which after they had been received by the apostles from the mouth of Christ himself or from the apostles themselves, the Holy Spirit dictating, have come down to us, transmitted as it were from the hand to hand. And following the example of the Orthodox fathers, it receives and venerates with equal devotion and reverence all of the books both of the Old and of the New Testament, since God is the author of both, and also sets traditions, both those pertaining to faith and those pertaining to morals as dictated either orally by Christ or by the Holy Spirit and preserved by a continuous succession in the Catholic Church.  



Okay.  That was a very long sentence.  But I think you got the gist of it.  It's the point that Christ and the apostles speak both through scriptures and through the tradition.  And that these traditions are accepted and venerated with equal devotion and reverence as the written books are.  And that they are handed down by this continuous succession of the Catholic Church.  



Because that's the catch of it.  If you say tradition, you have the next problem:  What are the authentic traditions?  Hmmm -- because there are many traditions.  



I mean, for example look at the addition of the fathers, the anti-Nyacyne and the Nyacyne fathers, in English translation.  That's a 30-volume collection.  And you have quite a lot of opinions there.  And then you have all of these guys that are heretics which are even included.  So how do you distinguish between authentic tradition and unauthentic tradition?  Well, how do you do that?  The Roman Catholic theology ultimately came down it's the authority of the councils and the Pope.  Ultimately it's the authority of the Pope.  So you have to have some kind of institution in the church that tells you what the authentic traditions are.  



So there the question of authority then shifts from Scripture really to some authority in the church.  In the Eastern Orthodox Church, it's the bishops and the councils.  Still it's a little bit more vague there.  In Rome it is very definitely the authority of the Pope.  The Pope decides ultimately what is an authentic tradition or not.  



And so you come up with dogmas like the assumption of Mary which was made into a dogma in 1950 by Pope Pius the XII that has no basis in Scripture and very little evidence in the church fathers before the Fifth Century.  But the Pope can say:  Well, the consciousness of the church has accepted it.  And therefore, I, by virtue being infallible decree this is a dogma, everybody has to believe it now.  And if not, you suffer shipwreck of your faith. That's pretty strong language.  Your faith is cast to the cliffs and you are now -- it's dead.  It's broken if you do not believe what the Pope has said.  



And we have to be mindful of that when we talk about tradition.  Tradition always has a tendency to really replace Scripture.  And tradition is impractical as long as there is -- there isn't anybody that tells you what's the right tradition.  



So again, tradition is another way to really establish a rule of man instead of the rule of God in the church.  And that's why Lutherans reject it.  Besides the fact that well, again, who can really judge what comes from the apostles or not?  



Another way to look at it you can say is the church accepted the Canon of Scripture.  The church did not make the Canon of Scripture.  But the church accepted the Canon of Scripture.  And by that it realized there has to be an authority outside of the church.  Something that is critical.  



The great thing about the Bible is that it actually can criticize the church.  You know, if -- if you are an institution that wants to be outside of all criticism, you never put down any rules.  Because as soon as rules are there guidelines, supervisors can be criticized.  You didn't follow the rules.  No; no.  You make the rules on the way.  



But the church in a way not made up the New Testament but recognized it as an authority to which it bows.  And therefore, you can make the point that really also with -- the very early church did not have this view that you can make up traditions or that they evolve.  But also the church needs that because otherwise it falls into enthusiasm.  That is it falls into this kind of view that the Holy Spirit is in me and I can tell you what is true or what is not true.  



Okay.  What about the sufficiency of Scripture?  The sufficiency of Scripture is another point really of the question of the authority.  It means that everything we need to know for salvation is contained in Scripture.  It's really a basic statement about sufficiency.  There are a lot of things we would like to know and they are not in Scripture.  There are open questions in theology.  Doing theology is not that you make up a neat system where there are no blanks.  Oftentimes you kind of pause and say:  Okay, we don't know here.  I mean, you can guess.  But you know, you can't make a dogma.  That is something that is really taught by Scripture about that.  But it is sufficient in what we need to know.  



And that's again important for the life of the church.  That it realizes it.  And that it also restrains itself to not go beyond Scripture nor diminish. Okay.  As a pastor you have to preach the full counsel of God but you can preach more.  So you have to check again yourself also in your preaching and teaching.  "Is what I say really supported by what Scripture says?  Or am I making up things and telling people that's what the Word of God says and it doesn't?" On the other hand, "Do I preach the full counsel of God or do I omit certain things that are embarrassing, unpopular or whatever?"  Now, you have to proclaim the full counsel.  That's your task as a pastor.  



So again, Roman Orthodoxy does think that Scripture is not sufficient but that you need tradition really for it.  And then of course for their theology you do need tradition because it's not contained in Scripture.  It goes beyond Scripture.  That's of course the beef we have with them actually.  



What then is the role of tradition in Lutheranism?  Lutheranism has a critical relationship to tradition.  On the one hand it doesn't dismiss it.  We are not some kind of fanatics that try to burn down everything and say:  Well, we just started 33 AD Jerusalem the first congregation.  



We realize that there is a history of 2,000 years and that God has worked in that history and the many good things that were there.  There were many bad things, many ugly and evil things.  But there are many good things.  And we value the good things.  



We also realize that all traditions have to be evaluated.  They have to be evaluated by Scripture and by Scripture alone.  So we have a ***sola Scripture, a Scripture alone.  But it is not ***nula Scripture, a nude Scripture.  But we realize that Scripture has a history after it.  And that can be helpful.  It can be also misleading but it can be helpful.  So again that's why it's critical.  



The confessions in the Lutheran Church for some seem to have the place of tradition like in the Roman Catholic Church.  But they don't.  All they claim is that they are true expositions of Scripture.  That's all they claim.  True expositions of Scripture.  And that what they say is covered by Scripture.  And that's the claim we have.  



So we don't say that the scriptures have to be supplemented or that the confessions teach anything beyond the scriptures.  But the scriptures are the pure fountain of Israel.  They are the fountain out of which the life-giving Word flows.  



The traditions in the life of the church are, therefore, inevitable.  I mean, even if you start your Bible church in some storefront, after a year you will have some traditions.  And probably the minute you start.  Because you are not a blank slate.  Traditions are inevitable.  



So that's just a fact of life.  Traditions are changeable.  And they are changing.  This is not the same church as it was in the 1840s.  And this is not the same church and the Lutheran Church wasn't the same church in the 1840s than it was in say 1540 or then in 1140.  Certain things do change.  



There are things that have a very long life in a church.  Especially the liturgical life in the church.  And things do change.  And churches have to be evaluated if they are still beneficial for the life of the church, if they serve the overall mission of the church, that is to proclaim the Gospel to believers and unbelievers, or if they are misleading.  



It's like the serpent that was given to Israel to save them from the bite of those poisonous snakes.  It was a good thing.  But then it was turned into a means of idolatry.  And what happened?  Well, it was destroyed.  Even though it was made on a command of God.  



So traditions can be misleading.  And they have to be evaluated.  But you don't have to throw out things just because they are old or just because they are traditions.  On the other hand, you don't have to keep things just because they are old and just because they are traditions.  



So there's a flexible relationship here.  Again, Lutherans are mostly conservative, though they give all the benefit of the doubt.  And there's nothing really wrong with that, if it's a proven thing.  But again, it can be a blind conservatism.  We are neither blind conservatives nor are we blindly enamored with everything that's new.  It must, therefore, be better (phonetic).  

No. 8
There are so many different interpretations of Scripture. Everybody claims Scripture for his or her position.  How can we say that Scripture is clear?  It certainly would appear easy for some to say that Scripture is in fact unclear—as proved by all the differing doctrines of the Christian denominations.  How do we counter that?


>> Yeah, Nick, that's a good question and a question that vexed many people.  If Scripture is clear, why doesn't everybody understand it in the same way?  And there are several ways then out of that dilemma that you say:  Well, Scripture actually is not clear.  And therefore, the light that illumines you must be somewhere else.  



That's traditionally in Christianity.  Or you've fallen into an even more radical skepticism as some post modern thinkers do.  They would say:  Well, it's not a property of Scripture to be unclear.  It's a property of any text.  



Stanley Fish wrote a book, "Is There a Text in This Class?" where he investigates this question.  And Stanley Fish is one of those deconstructionists that says a text does not have a meaning.  Rather the reader makes the meaning of the text.  The text is more like sheet music.  Sheet music does not sound.  Somebody has to perform.  Sheet music is not music.  



So a text can be the occasion that a meaning originates.  But the text does not have a meaning.  So it would be a radical skepticism.  And if you apply that to Scripture then of course any talk that we had before about the authority of Scripture is absolutely meaningless.  Because the authority of Scripture presumes that you can actually say, "Well, this is what Scripture says."



If everything is just, "Well, this is what I think Scripture says and any interpretation is valid."  Then the only thing that binds us together maybe is that we kind of improvise on the same text.  You know, we have Scripture.  And that's kind of the baseline or whatever.  The basic harmonies.  And then like in a jazz band you have a basic harmonic outline.  And everybody improvises.  And you might listen to others.  So it kind of fits in.  And sometimes dissonances are really a cool thing.  



And so also in the church you have the kind of basic commitment "Well, we improvise on Scripture.  And sometimes we improvise in harmony and sometimes we improvise on dissonance."  But you can't say this is right or this is wrong.  There is no wrong improvisation unless in some kind of funky forms of jazz.  



Now, that's a definitely post modern approach to the authority of Scripture.  And that has to be really addressed in an overall attempt to understand where a post modernity is coming from and how to combat such skepticism.  The easiest argument to begin with is in a way it's self defeating.  Because if there is no meaning outside, there is no difference between right and wrong anyways and kind of the basic concept of Christianity is done with.  



You can also say that if God really speaks, it is not irrational to assume that God actually does want to communicate something.  So that communication is possible.  



A lot of post modern thinking is decidedly atheistic.  And ***Kevin Van Heusen, a reformed theologian, made the comment that if you look at ***shaq derida, the death of God, then it really sets forth the death of all sheep and the death of a meaning of the text.  So in an atheistic world view you can come to this almost nihilistic world view.  But these are very basic questions.  I'm just talking just a little bit on it.  



Let's go back to a more conventional skepticism regarding the meaning of Scripture.  Does the difference and interpretation show that there is no meaning in the text?  Well, you have differences in interpretations in many other fields in society.  There are differences about interpretation of the law.  But rarely somebody says:  Well the law does not have a meaning.  



You can find out what the law actually says.  Most people presume that laws actually do have meaning and that there are correct and incorrect interpretations.  So that should make us a little bit cautious against affirming simply that the differences in interpretation confirm that the students do not have a meaning or that the meaning of Scripture is not accessible.  It could also be that there is simply a confusion on the side of the interpretive.  



That Scripture is actually understandable is dogmatically expressed by saying that Scripture is clear or perspicuous.  Luther used the term "the clarity of Scripture," especially in his book on the bondage of the will that he wrote of Erasmus.  



Erasmus, a humanist who was all for the Reform of the church but he was opposed to Luther because Luther was too radical, wrote his defense of the free will.  And one of the things he said:  Well, you know, Scripture is not really clear on the question does man have a free will.  



So since Scripture is unclear, let's just stick with the Pope and the church fathers and what they have said.  And Luther attacks that and says:  Well, you say Scripture is not clear but the word of man is clear?  So are you saying that God is not able to express himself clearly but Jerome or Augustine or Athanasios, they can actually speak clearly?  Isn't that kind of a strange construct?  



And he affirmed that Scripture is clear.  And if you look at what clear actually means, we think of it as something that is transparent, you can look through.  Glass is clear.  Well, if it's clear glass.  There can be also opalescent glass.  Let's assume clear glass.  Or water, pure water is clear.  You look through it.  



But clarity and the word ***claros in Latin has a little bit of a different connotation.  It is actually something more that is luminous.  The clarity of Scripture is something that produces light.  That enlightens.  Not just that lets light pass through it.  In the Lutheran Orthodoxy they use the term perspicuity of Scripture.  That Scripture is perspicuous, which means it's passive.  You can look through it.  



But the point about the clarity of Scripture, why I also like the term.  Is Scripture is not simply an object that I perceive.  But that Scripture in a way is a subject.  We talked about Scripture as a subject before when I mentioned that the Lutheran Confessions speak about Scripture as being a judge.  Which is strange.  Because Scripture is -- well, it's an inanimate object.  It's a book.  How can a book be a judge?  Except in a metaphorical sense.  



But they could say that because the Scripture is not just that object but because it is the Word of God.  And the Spirit of God is connected with what the book says.  Therefore, it is also a subject.  And because that happens, therefore also Scripture is clear, that is it illumines, it sends forth light.  



Any talk about the unclarity of Scripture or that Scripture cannot -- you cannot make out what Scripture says presumes that Scripture is dark -- to stay in the light metaphor that Scripture is dark and that you have to bring in your own light to illumine what Scripture actually says.  So if you look at Scripture itself, it's dark.  You don't see anything.  You have to have your torch or your flashlight.  Hold it to Scripture.  And then you will see it.  



Now, what kind of torches or flashlights have been proposed in church history?  Well, basically there are really two options.  Either it is your own light, which resides in you.  For example, since I have the Holy Spirit, which teaches me all things, I can tell you exactly what Scripture says.  You, unfortunately, who are less fortunate or have less faith or little faith, you don't have the Holy Spirit as much as I have.  So no wonder you don't understand Scripture.  So just listen to me.  



What is thereby established is a kind of a charismatic leadership in the church.  There are some that have the Spirit and understand Scriptures and others who don't.  And that's the end of the argument.  Period.  If you don't understand Scripture, that's too bad.  Pray that you get the Holy Spirit.  Then you will see the same thing.  



Another way is that there is some kind of a collective light in the church.  That would be the tradition.  That while Scripture is unclear, but fortunately the fathers are bright lights.  And when we follow them, then we will actually see what Scripture means.  



As I said before when we talked about tradition, well, somebody has to make the decision who is a father, who is a light.  And who is a father and who is a false light, a misleading light.  So in the end we end up again in that kind of a church authority will tell you what is the right understanding of Scripture.  



And we find that in the Roman Catholic church dogmatized in the Council of Trent as we heard that excerpt from the first session on the Scripture and tradition, so there is also in the same a decree on the fact that only what the church affirms as the right understanding is the right understanding.  And nobody has the right to question the teaching of the church.  You cannot appeal against the teaching of the church.  If you don't follow it, then you are a heretic.  Because the light resides in the church institution.  



So that's basically the two choices you have.  You don't want to fall into total skepticism, either charismatic leadership or the church that has the light.  Some kind of infallible teaching office in the church.  



Against that, Lutherans affirm, no, Scripture has a light of its own because the Holy Spirit resides in there.  And human connection is possible against this post modern skepticism.  God in a way has hallowed human language that it can transmit information.  That it can transmit understanding.  That it can be used for communication.  It's not just some kind of tapestry on which you improvise.  



In the Old Testament the law -- the Word of God was seen as this light.  And you have these famous metaphors in Psalm 119 Verse 105.  "Thy word is a lamp unto my feet and a light unto my path."  And in Psalm 19 Verse 7, "The law of the Lord is perfect converting the soul.  The testimony of the Lord is sure, making wise the simple."  There it is assumed the Word of God is clear.  



In the New Testament Jesus says to the Pharisees "Search the Scriptures for in them you have eternal life and they are of which testify of me" in John 5:39.  So the Scriptures are clear.  Jesus does not say, "Oh, yeah, of course, Pharisees, you don't understand it because you don't have the Holy Spirit," which they didn't have actually because they didn't recognize him, they didn't believe in him.  He says, "Look at the Scriptures.  There you'll find out."  He presumes you can read and understand the Scriptures even as an unbeliever.  



So from that we see that it is assumed in Scripture itself that people can read it and understand what is going on.  Now, of course, Scripture is a pretty advanced and also sometimes pretty difficult book.  When we talk therefore about the clarity of Scripture, we don't assume that everything is as easily accessible, or accessible on the same level.  Rather we say when we affirm the clarity of Scripture the fundamental points of Scripture and teachings of Scripture can be found by reading Scripture, by just taking the sins of the Word seriously.  And you don't have to have some kind of supernatural knowledge.  Or you don't have to be part of a faith community and obeying an infallible magisterian to understand that.  



Now, obviously certain things make it more easy to understand Scripture.  Now, if you know the basic plot, it's easy to understand what Scripture is as in any book.  If you know who Moses is and what his place in the history of salvation is, it's much easier to understand certain statements by Jesus, for example.  But it's not impossible.  



If you live in the church, for example, you have an advantage.  It's like when you read a novel from let's say 19th Century Russia from Dostoevsky.  First you struggle with all of those strange names.  Then you try to find out what was actually the society there?  Oh, they had Serbs.  Okay.  So you look at the historical background and there are things you just have to understand.  



You read let's say "The Demons" and that deals with the whole nihilistic movement and the revolutionary movement.  So you need a background knowledge.  Otherwise it's kind of:  What's going on?  Who is Earnest Renan who is mentioned at one point?  



So as in any book you read, context helps.  You still can get something out of Dostoevsky even if you don't know anything.  The story itself is enjoyable and can teach you something.  But you get most of it and have a better understanding if you know the background, the setting.  So also with Scripture.  



Now, the other thing is nobody would assume that you actually can understand Dostoevsky, "The Demons" when you start on Page 342 and read until Page 508 and then you say:  Oh, I didn't understand what it was all about.  Well, it must be a bad book.  You always assume that if you read such a book, you would start on Page 1 and you go through.  Now, Scripture is a little bit different because it's a collection of writings.  It's not simply one book written in one setting.  



But it certainly does not help, especially with the printing of Bibles, where every is single verse is kind of isolated that you pick out a verse and say, "Well, this verse says to me or these words speak to me." And you say, "Isn't that kind of ripping out verses out of their context?  Is that really how it should be understood?"  "Well, it touches my heart."  Well, that's good.  But the text has to be understood in its context.  



Which means that we have to familiarize ourselves with the language, with the context.  We have to familiarize ourselves with the historical background.  We have to give Scripture a fair reading.  We have to really see:  What do these words mean?  



Because when we look -- for example, what does it mean when it said, "God is love"?  We have all of our opinions about what love is.  It can be sentimental or whatever.  



Is that what Scripture says when it says, "God is love"?  No.  Love is defined in a little bit different way.  It's the self giving love.  It's not that God is kind of always with this quavering emotion and just overflowing on his violins playing in the sky all the time.  It is a sacrificial love.  To love somebody means to do something for him.  Ultimately to give yourself for this person.  



So now the other thing is we have to evaluate ourselves if we are prejudiced.  We realize that we grew up from our nature in a sinful world.  And our sin does not only influence our moral behavior but also our intellectual behavior.  And therefore we have to always be careful that we do not prejudice what the text can say and what it cannot say.  That's one of the reasons why we read commentaries and also why we listen to others.  Because it helps us to see the text from a different perspective.  



If you ever lived outside of your native country, besides maybe whatever you did there, if you were an exchange student or whatever, you realized that it enriches you.  Why?  Because you see the world from a different angle.  You suddenly realize certain things are not self-evident or a given.  You can see things differently.  You can live differently.  You appreciate certain things.  You see other things maybe more critically.  



It's the same thing with looking at the Bible and reading the Bible.  What you see is in a way conditioned by your perspective.  That's right.  Of course.  That's why we read our theologians.  That's why you can -- with pleasure and with benefit you can read somebody like Augustine who lived in North America 1600 years ago you don't have to say:  Oh, Augustine?  Oh, my dear. 1600 years.  What can he tell me? 



Well, he has a unique perspective that might help you to see where you are caught in your 21st Century western view of the text.  And that's why it's also so fruitful and beneficial that you encounter people from other cultures.  You don't have to say:  Well what can these Africans teach me or what can south Americans teach me?  



They might see something which you do not see.  So there is this interaction that again has to be evaluated in the reading of the text.  You can't simply say, well, like liberation theology did:  We are the poor.  We are the oppressed.  Therefore, we see what the text really means.  Whereas you bourgeoise right capitalists, you are so corrupted by your wealth, you really can't see the Gospel how it is.  



That's not the point.  But maybe they can tell us something.  



I heard a sermon lately where the pastor said, "Well, I was kind of uncomfortable to talk about money." Which I thought was funny because he doesn't have a problem to talk about sexual misbehavior.  But you have a problem to talk about money.  And it used to be that you didn't talk about sex but you could talk about money.  



So it's kind of -- I thought maybe that's just a sign how we live.  You know, that the holy thing which you don't touch is money.  Whereas sexual morals you can discuss.  I don't know.  



But that's just one of these -- one of the points.  So it's all nice and dandy you might think.  But it didn't quite answer the question.  And you're right, it didn't quite answer the question.  



When we say again that there are different interpretations of Scripture, does that mean that it's unclear?  Well, logically there are at least two options.  One is:  Scripture is unclear.  The second is:  People misinterpret Scripture.  



Now, we would probably say there are obvious cases where people misinterpret Scripture.  If you ever dealt with any cults and they are rather bizarre interpretations of Scripture, you will say:  Okay.  But I mean that is not exegesis.  That's eisegesis.  You don't draw meaning out of the text but you lay it in the text.  



So obviously there are misinterpretations.  Okay.  Now are there -- so you may actually see a judgment between valid interpretations and not valid interpretations.  Let's say that's your common sense approach to that topic.  Let's put it on that.  Okay.  There are valid and not valid interpretations.  



What's the criterion?  Well, you would say it must somehow be appropriate to the context.  It must be appropriate to the entire teaching of Scripture.  And you might say if it's a totally new interpretation of Scripture, you are a little bit weary.  If somebody for the first time came up with this totally new understanding of Scripture, God and Jesus, you might think:  Hmmm, how big are the chances that in 2000 years of church history somebody actually overlooked that?  



Again, that's just preliminary.  But it's a start.  Another thing that Lutherans were always strong on was that they said:  We have to take Scripture literally.  



I know that's a loaded term, too.  That basically means that you take the meaning of a sentence at face value unless Scripture makes it explicitly clear that that is non-literal language.  This is a metaphor.  This is a parable.  This is irony.  This is a joke or whatever.  Because otherwise you destroy the meaning of any text.  



For example, when Jesus says after his resurrection to his disciples:  Whomsoever you forgive the sins, those sins are forgiven.  And whomsoever you retain the sins, those sins are retained. 

 

I could come and say, "Oh, that's irony.  Jesus was just joking.  Of course he's not serious there.  He's kind of kidding the disciples.  Of course if you forgive them their sins they are forgiven or if you retain them they are retained" with kind of a smirk in his eyes.  



How do you disprove that?  You realize irony, for example, is something that can be mistaken quite easily, especially if you don't see the person or you don't hear his voice.  If you just read it, there actually can be an argument.  Is it irony?  Is it sarcasm or not?  So I can destruct everything by saying:  Oh, that's not literal meaning.  That's figurative speech.  That's irony, sarcasm, metaphor or whatsoever.  Jesus loves everybody.  Of course he doesn't mean everybody.  That's just hyperbole.  That's just an exaggeration.  He means actually Jesus loves somebody or some people but not others.  



Well, how do you avoid saying it's hyperbole?  Well, there is no other way.  And that's how language functions then that the context actually denotes it.  



For example, if I'm -- if I'm at a restaurant or -- better example.  If I am invited to a house and I say, "Oh, this is the best meal I ever had in my life," from the context it can be it actually is the best meal of my life.  Or it is hyperbole which means I either say this is one of the best meals or this is really a great meal.  



Or some people use the word divine everywhere.  "Oh, this is just so divine."  They do not mean that "Oh, this thing has metaphysical deity."  It just means great.  



We say, "It's terrific."  That does not mean that "Oh, I shudder and 'm kind of afraid."  But it's another term.  It's great.  



So usage and situation shows us when terms are used non-literal.  We of course have to be very careful because again we read text in a different language and from a different age that might have different conveniences than we have to denote non-literal language.  But nevertheless, there is a difference.  And in doubt we give the text the benefit that it is literal.  Even if it conflicts with our opinions.  



So that's a basic argument.  And when you see for example how Luther discussed with Zwingli.  He didn't say:  Well, Zwingli, you don't have the Holy Spirit.  Obviously you can't understand why I say that the Lord's Supper actually has Christ's body and blood.  



But he argued grammatically.  He said:  Let's look at the text.  What are your arguments for a non-literal understanding?  



And then he went through the arguments and one by one refuted them.  And as he says in this context it says also:  Well, you know, we have to realize that even our Lord Jesus Christ when he argued with the scribes and the high priest and he used Scripture, he did not convince everybody.  He did not convince everybody.  



Does that mean that Scripture was unclear?  No says Luther.  No, it does not mean that it's unclear.  It means that certain people willfully resist in understanding. 



That might seem like a circular reasoning.  I'm right because I'm right and you are just kind of -- you have just kind of hardened your heart.  The difference here is, though, that I give reasons.  Okay?  It's a rational argument.  



I'm not like a charismatic that claims deeper insights because of his Spirit.  That's why grammar is important.  That's why languages are important.  That's why Lutheranism was always big on the study of the original languages.  So that actually you can argue from the text and can reason from the text.  And that's why we don't have to be afraid to enter into discussions with people who believe differently.  Because we actually have a good case.  



And part of your education is that you can make an argument and can actually show from Scripture and don't have to say:  Well, that's just the way we believe it.  And either you believe it or you don't.  



But you can say:  That's actually what Scripture says.  And let me show you how Scripture teaches that and why different interpretations are wrong.  



So the proof is really, in a way, in the pudding.  That is for every teaching of Scripture we have to show that it is actually the teaching of Scripture and set forth the exegetical basis and show that there is actually a proper understanding of Scripture and that Scripture is clear on these points.  



If you discuss it in a general way, it is true, you might fall into skepticism.  But the skepticism can only be overcome by an encounter with Scripture.  And then the clarity of Scripture will illumine you.  And then you will see the clarity of Scripture.  And that's again not some kind of supernatural event but simply it's a question of reading closely and understanding the text.  

No. 9

I’d like to move to another means of grace, if I may.  Baptism.  Isn’t it enough to believe in Christ? Why do you have to be baptized?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Josh, we talked a little bit about that before, about this question.  Now, how much do you need?  Sometimes that's a question that comes up with evangelicals who are very insistent on the necessity of faith.  But they see baptism more as a good work by a person.  And then you say of course "Well, is this good work really necessary?"  And then you fall into a legalistic trend.  



And even if you're Lutheran, of course you have the same stress on faith.  You say faith is necessary.  And faith alone.  And some evangelicals will say:  Well, if you say you have to be baptized and you say we are saved by baptism, you actually are a traitor to the ***sola filae, the alone by faith.  



So to answer that question we really have first of all to look at why we baptize and what does baptism mean before we answer that is it necessary.  Again that's a point we can't answer in the abstract.  Because baptism is not something that is deduced from some higher premise.  The highest premise is you have to have faith.  And then you somehow deduce from that:  Well, you should be baptized.  



Baptism, as said before, rests on the institution by Christ.  We baptize because Christ has said to and not from -- not because it's an inference from some theological opinion.  So the fundamental thing to say about baptism is it was instituted by the risen Christ as a sacrament for all people.  



And the text of course is Matthew 28:19 to 20.  And the apostles following his command baptized.  And so does the church until Christ will come again.  Baptism starts at Pentecost or continues really in Pentecost when the people who were hit by Peter's sermon said, "What are we to do?"  He said, "Repent and be baptized" in Acts 2:38.  



So the dominical command, the institution, that's why we baptize.  And the confessions derive the necessity of baptism from the dominical command, too.  



The Small Catechism says baptism is nothing else than the Word of God in water commanded by the institution of Christ.  If we look at the Small Catechism, what are the major passages for the teaching of baptism?  Well, it starts with Matthew 28 and then it has Mark 16.  And then it goes on to Titus 3:5 and into Romans 6 about what baptism is and what baptism does.  It's the dominical commands of the institution of baptism.  



So that means if somebody rejects baptism, this person rejects God's Word, faith in Christ, who direct and bind us to baptism.  See, baptism is not some kind of an isolated rite.  If you say, "I don't need baptism.  Oh, Jesus, I know better.  Oh, the apostles, I know better.  I don't want that."  And then it makes us a little bit careful before we say, "Oh, baptism, do you really need it?"



Now, Christ did institute baptism in a different way than he instituted his Supper.  He does not show them how to do it.  But he presupposes that the apostles have an idea of what baptizing means.  And of course they did.  Because Jesus was not the first that baptized.  The first in the New Testament era was John the Baptist.  That's why he got his name.  Or John the Baptizer as some people say nowadays which I think is a little -- I don't know.  I'm fine with John the Baptist.  But I'm just a foreigner.  



The baptism of John was also done for the remission of sins.  Now, there is something new in the baptism after Jesus' resurrection.  But baptism was a rite that the disciples knew about.  The new thing is that it is done in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  And the new thing is that it has a relationship to Christ's death and his resurrection.  



Jesus talks in a more hidden way of baptism even before the resurrection when he talked with Nicodemus in John 3:5:  You have to be born from a -- again by water and the Spirit.  



Another reference to baptism might be the blood and the water flowing out of Christ's side in John 19:34.  It's not quite clear.  But some people interpret it for baptism alone.  Others see both sacraments there.  It certainly has some kind of a sacramental reference.  



Jesus can use baptism, also, as a metaphor when saying:  Can you be baptized with the baptism I will receive?  Can you bear the cross I will receive as a term for the cross and martyrdom?  



Baptism therefore has a history before Jesus.  But it is not the same as the ritual washings that the Jewish people had at the time of Jesus or the so-called baptism of the proselytes.  There were many washings in Judaism and still are for Orthodox Jews where the ritual defilement is washed away.  But these are continual washings.  They recur.  Whereas baptism is a once-in-a-lifetime event.  



We only baptize once.  We preach quite often.  We receive the Lord's Supper quite often or we hear sermons quite often, too, hopefully.  But we are baptized only once.  That's one of the distinctive marks of baptism.  



So baptism rests on the institution of Christ.  Christ commanded it.  And the church followed it.  So in that sense, baptism necessity is shown by Christ.  Again, not derived from anything else.  And overall, Christianity followed the dominical command.  



There are very, very few communities that do not baptize.  The Quaker are one such community.  They reject all external forms of worship.  And there are some hyperdispensationalists that say that baptism was only for the emerging church and it has no longer any significance for our age.  



I remember meeting one of those dispensationalists a long time ago when I worked in a home for mentally handicapped people.  And I was kind of stunned because I had never encountered anybody like that.  And he said "Well, so you consider me not to be a Christian?"  And I said, "Well, yeah."  But we still remained on good speaking terms.  I mean, he was aware that his opinion was a little bit exotic at least in that setting.  



What does baptism do?  So after the institution, what's the benefit?  In the words of the Small Catechism, baptism is not just plain water but it is the water included in God's command and combined with God's Word.  So as the word ***baptizo shows, there is no baptism without water.  Although it means mostly immersion, it is also used for the washing of hands.  



The Baptists and also some of the eastern Orthodox make a big thing about that baptism has to be administered through immersion.  But we do not accept that.  Again, the biblical usage of baptism can mean immersion.  But it also can mean washing.  It should be a little bit more than just a sprinkling maybe.  One of my teachers at the seminary in Germany said:  You have to hear the sound of the water.  Water really has to flow.  Not just a little -- you dip your finger in the fountain and then you make -- wave your fingers across on the baby, which is good.  But again, it's not necessary.  Luther himself thought that immersion would be nice.  But you know, in cold unheated churches in Germany, infant mortality was high enough without that.  So that's probably why it was not really done in northern Europe or central Europe. 



So you shouldn't substitute anything.  Like in the time of rationalism they used rose petals.  Isn't it much nicer with a child?  You have rose petals with which you baptize.  Okay.  It hasn't come up lately I think.  But I'm sure somebody will repeat that kind of folly.  



So baptism is water connected with the Word.  As we said before in the section on the Word of God, it's the word and the element, the promise and the element.  Only the rite which is in the borders of the institution as of baptism.  So you have to follow the prescribed right.  You can't make up your own thing.  It's bad enough when you write your own vows but you can't write your own baptismal formula for your child.  You can't baptize in the name of the good the true and the beautiful which supposedly was also done by some liberals in Germany or some -- it was done today in the name of the creator redeemer and sanctifier or mother son and lover and things like that.  That's not the baptism that Christ instituted.  That's just a mockery.  



The nature of baptism can be seen partially in the apparent symbolism of its application of water.  It's a washing.  Titus 3 Verse 5:  It is the flood of judgment killing sin.  So the flood.  Flooded is an archetype if you want to call it of baptism I Peter 3:21.  Other ways to talk about baptism are on a rather unsymbolic level when Paul calls baptism a burial in Romans 6:4.  Also the term new birth is not a metaphor for water.  Or that we put on Christ, Galatians 3:27.  So the natural symbolism of water can be used.  But it doesn't exhaust what baptism is or it doesn't define what baptism is.  Just looking at the water and ritual of washing won't tell you that you die and rise with Christ in baptism for example.  There will be other symbolic rites that might be more appropriate to that.  But we don't do that.  Because baptism does not wash you from your sins because there's this water and it washes you and it has a significance beyond that but because it is connected with God's Word.  



The nature of baptism can also be seen in the formula used in baptism.  In the name or literally into the name.  This "in the name" means that you are baptized into the name or by the power of Christ.  By the power of the triune God.  So it's Father, Son and Holy Spirit that draw you into their life and connect you with their life.  



So baptism effects repentance and forgiveness because the exalted Christ relates the person who is baptized to himself.  And in Romans 6 Paul can talk about again that we are baptized into Christ's death.  We are drawn into that.  We participate in that.  



Another way is that we are baptized into the body of Christ.  That we are now part of his body.  That's another effect of this language of baptizing into. So when you are baptized, you become a member of Christ's body.  You are connected with his death and resurrection.  You are a part of the community of believers.  And you are a child of God.  You have now the sonship, the ***heothesia.  



We are baptized.  We do not baptize ourselves.  That shows you that baptism is not something we do.  Otherwise we could baptize ourselves.  But it is something that happens to us.  And in a way, it's a beautiful illustration, also, of the monogenism of grace.  That is it's grace alone.  You really can't do it yourself.  You receive it.  Baptism is not something I do but something that is done to me.  


What benefit does baptism give?  Well, we know that question from the Catechism.  It works forgiveness of sins, rescues from death and the devil and gives eternal salvation to all who believe.  This as the words and the promises of God declares the benefits are, therefore, an effective communication of grace.  The forgiveness of sins is given and handed out to the individual.  It is also a real renewal.  The new birth that is a new life start.  It is the incorporation in Christ and the growing together with him.  We are grafted into Christ.  Only secondary is baptism an act of confession.  



The new birth is another way how the pure passivity of the origin of the Christian life is expressed.  You don't give birth to yourself.  You do not create yourself.  You don't give birth to yourself.  You receive life.  And so also in baptism, the new life.  Either born again or the birth from above, you suffer it.  That does not mean that it's external to you that you suffer it.  That stuff is kind of out on the outside.  No, it means something happens with you which you cannot do.  



We talked about that in context with the Word as a means of grace.  The Word does something to you.  So also of course baptism does something to you.  It changes you.  It creates something new.  Because it is an effective rite.  An effective act.  It has nothing to do with magic.  



And it does not mean that faith is not important.  Faith is the means by which it is received.  But it is God who does the work.  And any talk that stresses man's participation, "Well, at least to go.  You have to want it" misses the point.  



Of course you want it.  But that's not the reason that you have it.  It's already the work of God that there is a desire for baptism.  And in that sense therefore baptism is necessary for salvation.  



"Except you are born out of water and the Spirit you cannot enter the kingdom of heaven" says Jesus in John 3:5.  The Reformed never understood that of baptism.  They said:  Oh, this is the inner conversion.  This is the new birth.  It has nothing to do with baptism.  And when it says you have to be born out of water and the Spirit, well, water really is a term for the Spirit.  Okay.  So it means -- literally means according to the Reformed interpretation you have to be born out of the Spirit and the Spirit.  Makes a lot of sense to me.  Let's go back to what we talked before.  Let's take it literally.  Unless the context shows you shouldn't take it literally.  If it talks about water, give it the benefit that it actually does mean water.  And then it becomes a clear reference to baptism.  And it's certainly not a forced exegesis.  Rather the other way around, it is a forced exegesis.  



Nowhere in the New Testament do you find any indication that baptism is optional.  It is rather the normal way of incorporation into the church.  Or to put it differently, of becoming a Christian.  The people at Pentecost asked, "What shall we do?" And Peter answers "Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit."



Why is baptism necessary?  Dogmatically speaking because it is an application of the Gospel.  Since baptism at its heart is the gift of the Gospel, a rejection of baptism would be a rejection of the Gospel.  Luther in the Large Catechism says:  Hence it follows that whoever rejects baptism rejects God's Word, faith in Christ, who directs and binds us to baptism.  



In the Augsburg Confession, Article 9, it says:  It is taught among us that baptism is necessary and that grace is offered through it.  



Now, comes the but in a way.  What happens to those who die without being baptized, without their fault?  Okay.  You have somebody in adult instruction and he gets run over by a car before he can get baptized.  Does that mean he's out?  No.  



The point is if God takes this person away before he can be baptized, that does not mean that we have to say he's damned.  That would misunderstand baptism again as a law.  The same thing with children who die before they can be baptized.  If God takes them away, I mean, you always should be able to do an emergency baptism.  But if it's not possible, if it's a stillborn child, we don't have to sentence them to hell.  That's not our job anyway to declare that for everybody.  



But then we say God is good and merciful, he has bound us to his institutions.  But he can do -- he has ways and means we do not know of and we commend this person to his grace.  



In the old church they came up with other forms of baptism.  For example, during the time of the Roman persecutions, the baptism by blood.  If a ***catecumen, one who wasn't in adult instruction, was jailed and could not be baptized but he suffered the death of a martyr, they say:  Well, he in effect was baptized by his own blood.  



If somebody who intends to be baptized and dies suddenly before he is baptized, that was also seen as equivalent to being baptized.  So it's always a little difficult to put these neat terms on that.  



But the intention is clear.  We have to baptize.  And we have to call everybody to baptize.  Where this call is rejected, we have to bind that as a sin.  If somebody is deprived of baptism, we have to leave that to God and say:  God has called this person through his Word.  



And we hope -- and we trust that this Word has an effect on him.  And if God deemed it appropriate to take him out of this life before he received baptism, we trust that he didn't do that -- that he said:  Oh, by the way I killed him before you could baptize him so I could send him to hell.  



That's not the God in whom we believe.  But this is God's gracious will even though we can't understand it.  And it was not his sneaky way to condemn him.  So we don't have to despair over the faith of such a person.  

No. 10
It seems that quite a lot of Christians think that infant baptism is a wrong practice…I’ve had many friends in my neighborhood question me about it.  They ask: “ Why do you baptize infants, since they cannot believe?”  They seem to be under the impression that it is impossible for a baby to have faith in Jesus.  How would you have me answer that?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Nick, I think that is really one of the main reasons people object to infant baptism.  That they say:  Well, you know, if you baptize infants it's kind of magical rite or it doesn't mean anything or you destroy the centrality of faith.  You end up again with some kind of infused thing that bypasses the mind of a baby.  So since babies can't believe, since the promise of the Gospel can only be apprehended by faith, therefore you have to wait until a person can believe.  



I think dogmatically speaking, that is the best argument against infant baptism.  Let's -- before we answer that question, let's look a little bit broader at the whole issue of infant baptism.  



There are several things to be considered on the question of infant baptism.  First the historical question:  Did the early church practice infant baptism or not?  Is it a later custom that came in when the church was already somewhat corrupted from the first pristine era?  



Now, we have to admit that the question if infants should be baptized cannot be definitely answered by the historical evidence.  The New Testament neither explicitly mandates nor rejects the practice to baptize also infant children.  That's what you'll often hear from Baptist people, "Well, the New Testament never says 'You shall baptize infants.'"  That's right.  It also never, ever says, "You shall not baptize infants."



So I mean the argument cuts both ways.  It leaves us at somewhat of a stalemate.  What are the arguments in favor or against?  The historic question is:  Did the church during the New Testament times baptize infants?  And at the center of the controversy there is what does it mean when in Acts it says, "He was baptized with his entire house, the famous ***icus formli"?  Icus formli is the Greek word for house.  



The house of a person is of course not the building.  Okay?  They did not baptize structures of wood and stone.  But it means the household.  Which we don't really have anymore.  Well, we have the word household.  But we don't say, "I and my house" except of course if you have a Bible verse like "I and my house will serve the Lord."  But we don't use that.  That's about it.  



But in the New Testament the house was all the people that belonged to a family.  This was not the time of a small family:  Mother, father, children or single parent maybe and a child.  But this was the extended family.  Not only family but you had also servants or slaves, maybe even employees.  



So the house was a unit of people that were related by kinship and also by employer/employee relationship or by work you can say.  Well, slaves were not quite employed.  But okay.  You get the point.  



So if the entire house is baptized includes that not only the head of the house but also the wife the children and maybe the slaves were all baptized.  They all followed the decision of the head of the house.  The head of the house really determined what was going on.  



The possibility that the households included children cannot be denied because children were by definition part of an ***icus.  And you have to see also that a childless couple would be the exception in the time of the New Testament.  The families were relatively large and extended.  



That's why Dr. Scare in his book on baptism says minimally it must be said by the New Testament from a historical perspective does not categorically rule out the baptism of infants and children from the laws of historical probability.  The arguments lean with a vengeance in the opposite direction.  



Okay.  So in the New Testament there is some historical evidence.  But not conclusive in any way.  If the New Testament church originally did not practice infant baptism, then it is astonishing that there is no trace of any discussion of such arrival of massive innovation in the early church.  You have to realize that if you accept the Baptist's viewpoint that an infant baptism is no baptism at all, it's nothing, it's an empty thing and it's a total corruption of what Christianity is all about, it's quite amazing that in the time of Tertalion, the guy we encountered when we talked about the word sacrament -- in the time of Tertalion infant baptism seems to have been a widespread custom.  Tertalion, by the way, opposed it.  



So even if you say it was an innovation, the question is:  Why was it accepted so smoothly?  I mean, if you just look at it from a historical perspective, if it's the totally alien to something, then it is normally not accepted smoothly.  There must be some connections.  What was the bridge, so to speak?  And in a Baptistic theology, there is no bridge.  It's just -- it's just kind of deterioration.  It's a distortion.  



Now, one of my students said -- used a rather facetious argument once.  He said:  Well, the New Testament also doesn't tell us that women were baptized.  Does that mean we shouldn't baptize women?  



Okay.  I think that's more for kind of, you know, if you got in an argument to get some time and shake up your opponent, it's more a rhetorical argument maybe than a good theological or historical argument.  But at least it should bring somebody to pause and think about his or her approach.  



If historically it can be made lightly that there was infant baptism but it can't be proven conclusively, that means we have to argue dogmatically.  What in the New Testament actually speaks in favor or against the baptism of infants?  So we have to legitimize baptism dogmatically.  



The other point is since infant baptism was the universal custom in the church only challenged since the 16th Century, those who deemed this to be wrong bear the burden of proof.  That might seem arbitrary.  But that's one of the things we -- one of the things -- Lutherans at least historically believed Christ strongly.  If you want to change something, you bear the burden of proof.  The status quo has history for itself.  And you have to make a conclusive case from Scripture.  



Now, what does dogmatically speak in favor of infant baptism?  In favor of infant baptism speaks the inclusion of children into the kingdom of heaven by Jesus.  Jesus puts a child, a ***pidean, in the middle of the disciples as an example to discipleship and explicitly talks about the faith of the little ones in Matthew 18:1 following.  



Of course we don't know how old the child is.  But it was pretty little.  The blessing of the children is also one of those pieces that is very important.  We still use it in the baptismal liturgy.  Yes, it doesn't talk about baptism.  That is true.  But it shows that children -- and Luke uses the term ***brethae, which means babies or very small children in classical Greek, can even mean the fetus are not excluded from the kingdom of heaven.  



Since baptism is according to the unanimous teaching of the New Testament part of the incorporation into the kingdom of heaven after Pentecost, the liturgical usage of this pericope of baptism of infants into the Lutheran Church is justified.  The question here is:  Are children included in the kingdom of heaven?  And Jesus says yes, such is the kingdom of heaven.  



Okay.  Now, before Easter how are people included in the kingdom of heaven?  Well, through the call of Jesus.  The apostles become representatives through the preaching of Jesus which they heed.  In the New Testament time -- in the New Testament age, that is after Christ's resurrection, it is baptism.  



Mark 10, therefore, is not followed when you institute some kind of a children's blessing.  That's not the point.  Jesus doesn't say, "And therefore Thou shall bless these children, too."  He says, "Such is the kingdom of heaven."  How do the children get that?  Well, baptism saves you now says Peter.  



So the children have to be incorporated into the kingdom of heaven.  And that is done through baptism.  Also Matthew 28 is a universal command.  All peoples.  And that does not exclude the children.  He doesn't say "And make into disciples all nations except of course the children who cannot become disciples."



In Acts Jesus -- Peter explicitly includes the children of the hero of his servant on Pentecost as recipients of the promise of salvation.  "This is the salvation that comes to you and your children."



Also Paul's reference to baptism as the circumcision made without hands in Colossians 2:11 at least suggests that children are recipients of baptism as they were also recipients of the Old Testament sacrament of initiation circumcision.  



So we see that children are not excluded from the kingdom of God.  The promise is also for them.  And baptism is this -- the bringing of the promise to them.  So dogmatically nothing speaks really against them being included.  



Another point in that debate is also that infant baptism is rooted in the need of the children to be saved and in the character of baptism to bring salvation.  One of the problems I would say of the Baptist position is:  Well, the children.  Okay, they can't believe.  Does that mean they can't be saved?  



And then they come up with:  Well.  You can't say that because who wants to say that, that a child cannot be saved because they can't believe.  Well, they are already holy because they come from Christian parents.  They are somehow included in the covenant.  
Then you suddenly have salvation outside of faith and outside of the promise of the Gospel by pure human descent.  Now, if that does not distort the centrality of faith, I don't know what does.  



Oftentimes also you have then a kind of a devaluation of original sin.  Then it says:  Well, until the child reaches the age of accountability, sin is not really imputed to him or her.  Well, there's nothing in Scripture that says that.  Okay?  I mean, that's a pure construct to avoid saying that they will be damned or that there is another way to salvation. Children are not born innocent.  They are not innocent until a certain age of accountability.  All men are by nature children of the wrath of God as Paul says in Ephesians 2:3, "And that which is born of the flesh is flesh" as Jesus says in John 3 Verse 6.  That's the harsh message.  And sometimes when people come to have their children baptized and you talk about them -- about original sin and that the child needs to be transferred out of the kingdom of the devil into the kingdom of God, they don't like to hear that.  Because you look at the baby.  And it is so sweet.  And it is so innocent.  And it's a new start.  And all these possibilities are there.  



You know, you are reaching middle age.  And things are kind of winding down you think.  And there is not all of these possibilities.  But here is this child.  All of these possibilities.  And you don't want to think of this child coming into this world with a huge baggage already.  But this child has a huge baggage.  Though this is not just bad news.  Because the good news is it can get rid of it right now.  And then you really have a start.  And you really have a clean slate.  But you are not naturally with a clean slate.  And therefore, children are in need to be cleansed.  



Okay.  So we said these things speak in favor of infant baptism.  But what again about this central point:  Well, they can't believe. Lutherans do say they can believe.  Now, not all Lutherans anymore unfortunately. We have some quite prominent Lutherans in world Lutheranism that think:  Well, no, we can't maintain that.  And I read a PhD thesis done at the University of ***Tiebegan where the author actually claimed that Luther, if he had really thought things through, would be against infant baptism, which is kind of a thesis that is rather daring I would say.  



Why do we say that children can be baptized because they have faith?  It is true that baptism and faith belong together and that baptism without faith is useless.  So one of the main arguments of Baptists is the claim that infants cannot believe.  But at the basis of such a thesis lies an understanding of faith that sees faith primarily psychologically.  That is as a conscious trust in the promise of God that presupposes certain intellect, capabilities and especially selfconsciousness as it is not found in babies or very young children but can only be found later in life.  Although the understanding of faith as trust in the promise is shared by Lutheranism, it has to be maintained that faith is foremost the receptacle by which the promise is grasped, created by the same word.  Since Jesus receives children in the kingdom of God, one has to conclude that they have received the promise.  And that includes faith if one does not want to state a different way to salvation without faith for children.  



That sounds an awful lot like kind of a dogmatic deduction.  And in a way it is.  But just for illustration, it is not just a deduction.  In a story where Elizabeth meets Mary, it is said that the baby in Elizabeth's womb, John the Baptist, leaped for joy when his master comes to him in the womb of Mary.  And that this is done by the Spirit.  



It's interesting that the Spirit can actually operate in this unborn child, in this fetus.  The Spirit does not need a fully developed human consciousness to act on a human.  To be filled by the Spirit cannot mean that the child is an unbelieving bearer of the Spirit.  Just a mechanical way.  



So John the Baptist is filled with the Spirit in his mother's womb.  So why cannot other children be filled with the Spirit, too, and have faith?  The problem is really in a different understanding of faith.  In a Baptist understanding is often seen as a conscious decision.  And baptism is a -- an act of confession and obedience that follows a conversion experience, a decision.  Okay.  There again, the Word of God is seen as information and appeal and now you have to act upon it.  



But we said before that this is not what the Word of God is as a means of grace.  It's not something that comes before you and now it's up to you.  I give you the offer of God's grace.  Now, sinner, what do you do?  Kind of cliffhanger Gospel.  



The Gospel is Christ died for your sins.  And your sins are forgiven.  And this message then creates faith in you.  Of course there are always people who say:  Who cares?  I don't care.  I don't believe it.  



Okay.  That's the mystery of unbelief.  But his sins are not forgiven because you said yes.  That you say yes means that the Holy Spirit has brought faith in you.  That's the difference.  



Such a conversion experience you cannot find in infants.  But the problem is if you see faith as this kind of a conscious decision, you really cannot explain why a person who is asleep, for example, can believe or people who are in a coma or have Alzheimer's can believe.  



If you use these kind of extreme cases, you will realize that faith is something more than of which I am conscious.  That faith is somewhere deeper, on a deeper level of my personality.  And as there is faith, even if I become an Alzheimer patient and I know nothing anymore, I don't even know the name Jesus anymore, does that mean that my faith is gone?  That this is it and too bad for you if you get Alzheimer's because then you go to hell?  Nobody would say that.  



We would rather say that God still retains a relationship with this person, even if the mind goes blind or blank.  So in that case, we are willing to say faith is more than what we know.  Faith is more than what we are conscious of.  



Now, is it then so unbelievable and outrageous to say that in the case of a baby God can establish a relationship to this baby, give him grace and work faith in this baby, even though he does not have yet the intellectual abilities a child of a more mature age or an adult has?  I think it is not outrageous to say something like that.  Rather it shows, again, that what we are conscious of is less than what our faith really is.  Our faith is really -- we really see only the tip of the iceberg.  But there is more to it.  



That does not mean that an adult who says, "I don't believe anything," that we then can say, "Oh, well, you really do believe.  It's just your consciousness is in unbelief.  Subconsciously you are a Christian."  No.  Whoever denies Jesus is Lord does not have the Spirit.  



The child has to grow also in faith.  And that's why we tell a child the Word of God.  The faith that was implanted in holy baptism has to be nourished and sustained by the Word of God.  The problem is not so much with infant baptism but the problem is when children are baptized and then they are starved to death spiritually by their parents.  That's the problem.  And that's a problem that cannot be remedied easily.  And that's why we have to pray for the children and why we have to seek out the children in our congregations so that they are not starved to death.  



Of course in the liturgy of baptism we pledge parents and sponsors that they educate their children in a Christian way.  But sometimes sad to say that does not happen.  That's why you have to be careful, also, with the sponsors that according to human measures or what humans can know, that you don't make a mockery out of baptism.  



So can infants believe?  Yes, they can believe.  God can establish a relationship to them.  He can open the ear in ways that we don't understand.  And that's why we trust that if we get senile, God will still speak to us and sustain us in our faith.  
No. 11

Okay, thank you.  I appreciate that answer.  I have another question.  I’ve noticed that in Acts the apostles baptize in the name of Jesus.  But we baptize in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. What is the right practice?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, that's a tricky question.  One that has been discussed for a long time and is still being discussed.  



The first objection to answer that question is that we look at the institution of baptism by the risen Christ.  And there he gives also the words to be used.  Baptize them in the name ***asto oma, of the Father, of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.  



If you look at the practice of the Christian church throughout the centuries, they followed Matthew 28.  Everybody baptized in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  



Only with the rise of higher criticism doubts arose if the risen Christ actually said these words.  And these doubts were founded -- scholars said:  Well, you know it's a Trinitarian formula.  It's pretty advanced theology for the time of the resurrection of Christ.  So maybe that's just a later invention when Matthew's Gospel was written.  And the critics stated to about 80.  



Which means then of course that okay this does not describe what the risen Christ did but what the community thought the risen Christ did.  It's again a nice way to camouflage:  Well this was made up by the first Christians.  



Well, such an approach really overlooks that even though in the letters of Paul, for example, there is not the full Trinitarian formula.  There is nevertheless the Trinity.  And there are Trinitarian ways of speaking.  And of course it overlooks the story of Jesus' baptism himself.  



Because when Jesus is baptized, you have the voice of the Father, the Spirit in the form of a dove and Christ there.  So you have all three persons of the Trinity.  It doesn't say "and there was Father, Son and Holy Spirit" in these words.  But he does say it.  It's Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  



Besides such an argumentation that draws into doubt the authenticity of Matthew 28, undermines the trustworthiness of Scripture and also the possibility that Jesus, the risen Christ, who is the best theologian, might just have used this formula.  It turns Scripture out of a revelation from God into a theological reflection of man.  



So Matthew 28 was from the very beginning of the church central for its baptismal practice.  But if it was so central, then why is the formula never used it seems in Acts?  That's the real conundrum?  Why is it recorded that in Pentecost Peter says:  Be baptized in the name of Jesus?  



It's really an exegetical conundrum.  There are several ways to solve that question.  One is to say that in the name of Jesus is an abbreviated mentioning of the Trinitarian formula.  Since at the center of the revelation of the Trinity is Christ.  Christ really is the full revelation.  Because he reveals to us the Father.  And he sends to us the Spirit.  "In the name of Jesus" is really an abbreviation of Jesus who is the Son of the Father and who sends the Spirit.  So "in the name of Jesus" is just short for in the name of Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  



Closely related to this view is the theory that baptizing in the name of Jesus does not denote a liturgical formula at all.  So baptizing in the name of Jesus does not mean we baptize them saying:  In the name of Jesus.  



But rather it tells us something about the theological understanding of baptism.  What is baptism?  Baptism is that you are incorporated into Christ.  That you are connected with his salvific deed.  That you are coming into Communion with Christ or even that you are becoming his property. So that baptism in the name of Jesus is explicating the content of baptism.  



That the formula baptizing in the name of Jesus does not mean that the early church understood baptism in a non-Trinitarian way as shown by I Corinthians 6:11.  Paul writes:  In such were some of you.  But ye were washed, ye were sanctified and ye were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our Lord.  



Here the phrase, "Ye were washed" shows the connection to baptism.  Baptism is this washing.  It is sanctification and justification in the name of the Lord Jesus that is on account of or by the power of Jesus and by the Spirit of God.  And God in Paul's letters is the name of the Father.  Almost everywhere where Paul uses God, it means the Father. So all three persons of the Trinity are mentioned here in this sentence.  And they are connected with what was going on in baptism. So baptism here is not understood in a christomonistic way that the other persons of the Trinity are excluded.  But it is an action of the entire Holy Trinity.  



Another hint that these are not competing formuli, that there was not the group that baptized in the name of Jesus, and then there was the group that baptized in the name of Father, Son and Holy Spirit, is shown by a very early document of church history.  The so-called ***di dahae or the teaching of the 12 apostles, which is dated, well, about 70 to 100 AD.  That's about the timeframe.  



The de dahae on the one hand prescribes baptism in the name of Father, Son and Holy Ghost.  On the other hand, it prescribes that only those who are quote "baptized in the Lord" are to be admitted to the sacred meal.  It could be the Eucharist.  It couldn't.  It's not quite sure.  



So they can use it interchangeably, baptized in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit and baptized in the Lord.  So these are not exclusive or competitive formuli.  



Whatever the exegetical solution is, the Trinitarian formula has the sanction of the risen Lord and it was therefore rightfully adopted by the church as the baptismal formula.  And that's what we have in our agendas and was in all agendas of all churches for the last at least 1900 years.  So there is no reason -- need to change that.  



In this connection comes up a practical question:  What about the recognitions of baptisms outside the Lutheran Church?  Historically there was not a universal recognition of all baptisms by all churches.  In the 19th -- in the 20th Century I know of at least two cases where Lutherans who joined the Roman Catholic Church were baptized.  



One was ***Adua Price who was the professor in the seminary in St. Louis who was baptized in 1872.  And another one was Eric Peterson who was also professor of theology in ***Bahn.  And that was in the early 1930s.  Because the Roman Catholics doubted if the Lutherans baptized validly.  



And still today you find that in some quarters of Eastern Orthodoxy, especially in Greece, who'll accept converts only by baptism because they say there is no baptism outside the Orthodox church or they will say that baptisms done not in a fashion of immersion aren't valid.  The same thing is true of course for Baptists.  Of course they say infant baptisms are not valid.  



Lutherans generally accept the baptism of Roman Catholics and Reformed.  Why?  Because the Lutherans said that Christ was still present in his words.  And that these churches used these words, even though they might have a wrong understanding of the power of baptism.  But they did not deny what they say.  In the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  



What about those communities that deny what these words mean?  And they are speaking here about anti-Trinitarian and non-Trinitarian churches.  



They might use the same words.  But it's only the sound.  Okay.  When they say in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, they don't say, "Okay, in the name of the Father, who is God, the Son, who is God, the Holy Spirit, who is God."  But maybe their understanding is in the name of the Father who is God, the son who is an exalted being and the Holy Spirit who is just the power of God or something like that.  



In these cases because only the sound of the word was spoken but not their meaning, the Lutherans did not accept and are not accepting this as a valid baptism.  And therefore, if a person comes from such a community, this person has to be baptized.  That is relevant especially for Mormons and Jehovah's Witnesses.  


Mormons even though they claim to be Christian are not.  Not at all.  They do not believe in the triune God.  They have their own strange views about who God is and how you can become a god.  And therefore, their baptism cannot be accepted.  They are in a sense to be treated like converts from paganism.  The same is true about Jehovah's Witnesses who also deny the Trinity.  And Unitarians.  And ***espondic Pentecostals who also deny the Trinity.  So anti-Trinitarians outside of Christendom, I mean whatever they call themselves, they are outside of Christendom.  And when they say in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, they do not mean the one true God.  And therefore their baptism is a mockery really.  They are outside of the institution.  



Also a baptism is not seen as a true baptism when the baptismal formula is bastardized like when somebody is baptized in the name of the Creator, Redeemer and Sanctifier.  That is also a departure from the institution of Christ.  



So when people come from other churches, you have to ask them "Where were you baptized and what in what church were you baptized?"  Unfortunately you can't assume simply "Well, they were baptized and that's it and it's valid."  But you have to find out actually "Who baptized you?"



The best thing is of course if they have a baptismal certificate or if such a certificate can be obtained.  Or if you have a response of the living who can actually testify to what was done there.  Because you never know what kind of bizarre things can happen.  



So you have to be cautious there and have to do -- have to assert that they are validly baptized.  And when you baptize, of course, you don't make up your own baptismal formula.  But you follow the words of Christ.  If Christ instituted it, he knows best.  Let's give him the benefit of the doubt. 



No, really.  We baptize because Christ has commanded us.  So it makes no sense to depart from his institution to begin with.  

No. 12

Some adult converts talk about their baptism as a deeply moving event in their life. I do not remember being baptized. How can it be meaningful for me today?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  That's a good question, Eric.  Because Lutherans oftentimes have this kind of a detached relationship to experience, they are suspicious of experience.  They are suspicious of emotions.  And some people might think "Well, it's just because they are all stuck up central and northern Germans who are taciturn and not in touch with their inner feelings."  Because there's of course a theological reason for that, too.  There might be a psychological reason.  But we have a few Italian Lutherans in the Synod I think.  So yeah.  But how can it be meaningful?  



There's nothing wrong with experiences.  And for every experience we have of the grace of God, we are thankful.  And God gives us these experiences from time to time.  And they build us up.  On the other hand, there are also stretches of our life where there are no experiences.  And what do you do then?  Throw away your faith?  Say:  Oh, it's all a shame.  



Some of the great mystics in the Roman Catholic Church, they talk about the night soul or the feeling of barrenness, going through the desert.  I'm not a total fan of mysticism certainly and some of the stuff is really quite strange.  But there is some truth in these statements.  



That is we do not have the experience of God's peace, of God's forgiveness, of God's joy always.  Sometimes we do.  And we are thankful for that.  



But what we have always is the promise of God's Word.  And that can sustain us even if it seems that we wander through the valley of the shadow of death or if we go through the desert and there seems to be no water.  



So faith is founded on the Word of God.  And then faith has experiences or experiences things.  But faith is not founded on a very moving experience.  And we should always be cautious that we don't say:  Oh, you know, this service was so moving so the Holy Spirit was really there.  



There can be services that are very moving and that's pure psychology.  Nevertheless, again, the question is justified.  I've been baptized as a baby.  Okay.  Fine.  I can look at the baptismal certificate.  I might be able to look at pictures.  But that's it.  



So now what does it mean for me now almost 40 years after I was baptized?  What does it mean that I am baptized?  Is it like a diploma I have framed and put on the wall and then forget about it?  



Baptism is indeed not only the admission ticket to the church, it is a present reality and therefore has a present significance for our life as Christians.  But what is this present significance?  Well, as there's really nothing else than what baptism means.  And there are several things that we can do that baptism becomes more relevant for us.  



The first step is that we remember our baptism.  The second is that we apprehend the promise of baptism.  The third is what the fourth question of Luther's Catechism talks about the daily dieing and rising with Christ, that is daily repentance in the new life of the redeemed.  And finally, that we realize that the promise of baptism finds its fulfillment in the resurrection.  



So the first step is remembering baptism.  How is it done?  Well, it can be part of our devotions, our daily devotions.  It can the sign of the cross, if you choose the cross yourself.  Because crossing yourself reminds us that the sign of the cross is traced on the baptismal candidate receiving the sign of the cross both on your forehead and on your chest.  That is that he now is connected with the cross of Christ.  



One of our -- my teachers in Germany at the seminary, Professor Hoffman, said that he prayed daily a German prayer which translated:  As I renounce the devil and all his works and all his ways and dedicate myself or I surrender myself to you, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, to be faithful to you in faith and obedience until my dieing day.  



So you combine elements from the baptismal liturgy, the renunciation of the devil.  And the aspect that now you belong to God and live in his service.  



In the new Lutheran service book and hymnal you have a little prayer, the life of the baptized child of God, on Page 310.  It reads:  Merciful Father, through holy baptism you called us to be your own procession.  Grant that our lives may evidence the working of your Holy Spirit in love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness and self control according to the image of your only begotten son, Jesus Christ, our savior.  



It can be a baptismal hymn you use, either read it or sing it.  And it can be that you celebrate the anniversary of your baptism like you celebrate your birthday.  



Especially for kids.  It's a great thing if they have a baptismal candle.  You can have a little party.  You can light the candle.  You can remind them maybe of the Bible verse they got and sing a baptismal hymn so that they from early on realize baptism is important.  Baptism is where I was made a child of God.  



It's recorded that Luther wrote on the walls of his study ***baptiz zatus zum.  I am baptized.  Just to remind him in times where he was afflicted or maybe you would say now depressed that:  Yes, I am baptized.  That is God is my Father.  God is gracious to me.  I am a child of God.  And therefore, I do not have to fear anything.  And the most important thing in the world is still mine.  



So there are different ways how daily we can remind ourselves of our baptism, recall that we are baptized.  So we remember and recall that we are baptized.  And in order so that we daily apprehend that promise of baptism in faith.  



Baptism is not just an initiatory rite but the basis of and will of our faith every day.  In baptism God has made me his child.  He has born me again out of water and the Spirit.  That's who I am.  I am a new creature.  I am the child of God.  He has given me life.  Salvation.  Forgiveness of sins.  



In faith I receive this every day.  I tell myself:  Yes, I am this.  



I thank God for what he has done.  I apprehend that.  That means that I say I have died to sin and live the new life in the power of Christ's resurrection.  



Even though that seems to be not real.  Even though in the daily affliction my sin seems to be much more real.  In faith I realize what God has done in baptism is more real than what I see.  



That's one of the things where my experience is less real than the Word of God.  Normally we think it's the other way around.  But that's the whole point of faith.  That in the face of an experience that seems to contradict the reality of God's Word I assert:  No, what God says is true.  



In the fourth question of the Catechism Luther asks:  What does such baptizing with water indicate?  And he answers it:  It indicates that this old Adam in us should by daily contrition and repentance be drowned and die with all sins and evil desires and that a new man should daily emerge and arrive to live before God in righteousness and purity forever.  



So to live the life of baptism is the continual struggle against this old Adam, my sinful self who has been sentenced to death in baptism and has been executed.  Daily contrition and repentance is the life of the baptized.  That we confess our sins to God and that we apprehend God's forgiveness which is given to us in baptism.  Daily I acknowledge there is this old Adam and I fight him.  And daily I say:  I am nevertheless.  God I come to you.  Because you have made me your child.  



And see, the thing is, this promise, "You are my child.  You belong to me.  You are now part of the body of Christ," it's not fractured by our sin.  Jerome had this idea that okay you get baptismal grace but then you start -- that is you have a little boat.  And then you start sinning.  Well, now you are shipwrecked.  So how do you survive?  



Well, there is the second plank, the plank of confession and absolution.  So you destroy baptism by your sin but fortunately there is confession of absolution and by that you can be kept over water.  



The Lutherans say.  No.  The boat of your baptism never breaks.  Now, you might jump out when you sin.  But the boat is still there.  And the daily repentance -- also confession of absolution is nothing but a returning to that boat.  It is God actually pulling you back.  So we go back to this promise of baptism daily.  



In this new life, this dieing and rising means also the life of the new man.  It means the Christian as a new creature.  What does he do?  The Christian as a new creature, he believes and he loves.  



He believes.  As seen before he has contrition and faith.  And he loves.  That is he lives in righteousness and purity.  



The Christian loves his neighbor because he is a Christian.  That is because he's baptized.  Baptism not only reminds us but is the basis that we can do good works.  It is also a stimulus.  Baptism reminds us that we no longer live according to our own wishes and devices but as the children of God.  



Not only as a remembrance.  But it is actually the basis that we can live so.  Daily remembrance of baptism is therefore a daily reminder to live before God as the new man.  To do good works.  And not the works of the flesh.  



Besides Romans 6, which is quoted by Luther in the Small Catechism in the fourth question, we find that for example in Ephesians 4:24 where Paul says in that:  He put on the new man which after God has created in righteousness and holiness.  



We have the gift of that new man that is grasped in faith daily so that we walk as the children of God.  



Finally, the promise of baptism finds its fulfillment in the resurrection.  It is the new life.  The life of immortality.  And during our earthly life, we are still on the way.  We still have to suffer death.  But the full salvation, also the salvation of our body, will come to us in a resurrection.  



Sacramentally it is already ours, the resurrection of Christ.  But the full execution of this resurrection of Christ on our existence will only come in the resurrection of the dead.  



When God will give us incorruptible bodies, then the promise of baptism that we are dead to sin will come to its conclusion.  Living one's baptism means, therefore, that we live in expectancy of the resurrection.  That this is our hope against any Gnostic idea of bodily immortality.  



In the classical Lutheran hymns of the 16th and 17th century you have quite often that the final stanza has the eschatological hope.  It's not a morbid fascination with death but rather it is a longing that what God has promised and given in baptism will come to its conclusion.  



So you haven't seen your baptism.  You just know it from pictures.  But baptism really shows you what your daily life is as a Christian.  Daily contrition and repentance.  A new life that lives in holiness and righteousness.  And we look forward to the completion of salvation.  And it's worthwhile that we remind ourselves daily of the great gift and also of the great struggle we have been put in.  And therefore, that our entire life is really a life in this baptism.  



In a way everything we are as Christians is in baptism.  

No. 13

I’m teaching a confirmation class on Wednesday evenings right now.  Is confirmation some kind of a supplement of baptism?  Is there something I should be doing to help our confirmands better understand their baptism?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, David, confirmation class has often been seen as the kind of instruction, the catechumens in the early church, when adult baptism was the norm was required from them before they got baptized.  Now, with infant baptism, you have the instruction afterwards.  



Confirmation is in a way a strange thing.  It's a very ingrained tradition in the Lutheran Church.  But what it actually is and what its theological content is and how it's related to baptism is something that has shifted in times.  



Let's look at a little bit of the history of confirmation.  Confirmation as a separate act developed out of the anointing as a part of the rite of baptism.  Since Tertullion baptism was seen as a cleansing from sins, so is the negative part of baptism and anointing as the positive communication of the Spirit. So you had the cleansing and the gift of the Spirit.  And these were distributed to two different acts, baptism proper and anointing.  



Later on in the western church, these were also separated by time.  You were baptized as a baby.  But you were confirmed later.  And in the west only a bishop was able to confirm.  There was the anointing.  But there was also the laying on of hands.  



In the Eastern Orthodox Church, until today, baptism and what they call the sacrament of ***crismacian, that is the sacrament of anointing are combined at baptism itself.  And every priest anoints.  



In the Middle Ages, confirmation was seen as the perfection of baptism.  The opinion was that it completes baptism through the gift of the Holy Spirit to strengthen the Christians.  Thomas Aquinas said that baptism gives the new life but then afterwards it needs to be strengthened.  And therefore in the sacrament of confirmation, the fullness of the Spirit is given.  And the definition later of the sacrament of confirmation in the degree for the Armenians in the Council of Florence of Ferrara in 1439 was that the Holy Spirit is given for strengthening so that the Christians can fight the good fight.  



We talked before when we talked about the sacraments in general that confirmation as one of the seven sacraments was rejected by Luther.  He rejected it because he did not see any institution of confirmation by Christ himself.  Luther did not form a purified rite of confirmation.  Confirmation, which is such a part of our life in the Lutheran Church, actually was not introduced into written work until the 18th Century.  The father of confirmation in the Lutheran Church is really Martin ***Gutsa, the reformer of ***Schnausboyg.  



He developed a cleansed or a Reformed rite of confirmation consisting out of a repetition of the baptismal vow, a blessing, the laying on of hands and the admission to the Lord's Supper.  And he has a prayer that came in later on in many agendas.  I found it for example in the old agenda of the Ohio Synod.  Gutsa's prayer says:  Receive the Holy Spirit to protect and defend you against all evil.  To strengthen and help you in all good.  From the merciful hand of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.  Amen.  



Melancthon thought that confirmation could be retained because of its educational value.  It is an established form of instruction.  And so he saw confirmation as consisting of a catechal examination and the confession of the creed and the laying on of hands.  He counted it under the sacraments in the wider sense in 1535 but later on he rejected a sacramental understanding.  



What really fostered the spread of confirmation in the Lutheran Church was pietism.  Pietism was a Reformed movement that tried to vivify the church.  They saw the Lutheran Church kind of dead in their conventional Christianity.  And confirmation was an ideal institution to try to convert the children to make them into living members of the church.  



Phillip Jakob Spener, the Father of pietism, saw confirmation as a remembrance of baptism and as a solemn pledge to fulfill the baptismal covenant.  And from there comes this idea that in confirmation you say your yes to the baptismal covenant.  So God said his yes at baptism.  Now it is up to you to make it your own in confirmation.  In pietism the vow became the central aspect of confirmation.  



As I said before, confirmation, for example, was introduced in Wittenberg only in the 18th Century.  Before that you had instruction in the Catechism and examination.  And when the candidate was seen to be fit, then the candidate was admitted to the Lord's Supper.  But there was no formal confirmation.  



Since the 19th Century, confirmation has been a problem, especially in the state churches in Europe.  Confirmation is designed to be the kind of adult yes to the church that now you vow to be a living member of a congregation.  That you participate in it.  That you actually do believe the Christian faith.  



But in the state churches where confirmation became a part of the tradition, it's just a part of growing up.  It's almost a rite of passage.  Well, the kids vowed that they would rather die than forsake the faith.  But then of course they never show up.  



That's why this joke at least -- I think it's also in the states -- but in Germany is about the pastors who have bats in the tower and they say, "Well, what do you do to get rid of the bats?"  And he says, "I simply confirm them and then they never show up again." It's a joke.  But it's actually a sad reality in many of the state churches.  



So what do you do with confirmation?  It seems to be not honest.  And somebody like ***Sir Kickengog for example rallied against confirmation.  Because he said:  Well, you don't just trust a 14-year-old with $100.  But you say:  Of course, now he is mature enough to receive the body and blood of Christ. 

 

And this is all hypocrisy.  So since the 19th Century you have many proposals to reform confirmation.  For example that the blessing is separated from the vow.  That you have a confirmation just as a blessing.  But really the vow that you are intending to be a member of the congregation will be at a later, mature age.  



Or that you abolish the vow all together as it is done in many churches in Germany in the territorial churches.  Or that you have confirmation later after puberty or before puberty.  



But overall there's no great change and confirmation just hangs on because it is a rite of passage.  You're a 14-year-old so you're kind of no longer a child.  And you're now a preadult or whatever you want to call it.  And in some areas in Germany, I'm told in northern Germany, it was the custom that the male -- at least the male confirmands, they got their first taste of booze at their confirmation party.  



Now, in many areas now the admission to the Lord's Supper has been separated from confirmation.  And also the new Lutheran service book gives a rite for early Communion that the confirmation children can commune actually before they are confirmed.  



If you look at the rite of confirmation in the Lutheran service book, it has the elements of the confession of faith.  Then there is the vow where the confirmands vow to be a member of the congregation, that is to attend its services and live a Christian life and remain in this confession and church steadfastly.  And the prayer for the strengthening of faith.  So the Lutheran service book does not have the boot is a prayer that speaks of the impartation of the Holy Spirit, which is pretty close to a Roman Catholic understanding of confirmation.  



What the rite of confirmation in the Lutheran service book does not have is any statement about the admission to the Lord's table or that they now are full members of the congregation, which of course they are not.  Because most congregations you have to be 18 to vote.  



So if you look at that history, we see there are many elements and different ways to look at confirmation.  Is it simply instruction?  Is it the occasion to get the kids to be converted?  Is it the solemn pledge that now you were without any obligation?  But it's kind of a Bar Mitzvah for the Lutherans.  Now you're obliged to follow the life and the command of the church.  



We have to realize, again, that confirmation is an ecclesiastical rite, that is a rite established by the church.  It is not mandated in Scripture.  And as said the Lutheran Church in some areas did not have it until the 18th Century.  It's so popular simply because well after 200 years everything has kind of a weight of its own just by inertia these days.  And again as said, it is a rite of passage.  



It is the conclusion of the catechumens and used to be a public examination of the cantic humans so that it is established that they know the Catechism.  And that there is the movement of confession there.  Especially if it is the -- also the admission to the Lord's Supper. Because you have to make sure that the future communicants know what they receive.  And that they actually believe what they receive.  



The tendency to separate admission and confirmation in a way empties confirmation.  If you are admitted to the Lord's Supper before you are confirmed, what actually is the meaning of confirmation?  Then you have to say:  Well, we pray for the confirmation kids. That is fine.  But the question then is:  Is that a sufficient base for a special rite?  



The Holy Spirit is given in baptism.  And of course we can always pray for the gift of the Holy Spirit.  But one has to avoid the appearance that confirmation in any way complements baptism.  Nevertheless, there is this connection between baptism and confirmation.  



Baptism is the foundation.  And confirmation is an intensive period of instruction where the confirmands are led to appreciate what they have in baptism and also where they are to mature in their knowledge and also in their faith.  So it's a good opportunity.  And therefore, it is retained.  Because otherwise, you wouldn't get these kids to attend for one year or two years instruction.  



Nevertheless, the problem remains that sometimes as a pastor, you might feel: Well, they pledged solemnly that they are members of the church. But are they serious about that?  In such a case you have to give them the benefit of the doubt. You cannot look into their hearts and you cannot pry. But you have to tell the kids that: This is not a play.  It's not about getting a party. And they shouldn't do it if they don't believe it.  And there are always kids in confirmation class who'll opt out.  And that is a decision that has to be respected.  It's better to be an honest unbeliever than a hypocrite.  



Confirmation instruction is therefore an instruction in the baptismal life.  It tries to lead the children to appreciate what they have received in baptism.  On the other hand, it is a preparation for the reception of the Lord's Supper.  It looks back to baptism and teaches the continual relevance of baptism.  And it prepares for the reception of the Lord's Supper. If the Lord's Supper is received the Sunday after confirmation or it is received earlier is not a matter of great importance.  Because the connection between confirmation and First Communion is just an ecclesiastical rule. There is, however, a practical problem when you go to a different congregation.  Many congregations have in their Communion statement that you may commune when you are a confirmed member of an LCMS congregation in good standing.  So you have to talk to the pastor before.  Uniformity would certainly be a good thing. But I suppose who can live with that kind of difference?  

No. 14  

What is “the baptism in the Spirit” I hear some Christians talk about?  Is this something separate from baptism as we’ve been discussing it?  Is it something to which we should aspire?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, Josh, baptism of the Spirit, that's a buzzword in many Christian circles, especially in the Pentecostal and charismatic circles.  Whereas the Lutherans are a little bit more hesitant about that.  



What do the charismatics mean when they talk about the baptism in the Spirit?  Well, many see it as a filling with the Holy Spirit after the new birth and water baptism.  And -- which manifests itself in the speaking of tongues.  



So they say the Christian life has these stages.  You first get the new birth which is disconnected from baptism, especially in Pentecostal circles.  Then you have water baptism as an act of obedience.  And then after that you have that special filling with the Holy Spirit.  And after that then you speak in tongues and you are, so to speak, a full Christian, a mature Christian.  You really have the Holy Spirit.  



Now, the charismatic movement that goes far beyond the Pentecostal churches has in churches that practice infant baptism a little bit of a different view of the baptism with the Spirit.  So charismatics in the Roman Catholic, in the Episcopal and Lutheran churches say:  Baptism in the Spirit means that a baptized person is filled with the Holy Spirit, which manifests itself in the gifts of the Holy Spirit, especially speaking with tongues.  



They will say that a person of course has the Holy Spirit even before this baptism with the Holy Spirit.  But that there are these additional gifts every Christian should strive for.  So the Holy Spirit is operative in the Christian before this baptism of the Spirit.  But you have this kind of second blessing you can say. For example, you can read that in the books by Larry Christenson who has been a leader of the charismatic movement in the Lutheran Churches. He comes from the old ALC for many years.  



What does the New Testament actually speak about the baptism of the Spirit?  Well, in Acts 1:5 Jesus says:  For John truly baptized with water.  But ye shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days hence. That's of course a reference to Pentecost.  The apostles will be filled with the Holy Spirit.  And that is called a baptized -- being baptized with the Holy Ghost.  Later on in Acts you have another reference when Cornelius and those who were with him received the Holy Spirit while Peter was preaching.  Peter defending that he baptized them said -- when he saw that, he was reminded that Christ said that:  Ye will be baptized with the Holy Spirit.  



So in Acts baptism of the Spirit is therefore, two different things.  It is on the one hand the once and for all event of Pentecost.  Where the apostles received the Holy Spirit for their office of preaching.  And it is that exceptional event where Cornelius and those Gentiles received the Holy Spirit even before they are baptized.  



In both cases the baptism of the Spirit is manifested in the speaking of tongues.  And that's the bridge for many Pentecostals and charismatics.  They say:  Okay, we are in baptism of the Spirit.  They speak in tongues.  Therefore we have that, too, because we speak also in tongues. Now, it's a whole different question if what charismatics and Pentecostals, they do and call speaking in tongues has anything to do with what the New Testament calls speaking in tongues.  I have my serious doubts about that.  



But we have to realize that in Acts these are exceptional occasions.  This is not a pattern.  That every Christian at every time receives this kind of baptism with the Spirit.  Rather, we see from the New Testament overall that baptism and the giving of the Spirit are connected.  It says in John 3:5, "If you are not born out of water and the Spirit."  The Spirit is there in baptism with water. In I Corinthians 6:11 Paul says:  Ye are washed, ye are sanctified, ye are justified in the name of Jesus and by the Spirit of our God.  Baptism and the Spirit belong together.  In I Corinthians 12:13 Paul says:  For by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body. And in Titus 3:5:  According to his mercy he saved us through the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost.  



So baptism and the operation of the Spirit are one act.  We do not find here a water baptism without the Spirit.  And then later on we have an activity of the Spirit that is totally unconnected with the baptism of water. That is because Christ is the one who sends the Holy Spirit and who acts through the Holy Spirit.  So when we walk before that baptism means the incorporation into Christ, it means being connected with the cross, with the benefits of Christ's death being baptized into Christ's death and rise with him to a new life, that does not mean oh, this concerns only Christ and the Spirit then is something -- does something completely different.  We have to remember what the work of the Spirit is.  The Spirit is the one who connects us with Christ.  The Spirit glorifies Christ.  



So the Spirit is the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ.  He does not something additionally to what Christ has done.  The Spirit therefore makes us in baptism the property of Christ.  He makes us partakers of Christ's holiness, life and glory so that in the Spirit we have the right to call on God as Abba, as our Father.  The Spirit makes us alive and he puts us into the service of the divine Lord.  



So in baptism the Spirit operates.  But he not only operates but since baptism the Spirit dwells in the Christian.  He is the gift we receive in baptism.  And as a gift he's always also a mandate, that is an obligation.  We receive the life of the Spirit.  And on the other hand, the apostle can say live the life of the Spirit. But he is not only a mandate but he is also the power to fulfill that mandate or fulfill the obligation.  The Spirit in us is the basis of our Christian life and he is so to speak the engine that drives our Christian life.  



Now, when we talk about the Spirit dwelling in us, this is also a dwelling that is static.  But like the Christian life which is always a receiving so the dwelling of the Spirit is always something we ask for.  That's why those hymns we sing at Pentecost oftentimes start with "Come, Holy Ghost."  You could say I received the Holy Ghost at baptism so it's kind of superfluous to say "Come, Holy Ghost."  No it tells us that the Holy Spirit is not simply our property.  But that we have the Holy Spirit and always grasping the Holy Spirit as we have the Gospel only by always grasping it by faith by always directing ourselves to faith.  



So normally baptism and the gift of the Spirit are one.  As Peter himself says to those who hear him on Pentecost he says:  Be baptized and receive the gift of the Holy Spirit had. He doesn't say:  Be baptized and then later on if you are good enough, you might receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.  



The difference between receiving the Holy Spirit and baptism in Acts occurs at critical moments at the expansion of the church in Acts 8 in Samaria where it is said that they were baptized but they did not receive the Holy Spirit.  That means they did not receive specific gifts of the Holy Spirit.  And in Acts 10 and 11 when the church starts to include pagans, Gentiles.  



Here the gifts of the Holy Spirit are understood as visible manifestations are a sign that this outreach from Judaism to the Samaritans and then to the Gentile world are legitimate.  They are not the normal feature.  And they do not recur later in Acts or in the congregations founded by Paul. Paul has to say quite a bit about the Spirit in I Corinthians 12.  But you will never find the term baptism with the Spirit or in the Spirit with Paul.  Because baptism, water baptism, that's where you get the Spirit.  



So the gift of the Holy Spirit in baptism like the promise of baptism has to be apprehended in faith.  The new life is a life in the Spirit.  That means it is no longer a life ruled by selfishness, that is by sin, but it is ruled by God himself who also remains the power and the basis of this new life.  That's what it means to live in the Spirit. It means to live the life of God.  And the life of God is a life in faith and in love toward our neighbor.  The life of the Spirit is therefore, not some exaggerated or strange or outrageous things.  But it is the life of service. The Holy Spirit manifests himself in our lives when we overcome our selfishness and put our neighbors first.  And therefore, live the divine life.  

No. 15

I’d like to move on to the Lord’s Supper.  When speaking of this means of grace, my Roman Catholic friends refer to it as “the Eucharist”. I have heard some Lutherans use that term too. What should we say, Lord’s Supper or Eucharist?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, here it's probably not appropriate, David, to say, "What's in a name?"  Because there are certain different shades of meaning.  The most popular term, yes, among Roman Catholics today is Eucharist.  In the old days before Vatican 2 you heard also the term sacrifice of the mass or simply mass.  But nowadays it's mostly the celebration of the Eucharist. And the change of name in a way shows, also, a difference in theology or a shift in theology.  What names are there for this sacrament, for this sacred act in the church?  



I think most Lutherans use the Lord's Supper.  And that's a term that goes back to the New Testament when Paul talks about the supper of the Lord, the ***cura koip danum in I Corinthians 10.  It's a relative bland term.  On the other hand, it is a pretty good term because it says it's a supper that is -- it's a meal.  And the specific difference is it is the meal of the Lord, that is Christ.  



That's all the name tells you.  Eucharist comes, also, from the Bible.  It comes from the Greek word ***euchrestao.  That means to give thanks.  And from the Words of Institution, you know that's one of the things that Jesus did.  He took the bread, broke it, gave thanks.  Gave it to them and said.  So the giving of things as a part of the liturgy of the Lord's Supper was the origin of the name Eucharist.  Eucharist is not a bad name because it tells you something we do in the celebration of the Lord's Supper, that we give thanks.  The one thing I don't like particularly that much about that term is that the Eucharist shifts the emphasis to what we do.  Because we give thanks.  



So I am a little bit hesitant.  But on the other hand, Eucharist has become the ecumenical term.  Everybody calls it the Eucharist.  Roman Catholics, Lutherans now.  Anglicans.  And there is a document by the world counselor of churches about ecumenical convergence, the so-called Lima Document.  That's Lima, Peru, not Lima, Ohio.  That's why it's called the Lima Document.  Not the Lima document. The Lima Document is called baptism, Eucharist, and the ministry.  So in the ecumenical movement, the term Eucharist also has become the favorite term.  



Sometimes it's simply called Communion.  "Do you go to Communion today?"  And everybody knows from the context that means you go to receive the body and blood of Christ.  Communion has two aspects.  It is the Communion with Christ through the elements to which he gives his body and blood.  And it is also the Communion with each other in this meal.  You are entering the Communion of all those who partake of this gift at the altar.  And that also goes back to I Corinthians 10 when Paul calls it a ***koina nia.  And that was translated as Communion.  



In the Catechism you learned the sacrament of the altar.  Okay.  The sacrament of the altar is also -- is a later term.  It does not go back to the New Testament.  Lutherans have altars.  Reformed don't.  They have tables.  And the Reformed are aware probably more -- were always a little bit suspicious of the Lutherans because the altar is literally a place where you sacrifice.  



Now, Lutherans do not believe in the sacrifice of the mass.  That's the next term we talk about.  But they retain the name altar and say we can call it whatever we want as long as we don't associate it as a place of sacrifice.  So that's another term.  But I think outside of the Catechism, Lutherans don't use this term very much.  



Now, I mentioned the sacrifice of the mass.  And that's the old term that was used in the Roman Catholic Church.  Mass itself is a pretty bland term.  It's the term for the entire service.  And it really comes from the conclusion when the priest said:  ***etamisa est, go you are dismissed.  It's kind of a strange twist in the history of liturgics that the service got its name from its dismissal.  But you know, sometimes it's not quite logical how things go in history.  



So the sacrifice of the mass is the sacrifice that happens in this service.  And this is the sacrifice that the church through the priest and ultimately Christ himself sacrifices his body and blood to God the Father in the celebration of the Lord's Supper.  



Since we don't believe that the sacrifice is the mass, it's not really a term that the Lutherans want to use.  In the Reformation time when this was a real problem, you rather had some kind of polemical terms like the abomination of mass.  



Among evangelicals, non-denominational churches, you sometimes hear the use of the breaking of bread.  That comes from Acts where in several passages it is mentioned that they came together to break bread.  And in Acts 2 when the first congregation in Jerusalem is described, that's one of the features.  They stayed together in the prayer, the teaching of the apostles and in the breaking of bread.  



The Lutherans do not use that term generally.  Because actually they don't break bread historically.  That has for its reason that the Reformed said:  When you celebrate the Lord's Supper, you have to break the bread.  Whereas the Lutherans said:  No.  The breaking of bread is just part of the distribution.  And if you use wafers and not regular bread, you don't have to break it.  It's not a symbolic important gesture. So because Reformed said in the 17th century, "You have to break bread," the Lutherans said, "Well, if you tell us that we have to, we won't just to show you that we are free not to do that."



That might seem a little bit silly to you.  But on the other hand, it was a demonstration of Christian freedom.  It's a little bit like the faculty in the university of Wittenberg at the pietistic controversies when the pietists said as a Christian you can't go dancing.  They said:  Well, let's demonstrate our Christian freedom and let's all go to a ball. That was of course ill received by the pietists.  But it was a demonstration of Christian freedom.  And sometimes you have to do that.  And you offend people who think they are much better Christians than you are.  



A student here at the seminary with a background from Estonia told me that in Estonia, they call the Lord's Supper a love feast.  Now, that's a nice term, even though probably if you would use it today, it would remind you a little bit more of tie-dyed shirts than the Lord's Supper.  But again, it's not our tradition. And in Germany it's simply called the evening meal.  Because in the night or in the evening before he was betrayed.  



So we have a whole array of names.  And you can use different names as long as they do not convey a false understanding of the Lord's Supper.  I myself do prefer the term Lord's Supper.  I think it's closest to Scripture.  It conveys that this is the supper of Christ, which is important against all misunderstandings of the Lord's Supper, that this is some kind of happening of the congregation where we all get together, share a little food and affirm that we are all one in the Spirit.  We are all one in the Lord.  No, this is Christ himself who is the Lord of this feast.  That is he is the host.  And he is the gift.  



So I don't want to make a law out of that.  But I think that the tradition to call it the Lord's Supper is a pretty good one.  If you wanted to use the Eucharist, you can do that.  Again, it's for reasons stated I'm not too fond of the term.  But it has become an accepted term.  And the Lutheran Confessions can also use the term Eucharist as an acceptable term.  But it has never been the preferred term.  In Latin, yes.  But not in German or in other languages.  

No. 16

You know, we Lutherans always stress the real presence.  But why? What is the big deal? Isn’t the really important thing that Jesus gets very close to us in the Lord’s Supper, and everything else is speculation?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Eric, that is a question that comes up quite a bit if you talk to people, especially from a Protestant or Evangelical background.  The Lutherans, they insist on the real presence.  And they have all of these terms:  In, with and under.  And it seems to be very theologically -- which I don't consider actually to be a bad thing -- or dogmatically -- which I also think is a good thing.  But a lot of people don't share my enthusiasm for dogmatics.  But is that just the invention of some people who had far too much time on their hands or not enough burning for the Lord so they went out and not reached the unreached but stuck to their desks and tried to find out things you can't find out.  



Well, again, we really have to look at the basis of the doctrine of the Lord's Supper to find out is that actually something we should insist on?  Or is it a speculation?  That is we have to look at the institution to answer that question.  



When we talk about the Lord's Supper, we have to realize that the Lord's Supper originated in the meal that Christ held in the upper room in the night before he was betrayed.  That's the basis and the origin. There he gave to his disciples the mandate to keep a certain meal with a promise of the presence of his body and blood.  And that they would receive forgiveness of sins in the celebration of this meal.  



Until the rise of higher criticism, there was no question that the Lord's Supper comes from this last meal of Jesus with his disciples.  Higher criticism eroded that certainty.  In a lot of modern New Testament scholarship, there is a skepticism that claims that we cannot know what Jesus did in that night.  



John ***Royman, a theologian of the ELCA said:  Scholarship in recent years has loosened our hold on the upper room as the origin for the Lord's Supper in Christianity at least as a single direct line cause.  All the records agree that something occurred there.  But historians cannot agree on which version is primary at certain points or on what Jesus said.  Although doubts are cast on a New Testament verbatim of what his words were on the night he was betrayed, firmer links are established to other portions of Jesus' ministry.  With church the supper expresses what was genuinely characteristic of Jesus in eschatology, Old Testament backgrounds and assertion of God's good news.  But it does so after Friday and Easter.  



You see here a shift.  The basis for the Lord's Supper is no longer what Jesus said and did in the night he was betrayed.  But it is more the meals he had before with the disciples and the sinners.  Or with his disciples after Easter.  



Now, there certainly are connections between the Lord's Supper and these meals.  But if the meal fellowship of Jesus with the sinners or with his apostles is really the dominant theme, then of course the Lord's Supper is all about well, that Jesus is here and that he is close to me.  And then our Evangelical friends would be right.  That's the basis and that's the decisive point.  



It's not wrong, of course in the Lord's Supper.  Jesus is close to us and he comes near to us.  But that's not what the Words of Institution actually say.  And when the Words of Institution are devalued, then you come to this view of the Lord's Supper which reduces it in a way to a personal experience.  



So we have to hold fast in our discussion of the Lord's Supper that the bases are the Words of Institution.  This is the primary text that tells us what the Lord's Supper is.  All other texts are really supportive of that.  But they cannot define what the Lord's Supper is.  



Also, what the Lord's Supper is cannot be defined by the question:  Was the Lord's Supper -- was the meal of institution the Passover meal or not?  Some people get all caught up and say it's the new Passover.  And you have all of these parallels. Yes, there are parallels there.  But on the other hand, there is something -- and that's the decisive thing -- in the institution that you do not find in the Passover.  And that is:  This is my body.  This is the New Testament in my blood.  And that's the decisive difference.  You don't find that in the Passover.  So it is important to hold fast to the Words of Institution.  To stick to these words.  If you read Luther or ***Kemness, that's what they do over and over again.  They say:  Let's look at what Christ himself has said.  



It seems to be pretty simple actually.  Not very sophisticated.  But you know, sometimes you have to be very simple.  And to be sophisticated is not being better but is actually some departure from the simple words.  If we look at the Words of Institution, in church history there have been proposed many interpretations.  But there really is no cogent reason to depart from the simple and literal meaning of the words that Christ is distributing his body and blood.  



In the time of the Reformation this question was extensively debated.  First between Luther and Carlstadt, his former colleague.  Carlstadt had a rather bizarre interpretation of the Words of Institution.  Because he said, "Well, when Jesus said, 'This is my body,' his finger was pointing to his body.  'This is my body.'  And also this is -- 'this is the New Testament in my blood.'"  So it has nothing to do with the elements. Now, Carlstadt's interpretation was not repeated by anybody I know of in later years.  It was just too bizarre.  How do you know that?  I mean, that's just conjecture.  



There are more followers of other opponents, especially Zwingli.  Zwingli said, "Well, this is my body.  This is the New Testament in my blood."  That goes against all logic and reason.  And therefore we have to interpret it in a non-literal way.  We have to say:  This signifies my body.  This signifies the New Testament in my cup. So this is -- that the New Testament becomes a symbolic reminder of Christ's body and blood.  Zwingli then really changed the character of the Lord's Supper.  That the Lord's Supper is not a sacrament.  It is not something which God does and through which God imparts something to us.  But it is kind of an object lesson.  That's what it really is.  



We take these things.  We eat and drink them.  And thereby we remind ourselves and we show thereby that we are Christians.  It becomes a confession of faith.  It's like the flag.  The Lord's Supper is the flag of the Christian people.  By attending the Lord's Supper, it's like rallying around the flag to show that you belong to it.  You find this kind of a Zwinglian understanding in quite a few Evangelical or Baptist churches where the Lord's Supper is nothing more than a remembrance meal.  



After Luther's death, the main opponent on the question of the Lord's Supper was John Calvin.  Calvin had a different doctrine on the Lord's Supper.  He tried to mediate between Luther and Zwingli.  Calvin said:  In a way you can call bread and wine the body and blood of Christ.  They are the body and blood of Christ sacramentally, that is in that celebration.  They serve as kind of tokens or signs of the body and blood of Christ.  But the body and blood of Christ are not on earth.  They are up in heaven.  Because Christ ascended into heaven.  And he sits at the right hand of God the Father.  So he is up there.  Now, in the celebration of the Lord's Supper, what happens is that everybody eats bread and wine.  And those who believe, they, in faith, through the Holy Spirit, their soul, so to speak, goes up into heaven and there in a spiritual way eats and drinks the body and blood of Christ.  So you have this parallelism.  You have an earthly eating and drinking of the elements.  And connected with that or parallel to it is a spiritual eating up in heaven through the Holy Spirit in faith. So some Calvinists can use language that reminds us pretty much of Lutheranism.  But they will strongly deny that this bread and this wine are the body and blood of Christ.  



Against all of these attempts of a non-literal understanding of the Words of Institution, the Lutherans maintained there is no necessity to depart from the literal understanding of the Words of Institution. There is no necessity because it is against reason.  That's one of the arguments.  Zwingli and Calvin and later Calvinists said:  The body of Christ is a circumscript entity.  If you look at the human body, it is circumscripta.  It has a place in space.  In German we say you can't dance at two wedding receptions at the same time.  And sometimes of course you would like to be at two places at the same time.  But unfortunately we can't because we are bodily creatures.  



So Calvin and before him Zwingli say it's the same thing with Jesus.  He ascended.  That is he went away according to his humanity.  He's now at the right hand of God.  And if he's at the right hand of God, he can't be at the celebration of the Lord's Supper in his body.  



Against that the Lutherans say:  No.  What you say is not right.  Because Christ's humanity and his divinity are so united that wherever there is Jesus in his divine nature, there also is Jesus in his human nature. So when Jesus says, "Lo, I am with you at all times," it doesn't mean "Oh, I'm only here according to my divine nature but I have to part my human nature up at the right hand of God because unfortunately I can't bring it with me."  They would have a separation of the two natures.  But rather the human nature is beyond the limits of space and time due to the fact that it is united with the divine nature. So the Lutherans spoke about the omnipresence of the human nature.  And the opponents called that ubiquity, which the Lutherans did not like that term.  But sometimes it's also used by Lutherans.  



So the Lutherans said it is not against an article of faith, the ascension.  And it is not against reason to say that Christ is present here.  Of course it's a miracle.  And we don't understand how it can be.  But well, lo and behold, there are many things we don't understand how they can be.  But nevertheless, we believe that they are. So also in the Lord's Supper that we can figure out how is that possible just shows the limitations of our human understanding.  But not limitation of God's power.  



Another thing that was debated between Lutherans and Reformed at the time of the Reformation is the question:  Who receives the body and blood of the Lord?  As said before, Calvin would say:  Well, the believers go up into heaven through the Holy Spirit and they sacramentally or spiritually eat the body and blood of Christ.  But the unbelievers get only bread and wine.  Now, the Lutherans said:  No.  Christ makes himself accessible.  



It's like with the Word of God.  If you open the Word of God, if you hear the Word of God, there the Spirit is.  It's not that maybe the Spirit is there, hopefully the Spirit is there. And the same thing in the Lord's Supper.  Bread and wine are the body and blood for Christ for everybody.  So everybody receives the body and blood of Christ. Now, if you don't believe, you have no benefit of it.  Actually you receive it to your damnation.  That's why it does matter who receives the body and blood of Christ.  You can't simply throw it out and hope that "Well, it will work."  No.  It's a matter of life and death.  If you encounter God in unbelief, then it will serve to your damnation. So everybody receives the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper.  But the reception of the body and blood of Christ is not always salvific.  It is not always beneficial.  Only in faith.  



Therefore, again, the real presence stands on its own.  Lutherans like the term real presence.  It's a good term.  On the other hand, it can be misunderstood.  Because when you talk about the real presence, many people understand that in a sense is:  Well, Jesus is really present.  Well, real presence when Lutherans use it is really shorthand for the real presence of the body and blood of the Lord Jesus Christ in the Lord's Supper.  That's pretty long.  That's why we simply say real presence.  But we have to remember it's the real presence of the body and blood of Christ.  Not simply the real presence of Christ.  Because of course Christ is present in the Lord's Supper.  Hey, he's present everywhere.  So it would be kind of strange that he decides "Well, I'm not present at the Lord's Supper."  So that doesn't say much.  



The specific thing about the Lord's Supper is that his body and blood are present.  Not only that they are present but they are present for us so that we can receive them. So real presence of the body and blood of Christ, that is not derived from any other article of faith.  But it stands simply on the Words of Institution.  That's why these questions "Well, is it really necessary that Christ's body and blood are there?" is idle.  It's a stupid question.  Because the fact is based on the word of Christ, not on some constructed reality.  



Now, as theologians of course afterwards we ask:  What does it mean?  What is the benefit?  Why is that?  And we can find some reasons even though the New Testament doesn't tell us exactly or a whole lot about that. But we can find good reasons why it makes sense.  But these reasons are not why it is there.  It is there because Christ says so.  And then we say:  Okay.  What does that mean that Christ actually gives us his body and blood?  



But let's talk a little bit about another one -- one other little thing.  And that is in the Words of Institution we heard that "This is the New Testament in my blood."  The New Testament or the new covenant, a Greek work ***deathaca can be translated in both ways was promised in the Old Testament in Jeremiah 31:31.  The deathaca is a covenant.  But as soon as you say that, you get a little bit apprehensive. Because again that's a word the Reformed loved.  They always talk about the covenant. Luther translated consistently deathaca in the New Testament as testament. Covenant has the disadvantage that it has the connotation of a mutual contract. It's kind of well, God gives the covenant as "Hey, I'll give you blessings but then you have to do something."  It's almost like the covenant the Puritans made in Massachusetts. "Yeah, we will be a godly people.  And then God will bless us."



Even in the Old Testament, a covenant is not quite that.  A covenant is something that God gives to you.  Now, he expects you to live according to covenant.  But it is not a contract between two partners. You are never God's partner.  That's presumptuous and audacious.  So when we talk about the New Testament or the new covenant, this is something that God gives to us.  And the term testament brings out the fact that somebody has to die.  It's an inheritance.  



Luther used the term testament for the Lord's Supper a lot in the years around 1520 to 1525.  And he pointed that out that if the Lord's Supper is a testament, then it is something that we receive.  We don't do it. That was against the Roman Catholic doctrine of the sacrifice of the mass.  When Jesus says, "This is the New Testament," that doesn't mean "Oh, now you have to do all of these things." If you are the heir, you don't do anything.  You just inherit.  You just receive the inheritance that is bequeathed to you.  So what happens in the Lord's Supper is that Christ bequeaths something to us.  



What does he bequeath?  Well, what is the New Testament?  It is that God forgives us our sins.  That he makes us his heir.  That he gives us eternal life and the kingdom of heaven.  That's what we receive in the Lord's Supper.  



So the question "Is it really important?" Cannot be answered out of the blue.  The question is:  What is Jesus actually saying?  And did he mean what he's saying?  And before we answer that question, we cannot really talk about "Well, is it really important or should we be so insistent?" If Jesus really meant that this is his body and blood, then this is not idle speculation.  And the Lutherans are not being counters by insisting on that but rather they simply follow the words that Christ said.  And who can dispense us from following the Words of Institution?  



A lot of people who have difficulties with the Words of Institution claim for themselves that they are Bible believing Christians.  Well, here is one of the test points:  Do you really believe what the Bible says or do you say, "Well it can't be.  I can't imagine that" instead of keeping your reason captive to the words of Christ and simply believe his words and trust that what he says, he can do?  



That's the real question.  A symbolic understanding of the Lord's Supper really empties it.  And we see that in the Reformed churches and in the Evangelical churches.  The Lord's Supper degenerates into an object lesson.  It loses its character as a sacrament.  And it's really superfluous.  



Whereas if it's a sacrament, that is Christ actually does something for us and gives something to use and he gives us his body and blood as a pledge for the promise of the forgiveness of sins, he comes to us verily with his bodily existence.  
Then the Lord's Supper is important.  And unique.  And it also shows that his humanity that is united with his divinity is and remains the mediator of God's grace.  

 

In Calvin the humanity of Christ has done his service after the ascension and is now part for eternity at the right hand of God.  And we really deal with a disembodied Christ.  The Lord's Supper makes it very clear in every celebration we confess that, that the Christ we believe in, we trust in and who has saved us is the God-man.  He is true God and true man.  And that as humanity is still involved in our salvation, that his humanity is the vehicle through which we receive the promise of the forgiveness of sins, the fruits of his death on the cross.  



So the Lord's Supper serves as a very strong preaching also of the incarnation.  And it's during significance.  Whereas a Christianity without the Lord's Supper tends to become somewhat Gnostic or Christ degenerates either in a disembodied Spirit or in a -- just a great teacher that lives on through his morals.  

No. 17

You just referred to something a moment ago which has often puzzled me.  If the Lord’s Supper is the giving of the forgiveness of sins, should then not everybody be able to receive it?  How do we find compatibility between the Supper as a means of grace and our doctrine of close communion?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  That's a touchy point for many, Nick, the doctrine of closed Communion.  Because if you deny somebody Communion, you seem to be very sectarian or very snobby.  There sometimes seems to be a very exclusive kind of country club and you pride yourself or you feel even better by excluding other people.  You don't get Communion here.  And the people who are refused Communion feel like second class Christians or as if their Christianity is denied.  And there's a lot of hurt in that point.  



That's the one point, just the human point.  But the other point you mentioned is also important.  Well, doesn't that make the Lord's Supper into something which is no longer Gospel but rather something that is preconditioned by our works, that we believe the right thing or have the right membership?  The problem here is that two things come together in that discussion.  The one thing is:  Who should receive the Lord's Supper?  



If you look at the nature of the sacrament, we can start with the question in Luther's Small Catechism when he says:  Who receives the sacrament worthily and answers in fasting and bodily preparation are certainly fine in outward training.  But the person is truly worthy and well prepared who has faith in these words "Given and shed for you for the forgiveness of sins. But anyone who does not believe these words or doubts them is unworthy and unprepared for the words.  For you require all hearts to believe.”


What Luther does here is that his stress that faith in the words is required for the proper worthy salvific reception of the Lord's Supper.  And that shows you one difference:  The preaching goes to everybody. I mean, we don't card people before they come to the service.  And if you're not a Christian, you can't attend.  To the contrary we try to get everybody in the service.  Because it's a missionary opportunity. The preaching is for everybody.  The Lord's Supper is not for everybody. The Lord's Supper was instituted in a meal with Jesus' disciples.  It's different from the feeding of the 5,000, for example, where just everybody gets something.  



The Lord's Supper is for the disciples.  The Lord's Supper for its worthy reception requires faith in these words.  Luther stresses the words "Given and shed for you for the forgiveness of sins" because he says that's at the center.  If you don't believe that here you receive the body and blood of Christ given and shed for the forgiveness of sins, you don't have faith.  



So faith in these words, that is in the Words of Institution, is required.  Now, we have to realize that this means that you have faith in the -- in all the Words of Institution.  In the entire Words of Institution.  Not just in a few. You can't mark that down.  You can't say, "Oh, yes, dear Jesus, I believe that somehow you shed your blood for me.  But of course I don't believe that I receive forgiveness of sins here.  And I certainly do not believe that this is the body and blood of Christ." If somebody denies the truth of the Words of Institution, he does not have the faith that is required.  Which means he does not receive these words in faith.  And if you don't receive the words in faith, how should you be able to receive the Lord's Supper to your benefit?  



So from the nature of the Lord's Supper, we cannot commune those who reject the Words of Institution, who do not believe that they receive the true body and blood of Christ here or who do not believe that they are in need of the forgiveness of sins.  That excludes quite a few people.  That does not mean that we say, "You are not Christians."  But we say, "You are right now not ready to receive to your benefit the Lord's Supper."  And again, we have to remember that if it's really the body and blood of Christ, you actually are concerned that people do not receive it to their damnation, which would be not in unbelief.  Because it would be -- this would be worse than not receiving it at all.  So it's not some kind of a snobbish attitude but it is borne out of the concern for the welfare for these people that we practice closed Communion.  



There is another line that is to be looked at in this context.  Besides from the argument from the nature of the Lord's Supper, we have to argue also Ecclesialogically -- and probably the same question will come up in your question on church and ministry.  But it's an important question.  So if there's some repetition, don't worry.  



Christ commands us that we avoid false prophets in Matthew 7:15.  And also Paul admonishes us that we avoid a man who is a heretic, that is a false teacher, after he is admonished once or twice and we have to mark and void those who cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine the Christians have learned. Saint John in his second letter says that those who have another doctrine of Christ should not be received into the house or are greeted.  This means that those who confess a different faith than the faith of Holy Scripture cannot be simply admitted to the Lord's Supper.  



Again, that sounds awfully arrogant.  It's like "Well, do you think you have the truth?"  Well, in a way, yes.  We do believe that there is truth and that we can know it.  We are willing to discuss that question.  But we are not relativists.  We don't say:  Oh, well, nobody can know really what Christ actually wants us to do or means. And many of our Christian friends of our denominations don't believe that, either. They have very strong views on certain issues. If they are conservative evangelicals, they have very strong views on homosexuality. If you would tell them "Well, can you be sure that this is not right in the eyes of God," they will tell you "Of course I can.  I'll show it to you in Scripture."  But if we come and say, "Well, you know in the Lord's Supper you believe wrongly," they might be offended.  



So if you discuss with people that actually have strong dogmatic convictions, at least you can come to the point where you say, "Okay.  You might understand that differently.  But you and I agree in the fact that truth can be known."  And it is important to really follow Holy Scripture. You might see it now differently.  And you might think I'm wrong.  And I believe you are wrong. And therefore, I do not have real fellowship with you.  And therefore, also, I cannot meet you at the Lord's Supper.  Because the Lord's Supper is the most intimate Communion we have. If you practice open Communion, that is you admit people to the Lord's Supper because -- well, why?  Mostly it's some kind of generic confession.  "Well, I believe that Jesus Christ is my Lord." That's good.  That's very good if somebody says that.  But if they say, "Of course I do not believe all of that mumbo jumbo about the real presence" or "I don't believe in infant baptism," you can say, "Oh, that's okay.  You don't have to."  Who gives you the right to dispense somebody to believe actually everything that Christ has taught?  



So open Communion leads to doctrinal indifferentism.  That is ultimately it doesn't matter what you believe or to a minimalism:  Well, certain things you should believe but the rest is up for grabs.  And if you look at the history of Christianity wherever open Communion is practiced, the first thing that really dies is the doctrine of the real presence.  If you commune people who do not believe in the real presence, you make thereby the statement:  It's optional.  You don't have to believe it.  It really -- it's really not a big deal.  If you commune people who believe differently in other matters, you also say:  Well, yeah, you might be for women's ordination or gay marriage.  But we can still come together at the table.  So it's not really a big deal. That's really what you say.  And you have to be aware of that.  So besides those admonitions in the New Testament to avoid false teachers, what you do with open Communion is you really destroy the dogmatical substance of a church.  



I do know, again, it's pretty hard sometimes, especially with family.  And it is also pretty hard with people who are decent and maybe conservative Lutherans but they are in a different church with which we are not in fellowship.  And I think that's the real problem.  If a Baptist comes and wants to commune, you can pretty easily say:  Okay, you don't believe what we believe.  And you come up here and you really reject our confession of faith.  So don't you think it's kind of hypocritical to come to Communion? But it is much harder when you have somebody who is a member of the ELCA.  And we all know the stories.  You're a member of the ELCA.  There is no LCMS church there, for example.  Or they are just, you know, old conservative members of let's say the ALC that find themselves in the ELCA. And they don't like what is going on. And you feel pretty close to them.  And they are pretty close to you in their confession of faith.  And then you say to them:  Well, too bad.  But I can't commune you.  



The reason for that, that even there you say, "Okay.  We can't simply hush over that" is they give with their membership in the ELCA a witness that:  Well, it might be bad.  But we can still be all together in a church. And that's not right.  And that's the point I think which is the most difficult to communicate.  That church membership actually does matter.  That the membership in a church or that is in a wider church or in a Synod, has a spiritual component.  



It's very difficult because people oftentimes think very parochial.  "It's my congregation.  And if things are going well there, then okay, it serves me."  But with whom you are in fellowship is a spiritual matter.  And to separate from false teaching is not optional.  It is commanded by Christ and his apostles.  



So we have to work with people.  And we have to be gentle.  But we have to try of course to win them.  Because that's the point.  Okay.  When you practice closed Communion we are not standoffish.  It's not "Yeah, we are right.  You are wrong.  And to hell with you." No.  It's actually a very painful reminder that there are these doctrinal differences among us.  That there is no unity which should urge us to come to unity. So the point is not simply to exclude people because you belong in some kind of strange purity cult.  It is rather to give people in heterodox churches a sign "Hey, not everything is right" and try to win them over.  That means that a person from a heterodox church comes to you, he is not excommunicated.  You can only excommunicate people who are members of your church. But his Communion privileges -- if you want to put it like that, his Communion fellowship is suspended.  If he wants to commune, that's fine.  But then you have to say: Okay, do you confess the faith?  And every confession of the faith entails that you reject errors.  You can't say, "Yeah, I believe that.  But you know, really other opinions are right, too." I mean as long as you put it like that, you realize, you know, there is just something wrong with that.  That's not a very strong confession. You don't whole heartedly believe that.  If somebody says, "Yeah, I believe in Christ.  But you know, other people in other cultures, they have their way to heaven," that's a different Christ you confess.  That's a different way how you relate to Christ. Christ is then not the way and the truth but a way and a truth.  And the same thing with the Lord's Supper.  If you say, "Well, I believe that you receive the body and blood of Christ.  But who can be sure?"  That's not faith.  Faith is sure of it.  "Well, I think my sins are forgiven but maybe not."  That's not faith.  



So what we do when we practice closed Communion -- and by the way, sometimes there's a difference made between closed Communion and close Communion.  Well, historically the terms are really interchangeable.  But closed Communion is sometimes avoided because it seems so sectarian. What you do when you practice closed Communion is that you witness for the truth. That in the midst of the division of the church you say:  These divisions do matter. Truth can be known.  And what we believe is not just a human opinion.  But this is what the Word of God says.  



Yes, it is a stumbling block and it hurts.  But in a way it is a preaching of the law.  As any preaching of the law, it is not to -- simply to hurt or to offend people.  But it is to call them to repentance. And that's why it is not an unloving thing to practice closed Communion.  But it really is a loving thing.  It's maybe tough love.  But it is love.  It's not hate, narrow mindedness or anything like that.  



So we receive the forgiveness of sins.  And it is for all.  It is for all who believe what Christ says.  And we invite everybody to believe all that Christ has said.

No. 18 
Okay, that makes sense.  That is certainly what I believe, but I’m not sure I’m yet skilled at explaining that.  I have another question.  I have quite a few friends who are also church workers in this area…A lot of them are evangelicals who think that I am almost a Roman Catholic because of what I believe about the Lord’s Supper. How is our understanding different from the Roman Catholic view?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  I think that's an experience probably many have when they have Evangelical friends.  There is the question of the Lord's Supper.  And of course there are all these liturgical things, too.  If you go into a traditional service and especially even if the pastor chants and -- Evangelical, "Oh, gosh, he wears ***vestmins, he chants."  They might kneel.  The pastor makes the sign of the cross, that's all very Catholic.  And then you tell me that you believe that the Lord's Supper is actually the body and blood of Christ, well, I mean that's what I learned was always the Catholic teaching.  



When I was a student at the University of ***Tiebgan in Germany I remember once explaining to a female divinity student the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper.  And she grew up in a supposedly Lutheran Church.  And had her spontaneous answer was:  I thought that's what the Catholics believed.  



So it's not even the evangelicals who have problems with distinguishing with what actually Lutherans believe and what Roman Catholics believe.  Now, what's the difference between what we teach about the Lord's Supper and what the Roman Catholics believe?  There are several points.  



The first one is the question of transubstantiation.  Transubstantiation is the Roman Catholic teaching that through the speaking of the Words of Institution, the elements of bread and wine are transformed or actually there are substance changes so that they become and stay the body and blood of Christ.  That was dogmatized at the fourth letter in Council in 1215 and is based on an Aristotelian understanding of what things are.  



Aristotle distinguished between substance and accidents.  Substance is so to speak the whatness of a thing.  And the accidents belong to a thing but they can change.  And the thing still remains.  



If you have a table, its whatness consists -- it must be a flat surface and then attached some legs.  But you can paint the table yellow or green or blue or black.  It still remains a table.  So the color of the table is actually an accident.  The substance, its form, is not. If you get out an axe and cut up the table, there is no table anymore.  Even though there's -- the wood is still there.  But there is no table anymore.  Its whatness is described -- the material is still there.  But its whatness is no longer there.  



Now, when we look at the elements in the Lord's Supper, the question was how:  Can it be that there is bread and wine and the body and blood at the same time?  Because the metaphysical piece of position is two things cannot be at the same time at the same place two material things.  If I sit on this chair, nobody else can sit on this chair.  You can sit on my lap.  But you cannot sit on the chair.  You cannot occupy the same space.  



That's then why this philosophical construction came up that said actually the substance of bread and wine is destroyed or changed.  Only the outward appearance remains.  But now the substance of these appearances is the body and blood of Christ.  



So what you look at, the shape, the color, the taste, these are all accidents.  These remain of bread and wine.  But the substance, what is behind, so to speak, that changes.  And it changes for good.  



You might say:  Well, that's pretty speculative.  But is that a problem? Well, the problem is to make it into a dogma.  And the problem is that this is said, this is the teaching of the church.  And you have to believe that or you are a false teacher. Scripture does not talk about substance and accidents.  Scripture simply says:  This is Christ's body and this is Christ's blood.  And therefore, the Lutheran Church never accepted transubstantiation.  Because as I say, it's a theory.  And a theory that in one point contradicts Scripture.  Because Paul talks about the bread that has been blessed is the body of Christ in I Corinthians 10:16.  He does not say, "The accidents of the bread or bread here means only the accidents."  But really it is the body of Christ.  



So Lutherans will say the bread and the wine remains.  But they are united with the body and blood of Christ.  So that you can point to the bread and to the wine and say, "This is Christ's body.  This is Christ's blood."  You can also say, "This is bread and this is wine."  Both are correct statements.  



In the time after Luther, the combination that the body and blood of Christ are in, with and under the elements has become kind of a short formula.  You don't find it in Luther himself, you don't find it in the Confession.  But this means that here with the elements connected is the body and blood of Christ. The technical term is there's a sacramental union.  The opponents of Lutheranism call that consubstantiation.  But again Lutherans didn't really like that term and said:  No, it just presumes another metaphysical theory.  We don't have a metaphysical theory.  We just say all that is required is you say, "This is Christ's body.  This is Christ's blood."  And it remains bread and wine according to Christ's institution.  



One of the consequences of the doctrine of transubstantiation is that because it's an enduring presence of Christ's body and blood, that now you can keep consecrated elements and put them into a tabernacle.  Originally that was done to have elements at hand -- consecrated elements on hand for the Communion of the sick.  That was the original purpose.  And since you know wine spoils, you only had the host, you only had the body of Christ.  And that was closed -- that was shut up in a tabernacle.  



Later on out of that reservation of the sacrament, a devotional cult or -- cult sounds a little bit too harsh in the context.  But a devotional exercise developed.  And that is that the host was exposed in a remonstrance.  It was put out so that the faithful could adore Christ, could venerate him. I mean, if Christ is there and you can keep him there, I mean, it comes natural that you want to have this adoration of the Eucharistic present Christ.  But this adoration of the host you have not only at the exposition of the sacrament but then you have the Corpus Christi festival which came up in the 14th Century and really was developed in the counter Reformation where the body of Christ in a remonstrance is carried around.  In traditionally Roman Catholic areas in Germany, this is still a big, big holiday.  Very high holiday.  



The Lutherans objected to this reservation of the sacrament.  They said:  We have to remember, Christ instituted a meal.  He instituted his Eucharistic presence not that we put it in a box, put it in a monstrance.  Adore him.  Carry him around.  Bless people with it so that we eat and -- but so that we eat and drink.  That's what the Lord's Supper is all about.  It's eating and drinking Christ's body and blood.  It's not simply to make a miraculous presence of Christ and then we handle this presence.  So the Lutherans rejected the reservation of the sacrament for the sick.  And they rejected the adoration and exposition of the sacrament outside of the mass.  And they rejected the Corpus Christi procession.  



In your class on the Lutheran Confessions you might have read about the Diet of Augsburg in 1513 when Charles IV came to Augsburg.  He demanded that the Lutheran princes would participate in the Corpus Christi procession.  And the Lutheran princes said no.  And ***Mark Roy George of Amsbaugh said, "I would rather have my head chopped off than participate in this procession."  So they felt very strongly that this is an abuse of Christ's institution and therefore an abomination.  



But the central point of difference between Lutherans and Roman Catholics is the question of the sacrifice of the mass.  I mentioned before that this was one of the names for the Lord's Supper.  What is the actual Roman Catholic teaching of the sacrifice of the mass?  Roman Catholic teaching is that in the celebration of the sacrifice of the mass the priest, a concentrated and ordained priest, functions as the means through which he and the church offer to God the body and blood of Christ as a sacrifice to gain forgiveness of sins.  So the celebration of the mass is an act of the church. Now, through the church also works Christ.  But it is a joint action of the church and Christ through which to God, the Father, the body and blood of Christ are offered as a propitiatory sacrifice.  A propitiatory sacrifice is a sacrifice that is done to gain forgiveness of sins, to atone for sins. Roman Catholic theology will say that this is not an additional sacrifice to the sacrifice of the cross.  It is numerically one with the sacrifice of the cross.  And there are different theories how then that can be.  But it will insist that the mass is a true propitiatory sacrifice.  



Luther and the Lutheran Reformation saw this as the central problem with the Roman Catholic doctrine of the Lord's Supper.  Because it turns the Lord's Supper from an action of God to us where God gives something to us into an action where we do something for God.  It changes really the whole dynamics.  In a way, it perverts the whole thing.  It makes the Lord's Supper not into a reception of the forgiveness of Christ and therefore stresses that it is Christ alone who has atoned for us.  But it is Christ alone who has made forgiveness of sins available for us.  But rather it makes forgiveness of sins a joint divine enterprise.  And that's of course the destruction of the doctrine of justification and it is also a great insult to God. As if we can cooperate in our salvation.  As if we can do anything to gain forgiveness of sins.  



So that's why when you read Luther on the mass in the Smalcald Articles, he calls this the greatest abomination of the Roman Catholic Church.  And he says from that dragon tale all the other abuse in the Roman Catholic Church came.  



Like, for example, the idea that you have masses for the dead.  And you still have that.  If you look at a local weekly bulletin in a Roman Catholic Church, you will find that in the weekly masses, there are names.  Well, these are the names for which the mass is offered.  That is for your beloved dead so that they can get out of purgatory.  You have the priest offer a mass so that they can get out of purgatory. So again here we have something the church does.  It helps others to get out of purgatory.  Well, first of all, of course, there is no purgatory.  But the very idea that we can manipulate that and that it's not God's grace alone is just appalling.  



So the sacrifice of the mass really was the big problem.  Connected to the sacrifice of the mass, by the way, is also the institution of private masses.  Now, that has kind of decreased nowadays.  There are much fewer private masses than there were before Vatican 2.  The liturgical reforms after Vatican 2 stressed the mass as a common thing.  As a celebration of the whole people of God.  Whereas before the mass was primarily seen as a sacrifice which the priest offers.  So you don't really need a congregation.  Actually you don't need Communion, by the way.  



And up to the Communion decrees of Pius X at the beginning of the 20th Century, Communion was pretty infrequent also in the Roman Catholic Church.  And if you go to Italy you can still find masses where hardly anybody communes.  Because the point of the mass is that you sacrifice the body and blood of Christ.  And there gain forgiveness of sins and for indulgence for yourself or for your loved ones in purgatory.  



Against all of that, Lutherans stress:  No.  The mass or the Lord's Supper is Communion.  The point is that people receive the body and blood of Christ for the forgiveness of sins.  Not that we in some way use them to manipulate God.  



Now, the one thing where Lutherans and Roman Catholics agreed and are agreeing is in the real presence of the body and blood of Christ.  And that's why your Evangelical friends think we are crytocatholics.  Or some of the Reformed in the old times they thought:  Well, Luther was a good man but he didn't go far enough.  He didn't cast out the papist leaven enough. So sometimes for the Reformed, the Lutherans are somewhat a little bit -- well, you know, a little bit backwards.  It just didn't make it all the way out.  It didn't get out of the eggshells of papistism.  



And in some respects of the question of the Lord's Supper you can say Roman Catholics with all of their abuses and with all of their distortions, they at least retain something.  They did retain that this is truly Christ's body and blood.  And so Lutherans always said what the Roman Catholics celebrate is the Lord's Supper.  Except in the case where there's a private mass and nobody communes.  That's not in the frame of the institution.  But it is the Lord's Supper.  Whereas when they looked at the Reformed celebrations of the Lord's Supper, they said:  Well, they actually destroyed the institution.  The Roman Catholics deformed it.  Corrupted it.  But it is still there.  But the Reformed destroyed it.  How?  



Because as Luther would say:  They made up a new text.  They still might use the Words of Institution.  But they made up a new text.  That is they said:  Yes, Jesus said this is my body.  But really it doesn't mean this is my body.  It really means this is a symbol of my body or this is just a sign of my body or whatever.  So they might use the sound of the words.  But they don't use the meaning of the words.  In a way it's like the Mormons or the Jehovah's Witnesses saying Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  They use the same sound.  But is it something completely different?  



You know, it's like the story Dr. Scare, the elder, likes to tell.  That in Pennsylvania there is a store in the Dutch country that sells knickknacks to tourists.  And the store is called Gift Laden, which is a hybrid.  Laden is the German word for store.  But gift is of course English for something you get, a free gift.  



Now we have the same word spelled the same way in German.  But in German gift means poison.  So if a German reads that, he reads that as poison store.  That sounds pretty good.  So you have the same sound.  But there is a totally different meaning.  If you say gift laden, you mean something completely different than what I mean when I say gift laden.  



So also the Reformed, when they say, "This is the body of Christ," well, it is certainly English.  And it might sound the same way.  But it is really a different language.  There is a different text.  And that is why in the Formula of Concord in Solid Declaration 733, ***Kemness and Andrea quote Luther saying that the sacramentarians -- and he is speaking here primarily about Zwinglians, they don't have the Lord's Supper because they have destroyed the institution.  



That's why you have to stick with the institution. Again, it's the Lord's Supper.  It's not something we kind of created appropriate or embellished on to make it better or relevant.  



So no.  It's instituted by Christ.  So he should know that it's relevant as it is.  So you don't have to serve cookies and crackers instead of bread and wine because that's much more culturally relevant or whatever or change the Words of Institution.  



I saw one example of a local Presbyterian church here in town where in their worship service they actually did change the Words of Institution.  So that they said, "This signifies my body.  This signifies the New Testament as my blood."  



In a way that's honest.  But of course it shows that yes, this is not the supper of our Lord.  So are we Roman Catholics in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper?  Certainly not.  And the difference touched as really the heart of the Gospel.  But the Roman Catholics have some things right, which is not a reason to recoil or to say, "Well, we have to distance from it."  But to rejoice.  



At least some of the things are left there.  Not everything is wrong just because the Roman Catholics have it.  That's an irrational presence, of course.  And oftentimes we feel it somewhat in our Evangelical friends and Roman Catholic friends.  



So there are these shifting alliances when you're in a group and discuss things.  And that's just how life is.  But we are certainly not Roman Catholic in our teaching of the Lord's Supper.  

No. 19

Many Lutherans say that the differences between Lutherans and Reformed from the time of the reformation regarding the sacraments have been overcome. How do we see this issue?   Have we moved on these doctrines?  Have the Reformed?


>> Well, the short answer would be both.  But let's put it in a wider framework.  Lutherans and Reformed in a way were always somewhat close.  That is they were both churches that originated in the Reformation.  And the problem was in a way that the Lutherans saw the Reformed as a distinct church.  As a church of which they were divided by doctrines that were church dividing, especially the doctrine of the Lord's Supper.  But the Reformed oftentimes did not have this same view.  



They rather saw the Lutherans as cousins.  But cousins of the same family.  And of course they -- the Lutherans in their view had a strange view of the Lord's Supper.  But that was really not church dividing.  Now, mind you they were a strong and straight Calvinistic churches that didn't share that.  But there was also a strong tendency in the Reformed church that saw them as sister churches.  



Pietism and rationalism in the 18th Century eroded the confessionalism in the Lutheran church and also in the Reformed church further.  So that the in the 19th Century a lot of people said:  What's the big deal?  There is the Evangelical Reformed church and there's the Evangelical Lutheran Church.  Well, they are both Evangelical.  So let's just get together.  



And in the 19th Century you have the first major church unions.  Especially in Germany which was mixed.  You have Roman Catholics, Reformed and Lutheran.  There was a strong tendency to unite everything that was non-Catholic in a powerful church that could be accounted to the Roman Catholic Church.  



So you had the most famous of these unions, the Prussia union.  Prussia was the largest state in Germany.  And Fredrick William III united the Evangelical and the Reformed churches.  Because they were both state churches, he could do that.  United them in one new Evangelical church.  



And originally he planned that it was just a merger.  That you blend them together and then you have as he put it one new revised Evangelical church.  But there was so much opposition that he had to revise that plan on the go and say:  Well, the Reformed and the Lutherans joined together in one federation.  They say that the differences are no longer church dividing.  But they can retain their identity as Lutherans and Reformed.  Of course, as long as you say it's no longer church dividing and you agree to be in one organization, there is a shift in how you define Reformed and how do you define Lutheran.  



There were other unions in Germany in other territories that were not federative.  But they were called consensus union.  That is you made up actually a new confession.  You merged it and you came to a new confession that was neither Lutheran nor Reformed.  



In the United States you actually had a sister church of the Prussian union.  That was the Evangelical church that later on merged into the United Church of Christ.  And sometimes in some areas you find there's a Lutheran Church and a UCC church close by.  Because in the 19th Century they had a fight in a congregation. Some wanted to be confessionally Lutheran and some wanted to be more generic Lutherans.  Because they came from Prussia.  And so they divided up.  So you have these two churches that actually come from one group of Germans to this area.  



But the situation in the United States was always a little bit different.  Because in Germany it's basically Roman Catholic, Reformed Lutheran.  Whereas, okay, you just have to open the phonebook in the Yellow Pages under churches and you realize it's not quite as neat here as in Germany.  You have all of these different churches.  So the question "Well, why should the Reformed and the Lutheran be separated?" is more urgent in Germany than it is here. Well, you have 60 different denominations to begin with.  So well, there is no reason to focus on Reformed Lutheran unity.  


In Germany you had further ecumenical talks about the Lord's Supper in the 20th Century.  And Germany became somewhat of a pacemaker in the worldwide negotiations between Reformed and Lutherans. Important were the so-called Arnoldstein theses in 1957.  That was an agreement by a commission of Reformed and Lutheran theologians that said, "Well, the differences between Lutherans and Reformed can be overcome."  And from the Arnoldstein thesis I quote what they said about the Lord's Supper. “The words which our Lord Jesus Christ speaks when he offers the bread and the cup tell us what he himself gives to all who comes to this supper.  "He the crucified and risen Lord permits himself to be taken in his body and blood given and shed for all through his word of promise with the bread and wine and grants us participation by virtue of the Holy Spirit in the victory of his lordship so that we believing in his promise may receive forgiveness of sins, life and salvation." 



That's almost as long as that quote from the Council of Trent about Scripture and tradition.  Not quite.  But it's rather convoluted.  If it sounds convoluted in English, it's actually because it's convoluted in German.  And you see how they try to mix together the two traditions. There are certain statements that sound pretty good for a Lutheran.  Okay, he gives himself to all who come to the supper.  That directs us to that idea that everybody receives Christ for your blood.  The eating and drinking of Christ's body and blood also by the unbelievers.  What is called in Latin the ***mandu cachum indenorum you find that in the Formula of Concord Solid Declaration at 7.  



Okay.  He permits himself to be taken in his body and blood shed for all.  What exactly does that mean?  Through his word of promise with the bread and wine.  So if you want to, you can interpret it in a Lutheran way.  But you don't have to interpret.  And that's part of the problem with a lot of these ecumenical consensus documents.  They are ambiguous.  Or as some people would say, they are a compromise in a formula only.  But the matters, really the issues, have not been dealt with.  



So when the Arnoldstein -- theses were published, they were received kind of lukewarm in Germany.  The confessional Lutherans didn't like them.  And the Reformed said:  Well, yeah, we can accept them.  But of course only if we understand them that there is no eating and drinking of Christ's body and blood by the unbelievers. And of course there is no talk about consecration.  Because when it says that he himself permits himself to be taken in his body and blood given and shed for all through his word of promise, a Lutheran like Peter ***Bulna said:  Here we have the doctrine of consecration, that the Words of Institution actually do something, that they create the presence of Christ's body and blood.  And ***Vernon Easel, who was one of the participants on the Reformed side said:  By no means.  Of course we don't believe that.  That's just Roman Catholic.  



So you see as long as the Lutherans and the Reformed left the table, they again interpreted it totally different and there was no true unity.  But the pressure was just so big in Germany to come to some kind of a common statement.  Especially because through the events of World War II you had many people who grew up in united churches and were now living in Lutheran churches.  Because in the eastern part of Germany, that became part of Soviet Union and part of Poland.  You had 12 million displaced people.  So they live now suddenly in Lutheran territories.  But they are not Lutheran.  And there was no provision that they could join a united or Reformed Synod.  



So there was just such a big pressure from the base.  And also since all of the Protestant churches were united in the Evangelical church in Germany, there was a pressure for intercommunion.  So that went on. And that led to a statement, the so-called ***Loinberg Concord.  Loinberg was a town in Switzerland.  This was not just a German enterprise but it was a European enterprise.  It was the Concord of churches of the Reformation in Europe which was published in 1973.  



The Loinberg Concord says in the Lord's Supper the risen Christ imparts himself in his body and blood given up for all through his word of promise with bread and wine.  He thereby grants us forgiveness of sins and sets us free for a new life of faith.  He enables us experience anew that we are members of his body.  He strengthens us for service to all men. When you hear that, it sounds again much like the Arnoldstein thesis and of course the Loinberg Concord is dependent on the Arnoldstein theses.  So the same problems that arise out of the Arnoldstein theses are in the Loinberg Concord.  



And that's why the confessional Lutheran free church, the ***sisolic churches of the Missouri Synod in Germany did not agree with the Arnoldstein thesis or the Loinberg Concord.  They saw this as a sellout.  They saw it as a theology that really avoids the kind of tough questions that were debated between Lutherans and Reformed.  For example, one of these tough questions is:  What is the bread and the wine in the Lord's Supper?  And there is no unambiguous confession.  It's the body and blood of Christ.  It's a true body and blood of Christ.  Truly and substantially.  



So the Loinberg Concord nevertheless were accepted by many churches in Europe, almost all churches that were either of the Reformed tradition or the Lutheran tradition.  And even beyond that.  There was even a Methodist church in South America that subscribed to that.  



The dialogues between Lutherans and Reformed in the United States used German dialogues.  And in 1997 the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America ended into an agreement with the churches of the Reformed tradition called a formula of agreement, which established intercommunion between the ELCA and the UCC and the Reformed church in America and the Presbyterian Church in the United States. And quoting from this statement “a major focus of the condemnations was the issue of the presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper.  Lutheran and Reformed Christians need to be assured that in their common understanding of the sacraments, the Word of God is not compromised.  Therefore, they insist on consensus among their churches and certain aspects of doctrine concerning the Lord's Supper. In that regard Lutheran and Reformed Christians recalling the issues addressed by the conversations agree that in the Lord's Supper the risen Christ imparts himself in his body and blood given for all through his word of promise with bread and wine. He thus gives himself unreservedly to all who received the bread and wine.  Faith receives the Lord's Supper for salvation.  Unfaith for judgment.”  That's a direct quote from the Loinberg agreement.  



Another quote from there:  “We cannot separate Communion with Jesus Christ in his body and blood from the act of eating and drinking.  It's the act of eating and drinking.  It's not the elements. To be concerned about the manner of Christ's presence in the Lord's Supper in abstraction from this act is to run the risk of obscuring the meaning of the Lord's Supper.” Also a quote from the Loinberg Concord.  



So the basis of church fellowship between the ELCA and these three churches of the Reformed tradition are the European dialogues between Lutherans and Reformed.  And it's quite amazing that there hasn't been this much of original theological work.  Actually most of it is a reception of what was done in Europe.  



Now, the magical formula to get all of the problems out of the way is really "Well, we shouldn't really discuss the manner of Christ's presence."  And that's not a new formula.  But that's really pretty old. So Lutherans and Reformed agree that Christ is present.  They just don't agree on the how he is present.  I do think that is really a trick out of a pretty old hat.  You try to find a common denominator and then you say:  Well, we agree on that. Well, Republicans and Democrats really agree on that because they think democracy is a great thing.  So what's the big fuss about all of these differences?  I mean, they are agreeing on the essential things so they are really one.  



Well, you know in Germany you say the devil is in the detail.  Details do matter.  And that's one of the things that you have to be reminded of.  You can't make Christianity in some kind of bland general formula because what you get is a pretty bland Christianity.  And Jesus didn't say, "By the way, I am present with you in the Lord's Supper."  He spoke about this bread being his body and this cup being the New Testament in his blood.  



So to dissolve that into some kind of a personal presence might get you into a formula everybody can agree on.  But of course it's so general that it doesn't really catch what the text says.  And again it's about the text.  It's about the Words of Institution.  It's not just "Well we are Lutheran and we want to be right."  It is:  Does that do justice to the Words of Institution?  



I do think that one of culprits for the watering down of the Lutheran doctrine on the Lord's Supper is historical criticism.  I quoted before John ***Royman who said:  Well, we can't really know what Jesus said in the night when he was betrayed. Well, if that's your starting position of course then it's absolutely meaningless to insist "Well, you have to say this is the body of Christ.  This is the blood of Christ."  Because we don't know.  Afterall what the Lord's Supper is about is Jesus comes and has fellowship with you.  



Well, true.  But not enough.  It is a specific fellowship.  Now, Jesus has fellowship with you through baptism because you are now incorporated into his body.  He has fellowship with you when you hear a sermon because there he is speaking to you.  He has fellowship with you when you read the Bible because that is the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ speaks to you and you hear his voice.  That's why we stand up for the Gospel reading because we say it's not just a historical narrative but it's the voice of the living Christ.  



The specific thing about the Lord's Supper is not that Christ is there.  But it is actually that -- the way how he is there.  That he is there giving his body and blood.  And any attempt to unite churches or to come to an agreement between churches that kind of glides over this specificity of the Lord's Supper again empties the Lord's Supper.  And you end up with:  Oh, Jesus is here. Well, you know, I can go into my closet and pray because Jesus is there, too.  So why the heck should I go to the Lord's Supper?  There is a different mode and specific mode in which Christ comes to us in the Lord's Supper. And the Lutheran Reformed dialogues in my opinion have not really resolved the issue. What happened was that the Lutheran position shifted.  It shifted mostly due to the fact that the Lutherans were no longer convinced that the Words of Institution mean that what the Lutherans confessed in Augsburg in the Small Catechism and in the Formula of Concord.  



Of course also the Reformed have changed.  If you go to a PCUSA church, you will not find the Geneva of John Calvin there.  The Reformed also have changed, for example, in that way that they no longer talk about this dualism in the Lord's Supper, that we have the elements and then the soul in faith through the Holy Spirit goes up into heaven and sacramentally eats Christ's body and blood.  



We look for therefore a picture where neither the Lutherans nor the Reformed are faithful to their confessions in the 16th Century.  And they are free to do so.  Okay?  They are free to do so. Just don't tell us at the same time that you are faithful.  That you haven't given up. I mean, just be honest about these things and say:  We have changed.  We don't believe these things anymore.  We know better.  Because Scripture speaks to us in a new way. But to maintain that you can be a faithful subscriber to the Formula of Concord and to adhere to the Loinberg Concord is just ridiculous in my view.  And it is dishonest.  



So if the ELCA finds agreement with the Reformed, that's fine.  But the price is they depart from the historic confessions of the Lutheran Church. And therefore that's one of the reasons why at the 2001 convention of the Missouri Synod, there was this harsh resolution calling the ELCA a heterodox church. Now that sounds nasty.  It's name calling.  But it just states a fact. That if you use the measure of the confessions, the ELCA does no longer live up to it. And that's not nasty.  They call us fundamentalists.  It's not retaliating. It's just saying if you use that measure, then you have to say you don't live up to that standard.  That's really all we are saying.  



This does not mean that every member in the ELCA is a heretic.  There are good people there.  They are caught in a denomination that is going downhill fast.  And you just have to read some of the material that's coming out of the more conservative quarters of the ELCA to realize quite a lot of opposition in the ELCA.  It's not a time to be gleeful or as the Germans have this word ***shadenfoid.  That means you're happy because somebody else falls into the ditch.  It's rather a time for a Soranus and an admonition to us how fast things can go downhill. Because we have no monopoly that everything will remain well with us.  But to remain faithful to the Gospel is a continual struggle.  And it only can happen when we continually apply ourselves to the Word of God and evaluate all positions at the Word of God. You can't inherit faith and you can't inherit being a confessional Lutheran.  In that sense every generation has to struggle anew to make that his own or her own what was handed down from the fathers.  

No. 20

I have a new member—a convert from another denomination—who asked me an intriguing question the other day.  She said:  “I believe I get forgiveness of sins when I pray to God.  So, why do we have absolution at the beginning of our service?  Doesn’t it just make the pastor out to be a special, superior being?”  I really don’t think she meant to be rude.  I think she was trying to understand if she somehow needed the pastor to declare her forgiven.  What should I have said to her?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, that's one of those things, again, where it seems that the Lutherans have some remnants of Roman Catholicism.  It's like the priest and the confessional booth.  The pastor stands in front and says:  I by virtue of my office as a called and ordained servant of the Word hereby forgive you all your sins in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  



And people say "Well, okay.  Why is it so kind of almost pompous?"  "I, as a called and ordained servant of the Word."  It seems almost like "I, the king."



And there's a strong feeling that this makes the pastor some kind of superior being.  He can forgive sins but I can't forgive sins.  And do we really need that?  



Again back almost at the beginning about the discussion of the means of grace.  Do you really need that?  First let's remember when I pray for the forgiveness of sins, why do I receive the forgiveness of sins?  It is because I apprehend the promise of the Gospel by faith.  It's not that prayer is a means of grace.  But what I say in my prayer is essentially:  Oh, Lord, I have sinned.  And because you have said whoever confesses his sins, his sins are forgiven or because you have said:  I am your child and you are a merciful and loving God, therefore, I trust that you have forgiven my sins.  



I mean, that's what we really pray.  So our prayer is an expression of our faith in the promise which we have heard before or which has been applied to us before, baptism or the preaching of the Word.  So the forgiveness of sins I receive, so to speak, by myself, is still tied to these forms of the Gospel, these means of grace, which I have received before the Word and Baptism.  



In that sense, I always depend that somebody tells me the Word of God.  That somebody applies the Gospel to me.  Even if reading the Bible.  These are the apostles, the prophets, the chosen instruments of God who are speaking to me and through them the Holy Spirit. It's never unmediated.  Forgiveness of sins comes to me always mediated by human beings.  It is a strong tendency in Protestantism to say:  Well, I have an unmediated relationship, a direct relationship, a personal relationship to Jesus Christ.  Yes.  But this personal relationship to Jesus Christ we only have through men who tell us about Jesus Christ or who have told us.  Again, without the apostles we wouldn't know anything about Christ.  So we can't push to the side men who tell us about Christ, who tell us the Gospel.  



Now, absolution is a pretty obvious or blatant sign of that.  In absolution the pastor stands there and pronounces the forgiveness of sins.  How can he do that?  Does he think he's somebody better?  



Well, the very words he used show, no, it's not because he's so wise or he's so spiritual or he's so knowledgeable.  It's because he is a called and ordained servant of the Word.  It's because he's a messenger.  That's why he does it.  



Absolution in a way is a concentrated proclamation of the Gospel.  And there is nothing more worshiping of men in that than that he stands in the pulpit and preaches to you.  If you really are opposed to absolution, you also have to be opposed to preaching.  Because afterall, who is that guy up there that he thinks that he can preach to me?  



So absolution, even though it seems to be a glorification of the office of the pastor is rather simply another way through which Christ brings his gifts to us.  And it's not about the pastor.  It's about the message. And again, that's emphasized that the pastor says:  I stand here as a messenger, as somebody who is called to do that. He says that so that it is obvious that he didn't think that out.  He didn't invent that.  It's the not his idea that he says:  You know, people, I feel it would be a good thing if I just tell you all your sins are forgiven.  Wouldn't that make you feel much better?  



He stands there because Christ has commissioned the absolution of sins when he told his apostles:  What you loose shall be loosened.  And what you bind shall be bound.  Whosoever you forgive the sins, their sins are forgiven.  And whomsoever you bind those sins, their sins are bound.  



So Jesus himself institutes the Office of the Keys as it is also called.  Or confession and absolution.  That's why Lutherans also retained private confession and absolution.  Now, private confession and absolution never fared very well in the Lutheran Church since at least the 18th century.  Before that it was an institution in the Lutheran Church.  And before you went to Communion, you always went to the pastor, announced that you were going to commune and received individual confession and absolution.  



Later on and probably also at the same time you had special services of confession and absolution, sometimes Saturday evenings where people would go in preparation for going to the Lord's Supper.  In modern time that has shrunk to about three minutes at the beginning of the service.  So we have a kind of -- almost an informal confession and absolution.  Which on the one hand is better than nothing.  Otherwise we wouldn't have it at all.  On the other hand it's kind of:  Okay, that's one of the things we have to get through before the service really starts.  



And that's unfortunate.  Confession and absolution should be individualized.  That's what it's all about.  That a person who is troubled about his or her sins can go to the pastor and say:  Pastor, these sins trouble me.  Tell me -- tell me.  Not general.  But tell me that these sins -- not sins in general -- but these sins are covered by the blood of Christ.  That's what confession and absolution is all about.  And that's why individual confession and absolution or as it is sometimes done in a service of confession and absolution, absolution and the laying on of hands is actually a good thing.  Because it is this individualized proclamation of the Gospel.  It's not a different Gospel.  It's not more forgiveness of sins than when the Gospel is preached to you.  But it is individualized.  



Because you might think when you hear Jesus died for your sins, yeah, but what about that thing I did and which torments me?  That confession and absolution almost disappeared from the life of the church in a way is a sign that our consciences are not quite as tender as maybe they were in the past.  That our sins don't really afflict us that much. And that is sadly to say I think a feature that is pretty prevalent in Christianity, that the question of sin seems to be solved.  Okay.  Because God is good.  And how can God be against me?  It's not -- it's as Voltaire said:  Well, forgiving, that's God's job. That's a given.  What torments people are other things.  Personal problems.  Or they go into these questions of personal growth.  And the church becomes some kind of a therapeutic community.  



The preaching of the law serves to tenderize consciences.  Now, if you ever look at the meat tenderizer, that can be a rather fearsome thing.  You don't want to use the meat tenderizer on yourself.  In a way that's what the law is.  It hits you and it's not pleasant.  But it is necessary because you are such a tough guy or a tough girl.  Not you but every one of us.  We harden our consciences pretty quickly.  



So if you do not feel like going to confession and absolution, that's okay.  It's like not feeling like going to the Lord's Supper.  You're not forcing anybody to go to the Lord's Supper.  You shouldn't do it as a good work.  But realize that at the bottom there's the problem that you do not feel your sins.  And that's the basic problem.  You are not aware that you do need that.  



The need for confession and absolution in our churches can only grow when people really are more aware of the law and of their sins.  It's not a law -- another law we put on people. So if you want to introduce, for example, private confession and absolution, it's the wrong way to say:  Well, you're a Lutheran.  It's in the Confessions.  Therefore, you should do it. That makes confession and absolution into a law.  And that's not what it is.  It's not a law.  It is one of those gracious channels through which Christ imparts forgiveness to those who are heavy laden and burdened.  It's not another burden on you.  It's not law and has to be remembered.  



It's a way through which you can get freed from the past that burdens you.  So instead of making confession and absolution smaller and smaller and smaller, we really should think about creative ways how we can offer it in an individual or in a corporate setting even more.  



Where I come from in Germany from the independent Evangelical Lutheran Church, there is still the custom that you have services of corporate public confession and absolution.  So in Berlin where I did my vicarage every Sunday at 9:30 we had a service of confession and absolution.  And then at 10:00 o'clock was the divine service.  Which meant by the way you had to have a little homily for your confessional service and then the main sermon at 10:00 o'clock.  



And it was a good thing because it was an institutionalized occasion where you sat there.  You sat for confession of sins.  And before you had some time to think about your sins.  And then you go forward to the rail and received absolution under the laying -- with the laying on of hands.  



I don't know if it's feasible to introduce anything like that in the Missouri Synod.  We do not have to have a certain liturgical form of rites.  But they certainly are helpful.  



It's a little bit more difficult here because in Germany you don't have Sunday school.  So you actually have time before the service.  Whereas here you have Sunday school before or in between the services.  But it's really worthwhile to think:  How can we create an opportunity where people can unburden their sins and receive this individualized comfort of the Gospel.  

No. 21 

What does the word “eschatology” mean?  That’s a pretty popular topic around these parts…I see Bible studies advertised in the religion section of the newspaper all the time…things like “Eschatology, millennialism, and the end times—every Sunday at 9:30.”  Sounds riveting.  What does it mean, exactly?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yes, Eric.  Eschatology is certainly a popular topic.  I mean, the end times.  You read about it.  In the section.  Prophesy is a big thing.  So what do we mean when we say eschatology?  



It's the last things, the doctrine of the last things, ***escata are the last things.  And of course ***logos is the word or the doctrine about the last things.  Eschatology is a term that actually came up in the 17th Century to summarize everything that has to do with the end of the individual life and the end of the world.  So you can distinguish between individual eschatology and cosmic eschatology.  That's one of the basic distinctions in that area.  



That means in the individual eschatology, you talk about death.  What is the meaning of death?  You talk about the state of man between death and the resurrection, the so-called intermediate state.  Is there one?  If there is one, what is it?  You talk about resurrection of the body.  And then you come actually -- in a way that's the middle between individual and cosmic eschatology.  In cosmic eschatology you ask:  What is the future of the world?  So you talk about the future of the individual person and then the future of the world.  Of course they are interrelated.  



The future of the world, then in that area you mostly have then a talk about the return of Christ and everything that is connected with it.  Part of that is the discussion about the millennium.  The judgment.  The final judgment.  And the new heaven.  And the new earth.  And also then the fate of those who do not believe.  Or more popular, hell.  



So we have this area that on the one hand is of course of great interest.  Because if there is one thing certain besides that taxes will rise, it is that we are going to die.  And there are different stages in a person's life where the question of death becomes important.  Often you have teenagers who are very into that, that question.  And then of course you have people who just have lost a loved one.  Or you have people who are growing old and thinking about what will be next. Okay.  You retire.  So what's the next big event in your life?  Well, it's probably your funeral.  Actually it's beyond your life.  But that's probably it. So death and the last things are pretty popular.  Cosmic eschatology is pretty interesting because we all want to know what happens with the world.  



In a way I think that a lot of this popular Christian literature about the end times is a somewhat Christian form of science fiction.  It gives us these interesting pictures of what will happen and all the tribulation and so forth.  And there are quite a few novels out there about the end times. Of course the most famous is the "Left Behind" series. But there are others, too. There is one for example by Pat Robertson which is pretty bad. I haven't really found one that I think is really good literature. But maybe you'll find it.  But people read that because it is entertaining.  It's entertaining.  It is relatively well written.  It's not worse written than a lot of novels that are sold in the secular market.  And it gives you a thrill. You know, there's another Christian genre which also gives you the thrill.  That's the Christian form of the horror novel.  That's everything that deals with exorcism and possession and so forth.  



So there's a curiosity there.  And with the rise of dispensational premillennialism that dominates a lot of evangelicalism in today's America, the end times are big business and really dominate the outlook of many, many people.  



My wife talked to one of our neighbors lately.  And they talked about the bird flu and the scare that might be in the future.  And he said:  Well, I really hope the rapture will be before bird flu becomes a pandemic. That is the framework.  And my wife then came to me and said: What should I have said?  And of course the issue is:  How well do you know this person and do you want to start into an argument and tell him it's all nonsense?  Well, you never do that anyway.  These questions are all around.  And they have also political consequences as we know.  Because the premillennial dispensationalists believe that Israel is still the chosen people of God and therefore it's our duty to support the state of Israel.  And what the heck with those Arabs.  They are cursed descendants of Esau anyway.  



So eschatology is a pretty timely topic.  It's an important topic.  It is also an important topic because eschatology comes up inevitably in your pastoral ministry. One of the main things you do is burying people.  And counselling people who have lost a loved one.  And their fate always comes up.  And the question always comes up:  Where are they?  What is the meaning of that?  Why did they die? So to have a knowledge of eschatology will certainly help you in your pastoral ministry.  There are all kinds of ideas floating around.  So in a way we have to be somewhat polemical also, here.  Not to be combative but just to distinguish truth from falsehood again.  



We have to be mindful, though, that even though the hope we have for the final resurrection and the fulfillment of all things is an integral and vital part of our Christian faith, nevertheless, there is a certain danger of an overinterest in these questions.  



What I mean with that is what I find in many evangelical preachers or books that the central article of their faith are these questions of the end times.  And then you can argue for hours if you are a pre trib, mid trib or post trib rapturist and things like that.  Or you read Revelation and find out all these parallels.  



I was here as an exchange student in 1991.  And I remember those TV evangelists that found in Scripture all prophesy that Saddam Hussein would shoot his Scott missiles to Israel.  And of course Saddam Hussein, he was really the anti-Christ because he had rebuilt Babylon and there was the center.  



Okay.  That prophesy did not come true.  And look where Saddam Hussein is now.  But these people are not discouraged by these obvious misinterpretations and failures.  But they just continue.  



And there is obviously a gullible public that forgives them of their false interpretations instead of sticking to the law about false prophets in Deuteronomy.  Well, not literally because according to Deuteronomy you have to stone false prophets.  Though I'm still not advocating that.  But at least see them for what they are.  That is people who just abuse a certain curiosity and a gullibility of the public.  



The central article of faith and the center of our faith is Christ and him crucified.  And when we talk about eschatology, what we do is we look at:  What does that mean, that Christ crucified and risen is the Lord of my life and the Lord of this world?  

No. 22

Okay.  This seems an obvious question to me then:  How does the resurrection of Christ structure eschatology?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Eric, when we look at eschatology, again the last things, we deal with something that is not really part of our experience.  Now, of course we can say:  Well, death is part of our experience.  



Yes, okay.  Granted.  But what actually happens after death is not part of our experience.  Neither is the future of the world part of our experience.  



So how can we know anything about it?  Well, you could do it by extrapolation like in the future of the world.  You say:  Okay.  The world runs its course.  And then what will the future be?  



And then you have these models in the natural sciences that say:  Well, okay.  You have the big bang.  And then the universe expands.  



And then there are different schools.  So there will be a contraction or an expansion on whatever the future of the universe will be.  It works by extrapolation.  



In theology we have a different methodology.  We not only look at the natural world and draw our conclusions there but of course we look at revelation.  And really the revelation about the future of our lives and the future of the world is the resurrection of Christ.  



Why?  Because the risen Christ is the one person who went through death and showed us life beyond death.  Not just from the other side of the grave but really beyond death.  A death that has been overcome is like.  



It's different from for example the resurrection of Lazarus.  Lazarus was raised from the dead to live a life that he lived before.  Lazarus was going to die afterwards.  



Jesus lives an existence that is no longer limited by death.  Which is something we can talk about but really we can't imagine.  Because all we know is an existence that is limited by death.  That is like an hourglass, the sand is running out.  And then that's it.  We can't imagine a life that is not in this limitation of death.  



So Christ's resurrection really is the key for the end times.  And I include there, also, the end times for us personally.  



The other thing is that the resurrection of Christ really is the beginning of the end.  What happened on Easter is the beginning of the new creation, the new heaven and the new earth.  



In a way, the new heaven and the new earth already exist in the body of the risen Christ.  The old earth, that is dominated by death, of course also exists.  It still is with us.  



But in the risen Christ, the future of us and the future of this world is already a reality.  And in baptism, we are united with the risen Christ.  So his life becomes part of our life.  



As Christians we are therefore still in this mortal body.  And we are still part of this world dominated by death.  And at the same time we are part of the new world of eternal life of the reality that has overcome death.  



So that's why really when we talk about our own future, we talk about what the risen Christ means for us.  What the resurrection means for us.  



But also when we look at cosmic eschatology, we really look at what the resurrection of Christ means for the world.  The risen Christ is the one who is the head of the new humanity and thereby, he is the head of the new creation.  



Our resurrection is just a part of the general restitution and it is really more than a restitution of the world.  As the fall of humanity had a cosmic significance and changed not only human existence but also the existence of the world, so the remedy of the fall.  That is the atoning work of Christ and his resurrection have a significance for all of creation.  



So not only the individual person will be taken out of the realm of death.  But also humanity and the world will be saved from this corruptible being.  



That's why we talk about a new heaven and a new earth.  We are not only talking about some people sitting on a cloud and playing the harp all day.  



So in eschatology we therefore, do not speculate about the future of the world or our own personal future.  It is not some kind of futurology we do where we fancifully picture the future, some kind of Star Trek for Christians.  



It's not some kind of metaphysics or some ghost tales.  Rather, we unfold the significance of the consequence of Christ's resurrection for the fate of our world.  And the fate of humanity.  And each individual person.  



That means, also, that as Christians, we are very hesitant or I would rather not use those stories about near death experiences, for example, in the realm of individual eschatology or the appearances of the dead.  These things should not in any way inform us what we believe about the future of humanity or the future of our own life.  We don't have to rely on ghost tales of dubious reliability or again of speculations about any mortal soul.  



But rather we look at Christ.  So that our approach to eschatology is like everything else in theology, Christocentric.  



It's not something that goes beyond what Christ did.  But it rather is the ultimate consequence of Christ's death and his resurrection.  We are right now participating in this life.  But it has not been revealed what we will be.  The fulfillment of Christ's salvific work has not yet happened.  But there is something to be hoped for.  



And so when we talk about our future and when we talk about the future of the world, we talk what Christ's resurrection means for it and what Christ will do with our lives and with the life of this world.  

No. 23

As long as we are talking about the “end times”…We say that we have died with Christ in baptism…but that doesn’t stop us from physically dying.  We still die of old age, disease, and accidents.   What does death mean for us Christians?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, it seems to be a strange situation.  On the one hand, okay, you are in the new life.  You participate in the life of the resurrection.  But if you look at the fate of the Christians, it's not really that different from an unbeliever.  Both have to go down to the pit.  And that's it.  



Well, that's not quite it.  But visibly there really is not much of a difference.  The Christian might have more of a comfort.  And he might not despair when he goes to death.  But that could also be just a consequence of an illusion.  



So what we see here is the reality we receive in baptism is something that is apprehended by faith.  And in a way is only accessible through faith.  It is not something we experience directly. But when we talk about that, what is death?  And maybe when we talk about death, can we then see that there is a difference between the Christian and the non-Christian?  



Well, especially the medical community.  They sometimes have a hard time to define what is death.  What is death?  When is somebody dead?  Well, you know, you might think:  Well, dead is dead.  Isn't that obvious?  It's not quite obvious, for example, when you think about when is it allowed to take out organs of a dead person?  Is it when the brain waves go flat?  Is it when the heartbeat stops?  That was an old definition.  Now since there are implanted hearts, it's a little bit difficult if that would be the legal definition.  Well, you don't have a natural heartbeat anymore.  So therefore, you're dead.  That would be a nice situation for somebody so he's no longer liable for anything.  



It is the end of life functions generally speaking.  Heart, breathing, the brain functions.  But really that somebody is dead becomes uncontrovertibly, obvious, only if there's the decomposition of the body.  



I remember one guy talking about first aid.  And he said:  Do not assume that anybody is dead if the head is not severed from the body.  Otherwise you have no way to know if this person is dead.  Even if it looks like totally mangled or whatever, you do not know.  Okay.  That would be an obvious example.  But we can say physiologically life function stops.  The body decomposes.  But that's not all of course that there is about death.  



Being dead is that this person now is cut off from the future.  That this person has no future.  And that this person can no longer relate to anybody else.  That's why sometimes you think if you have a person that has serious dementia or is senile or has Alzheimer's, it seems as if this person is dead.  Even though this person is breathing, you no longer see the person.  Because this person can no longer relate to you what makes a person a person.  Personhood seems to be destroyed.  



But ultimately, of course, once your body functions cease to exist, then there is really no relation.  You still can relate to an Alzheimer's patient.  At least you can relate to this person.  You can still hold his or her hand.  You can still talk to this person.  



And also if a person is unconscious, you talk to a person.  And there are quite amazing stories what people actually hear even though they are unconscious.  But once there is no breath anymore, once the body ceases to function, then there's no way to relate to this person on this side of eternity.  



Theologically when we talk about death, we presuppose physiological death.  But death is more than just something that happens to man as an animal.  If you would see death simply as a biological thing, then death can be seen as something natural.  And for a lot of people that's what death is.  Okay.  You're just like any other higher evolved mammal.  You are born.  You live for a while.  And then you run your course and get a cold and arrestive corpse and then that's it.  



But from Scripture we know that death is not natural to man.  But rather that death is the wages of sin.  That death and sin are connected.  And you could make a case maybe that man in a certain way knows that death is not natural for him.  Because unlike animals, he has to persuade himself that death is natural.  There is a certain uneasiness about death.  Death is a problem for man.  It's not like lying down to sleep and that's it.  It's a problem.  We don't have a problem sleeping.  But we have a problem with death.  



Scripture when it talks about death can use death for several different things.  It can talk about spiritual death.  I mean Paul for example speaks about you being dead in your sins.  Now, these people were perfectly breathing specimens of mankind.  But they were nevertheless dead in their sins.  That is before they became Christians, they were spiritually dead. There is also temporal death or physical death, what we talked about up to this moment.  And Scripture also talks about eternal death.  That is final separation from God and damnation.  So all of these different ways of talking about death are really interrelated.  They form different facets of one reality.  And ultimately, all of them are the result of a separation from God who is the source of life, who is life himself.  



Once you are separated from God, which happens through a sin, you are dead and decomposing.  It happens slowly.  And the spiritual death then manifests itself in the physical death and then in the eternal death.  But death is your fate if you are separated from God. And that's why sin and death do belong together.  That's why, also, temporal death is really only an image of the ultimate reality that is eternal death.  



If you think temporal death is bad and probably everybody does, it's just a shadow of the reality of eternal death.  Eternal separation from God.  Being cut off from him who is life.  



As Christians we are raised from spiritual death.  And we will be raised at the end of times.  And will not suffer the fate of eternal death.  But in between, there is still physical death.  And that's the problem you asked about. Okay.  If we are now alive and if we will be raised, why then is there still this transition?  And doesn't that make our talk about being alive now and participating in the resurrection of Christ just wishful thinking?  Let's stop here a little bit and look again at what the resurrection of Christ means for the individual.  



Through his resurrection, Christ has destroyed the power of death and has brought forth life eternal, life incorruptible.  He has now the keys of hell in his life forever.  And as the one who has this life that is beyond death and has overcome death, he gives us a share in his life, too.  This is mediated to us through baptism.  But also through the Word.  So again, we have the life of the resurrection already in faith.  



Now, maybe you think that's a cheap way to get out.  Well, we have it in faith.  So does that mean we don't have it really?  No.  It's like the righteousness the of Christ.  We have the righteousness of Christ. How do we have that?  Well, through imputation by faith.  Roman Catholics hearing that said:  Oh, it's just some kind of a game.  Let's pretend.  Let's pretend we are righteous. And Lutherans said:  No.  You don't understand.  What God says is real.  Because his Word creates reality.  So when he says you're righteousness on account of Christ, it's really you're righteous.  It's not a let's pretend righteousness.  



So when we have Christ's life of the resurrection given to us through baptism in faith, we really do have it.  And that means that Christ, having made us alive, he takes away the sin and the consequence of sin. He raises us from the spiritual death.  We do die and are raised with him.  And through his resurrection we will be raised on Judgment Day. But the Christian still dies.  Yes, the Christian still has to undergo the decay and the disintegration of his body.  And in that sense he still suffers from the consequences of sin.  We are not freed from all of the consequences of sin in this life.  



In the 18th Century there was an extreme pietistic sect grouping around a noble woman, ***Ava Von Butler.  And they said:  Oh, we participate in the life of the resurrection.  Therefore, we are freed from the curse of original sin. 
So okay, we don't have to toil anymore in the fields.  There are no thistles anymore.  There is no sweat of the brow anymore.  But our Heavenly Father just kind of let's the barbequed pigeons fly in our mouths.  And the women will no longer give birth in pain. You know that's of course rather difficult to make such a statement because that can be rather easily refuted by experience.  So this group around Mrs. Von Butler did not really make it for a long time.  



So you see we still suffer the consequences of sin.  We still have to work.  We still -- and sometimes we have to whip out the thistles in our fields.  Yes, there is still pain there.  And there is still death there. But the difference is that the sting of death is taken away.  And for our work, it's not just a meaningless treadmill anymore.  It is filled with something new.  When we look at physical death now, it is no longer the sign that there is no future for you.  That your relationship with others is cut off.  That this is the end of your bodily existence.  And maybe the best you can hope for is that you might live as an immortal disembodied soul or like the old Greeks thought, that you are just a shadow in Hades and have some kind of shadowy existence. 

 

Death no longer has these implications, physical death.  Rather, physical death, though it is still painful and though it is still a farewell for some time, is really the entrance into a new life. It is also the farewell to the valley of tears and to temptations.  But it is no longer cutting off our existence.  It is now a transition.  And again that's what is meant when the sting of death is taken out of it.  



In old books I read this phrase:  Christians never meet for the last time.  It might sound a little hokey.  Christians never meet for the last time.  Because they will all meet in eternity.  But there is a truth to that. And that's one of the things about dieing.  That no, it's not -- we say this is the end of it. This is the end of the relationship to my family.  To my friends.  Now this is over.  



But rather, it's an interruption.  You know as an exeat, it's like the difference of dieing to moving to America.  Yes, there's quite a distance.  But you know, I'm not separated forever from my family in Germany.  It's a separation for a time.  And so in a way death now becomes a separation for some time. It's still hurtful.  And our bodies will have the fate of any other body.  But this is not the final word about these, our bodies.  These bodies also have a future.  They have the future of the life of the resurrection.  



The fear of death certainly is an affliction of faith.  Because the reality of death seems to be final.  And that's why we need to hear that no, death of course appears to us.  And it wants to appear to us as the final word.  The end.  And all that we have heard about Christ bringing life eternal and you participating in the life eternal, that's all just wishful thinking.  That's an affliction that we have to go through.  And we can go through it when we are comforted and strengthened by the Word of the promise. It is by faith that we overcome this affliction by death.  Death is this gaping mouth that tries to devour us.  But really Christ ripped this mouth open.  And death can no longer hold us. And that's what we see through faith.  That this reality really can't hold us.  



So yes, we still do die.  But our death truly is different from the death of an unbeliever.  For the unbeliever, physical death is simply the foreshadow of eternal death.  It is awful.  It is destruction.  It is the judgment of God. For the Christian, it is bidding farewell to this world.  It is a transition.  But death cannot hold us as it could not hold Christ.  



So Christians do not have to be afraid of death.  Certainly not.  And that should be also part of the Christian funeral.  Because the Christian funeral ultimately is the point where the rubber hits the road and our belief about the resurrection. I mean, we don't have to deny that this is a sad occasion.  We don't have to be some kind of crypto-Christian science cult.  Oh, death is not real.  It is real.  And bidding farewell is painful.  When I cross the Atlantic, my mother is not happy.  And I can't tell her:  Well, what's your problem? Of course she's not happy because she's separated from me.  On the other hand, our sadness cannot be the last thing in our funeral services.  In a service of Christian burial, we have to identify what death is.  And we have to preach that death is a consequence of sin.  That without the fall of Adam and Eve, we would not die.  



We have to put into the consciousness of people the reality of death against this tendency of denial of death.  And we have to tell them that:  Yes, it is the wages of sin. That's why for example Psalm 90 is often used in funeral services.  At least in Germany.  But we also proclaim the resurrection of Christ as a source of our hope.  That has to be the strongest note.  



That's the Gospel in that situation.  The law must be set, too, against a shallow and superficial denial of the reality of death.  But oftentimes, the reality of death is so strong that people don't need to hear it.  It's only when you say:  Oh, well, after all, this person had lived his or her full course of life.  And after all, you know, death was a salvation for this person or it took him out of this suffering. That we have to say:  Well, yes.  But still, death is not natural to us.  



In every service of Christian burial, there should be also a remembrance of our own death and an admonition to be prepared.  Death is something that always happens to other people.  And most of the time we try to block it out.  That's natural.  It's nasty.  Okay.  We don't want to be morbid.  And it could really sour our experience of life if you think about the fact that:  Hmmm, well, it's limited.  It's not to scare people into believing.  I don't know if that ever worked.  It's just to remind them of the reality of their life.  It is a remembering of our own mortality.  It is like we say on Ash Wednesday:  Remember that we are taken from dust and to dust thou shall return.  



In the German funeral agenda, there is a prayer in the service that says:  We remember he of the person that you will call next from us and pray that this person will be ready to meet you. I proposed that to John ***Pless when they were working on the new agenda.  And he said:  Well, that probably won't make it. I haven't seen the new agenda.  But I don't think it's morbid.  I think it's realistic.  



In the old litany there is also the phrase that God may protect us from an evil, fast death.  The Christians in centuries before us wanted to die prepared.  Different from us.  We want to go in our sleep.  No, they wanted to be prepared.  So that they can make up where they have to make up with people.  That they can settle their estates.  And then they can readily meet their maker. And there is something to that.  And of course the most important thing that you are ready to meet your maker is that you know he is your maker and your redeemer and your sanctifier.  



So in a funeral service, we proclaim the full counsel of God.  We proclaim the fall and its consequences.  And we proclaim what God has done to save us from sin and from death.  And therefore, every funeral service in a way is a mixture.  It's a mixture of sadness.  And it's a mixture of joy.  That this person now has gone out of this valley of tears and waits for us on the other side but is still with Christ. And that's our comfort.  That this person is still with Christ.  His savior.  And still participates in the life eternal, in the life of the risen Christ.  

No. 24

So, is there a time “in between” physical death and the general resurrection?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, good question.  And one that is not easy to answer.  Because if you look at Holy Scripture, there is a curious disinterest in that question.  Okay.  There's a lot of talk about death and the meaning of death.  And there is a strong emphasis on the resurrection. But there is not much information about what's in between.  Is there an in between?  What happens with the souls of the deceased?  



Now, traditionally the answer was:  Well, the souls of the Christians are with Christ.  And the souls of those who die in unbelief, they are also in some kind of a state of prehell you might say.  
But this traditional view that speaks of a separation of body and soul that happens at death has been under attack in the 20th Century.  People like ***Austre Coleman and others accused traditional Christian theology of being infected by Greek philosophy.  Any talk of the immortality of the soul was seen as a capitulation to a platonic mind set.  



Also, the traditional view of death and the intermediate state was attacked because it was seen as not taking death seriously.  Well, if you tell me that:  The soul survives death, what's the big deal then about death? I mean, death then is no longer really a judgment or anything that could be called a consequence of sin.  You know, it's just a change of location or a change of your residence, so to speak. It has nothing to be afraid of.  So to take seriously that death is death, you have to say that this is really the end of your existence.  Period.  That means that then you say:  Well, after death, there is nothing.  There is no soul that's somewhere and continues to live, to exist.  But death is the extinction of a human being.  



For those who still wanted to retain it is something like the resurrection of the body, that meant that they say:  Well, the continuity of the person is not in a soul.  But rather it is in the fact that God remembers you. So God remembers you.  And then in the last day, he will raise you as a body, soul, unit from the dead.  



Supported was all this rejection of the immortality of the soul by an environment that philosophically was more and more hostile to this duality or dualism of body and soul.  And also the rise of materialism.  Man was seen more and more as a psychophysical unity.  And one of the materialists in the 19th century, a doctor, said the phrase:  I dissected so many corpses.  But I never found a soul.  Which is about as intelligent as the statement by Gagarin saying:  I was in space but I couldn't see God.  Well, nobody said that God was simply out there like some kind of man in the moon.  Nor did anybody ever say:  If you just cut deep enough in the brain, then you will find the soul sitting there.  



But nevertheless, so in Protestant theology the traditional doctrine of the intermediate state was attacked.  And you can still find people who say:  No; no.  Intermediate state.  That's all bogus.  Death is death and then there is the resurrection.  



Another version of a denial of the intermediate state is that you say there are two different timelines.  There is really no time difference between dieing and the resurrection of the dead.  You enter so to speak, a different dimension.  And there physical death and the resurrection of the dead do coincide.  So the moment of death is for you the moment of your resurrection.  You so to speak, jump from our timeline and it seems to be a jump in time.  Whereas because there's a different dimension, it is a continuity.  That's an interesting philosophical speculation I would say.  But it's questionable if that is the biblical view.  



So what can we say scripturally about the state of those who have died?  As said, there is not that much in Scripture.  And much of it is in passages that are parables.  Or you have Revelation, which speaks also in metaphors.  



You have, for example, the passage in I Peter 3 which talks about Christ preaching to the spirits in prison which is a notoriously difficult passage.  But assuming that it talks about Christ's dissent to hell, the spirits in prison would be the deceased unbelievers.  So it would talk about a continual existence in a -- you could almost say parallel universe of the deceased.  You have the parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus.  And again it's a parable.  So it's not primarily told to inform us about the post mortal state.  But you could make the point that Jesus assumes here at least that there is this state of the deceased which is conscious.  And which in a way is on its own timeline.  So there is an intermediate state.  And you have the passages in Revelation where the souls of the martyrs are under the altar of God crying to God.  And you have the 24 elders before the throne of God who are also the deceased.  Celebrating the divine liturgy.  But these are metaphorical texts of Holy Scripture.  So it is at least difficult to draw direct conclusions out of these texts.  



Also the passage when Jesus says to the robber "Today you will be with me in paradise," was interpreted traditionally in a way that it means today you will be with -- as an immortal soul -- be in paradise.  And when Paul says that he would rather die and be with Christ, this also strongly suggests a post mortal existence before the resurrection.  



So I do think that you can make a case that the traditional view that is the souls of the just are with Christ and in a conscious state and the souls of the unbelievers are in a prestate of hell has some scriptural basis for it.  But it's not at the center of the hope of the Christian.  And that's one thing that has to be remembered.  



Sometimes at funerals it seems all that is said is:  Oh, now he is with Jesus.  Or even worse:  Now he is with his deceased wife.  You know, yes, true.  But the hope is not of an intermediate state.  The hope is resurrection.  We all tend to be Gnostics.  We really believe that this body is just external to us.  But it's not.  



So to be a disembodied spirit is not really a great thing to be.  And that's one of the great distinctions between Christianity and Platonism.  Plato really thought that this material body is a negative thing.  That death is a joyful occasion because now your spirit is no longer encumbered by this material body.  



Christians value the body.  We are always psychophysical beings.  At least that's how we were intended by God and how we will be.  And therefore, the separation is not the optimum.  That's at least what we can say.  It doesn't mean that the souls will suffer.  But there is a certain privation here.  



When we talk about the immortality of the soul, this also has a different connotation than the platonic concept.  Plato believed in an immortality that also included the pre-existence of the soul.  Whereas -- except for origin, no Christian theologian ever had this kind of concept of immortality.  



Rather, man was created as a being that should live forever.  And part of that was that his or her soul is immortal.  That is that it is indestructible.  It is indestructible because it was created that way.  Not an inherent immortality.  Of course only God is the one who is truly immortal.  Because he is life himself.  Man has a derived immortality.  And that again is a difference to the platonic idea of immortality.  



In the Middle Ages you had rather fanciful geographies of the afterlife.  And one example is Dante's "Divine Comedy" where he goes through hell to purgatory.  Then to heaven.  And you have all of these different circles of hell, heaven, purgatory.  

Again, biblical Christianity is much more hesitant.  And it's certainly negative towards the idea of purgatory.  Purgatory is a teaching that is particular to the Roman Catholic Church.  The eastern Orthodox church doesn't have the concept of purgatory, even though they have the prayer for the dead.  But they don't have the concept of purgatory.  So just a few words about purgatory.  



You might have heard about purgatory in your Reformation history course.  Because indulgences and purgatory belong together in the time of the Reformation. Purgatory is a place where the souls of the departed Christians are cleansed from the evil that is still adhering to them.  And where they do penance for it, the punishment they have is not suffered on earth.  



Basics for the idea is that sin has two consequences:  Guilt and punishment.  Guilt is forgiven through absolution.  But the punishment of sin has to be atoned for by the Christian.  That's when a Catholic goes to confession or now the sacrament of reconciliation it doesn't end with the priest saying:  Your sins are forgiven. But then he says:  Well, pray a rosary.  Say five hail Marys.  Do an act of contrition. The priest is actually a judge commuting the sentence you normally would get for your sins into something lighter.  It's like a judge who says:  Okay.  According to the books, you would get six months of jail.  But I am commuting it into 200 hours of community work.  And I can do that because I'm the judge.  



Now, nobody can remember all the sins he or she ever committed.  So when you go to the confessional and you do not confess every and each sin you committed, they are still forgiven because absolution covers also the unconfessed sins, as long as they are venial sins, not mortal sins.  But you haven't paid your punishment.  You haven't paid your fine. And in purgatory what happens is through the suffering, the poor souls pay their punishment.  Now, this punishment can be taken over by somebody else.  And that's the idea of indulgences. You can, so to speak, pay the fine for the poor souls by getting an indulgence for them. Or doing good works for them.  



And that's where all these masses for the dead, indulgence, good works and so forth come from.  It seems to me that now in these present times, the concept of purgatory, even though it is still on the books and you still find it in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, it's no longer looming that large in the consciousness of Roman Catholics than in ages past.  



It's still there, as mentioned.  Masses are still offered for the dead.  But probably you will see rarely little chapels like I saw in Germany where there's a picture of the poor souls burning in purgatory and an admonition pray for the poor souls in purgatory.  I don't think you will find that maybe in a Hispanic areas which is traditionally Catholic.  I don't know.  But not in enlightened American Catholicism.  



Nevertheless, remember 2000, the jubilee year.  The jubilee year in the Roman Catholic Church where this whole idea of indulgences for yourself and for the poor souls in purgatory was alive and well.  And I thought it particularly ironic that when somebody asked:  Well, but how does this jubilee indulgence go together with the joint declaration on the doctrine of justification?  



A Lutheran said, "Well, there's no problem."  Well, it seems to me there is a problem.  And it is a sign that really the agreement on the doctrine of justification, again, was like the agreement between the Lutherans and the Reformed and the Lord's Supper.  An agreement in words but not really in the subject matter.  



So traditional Roman Catholicism has this topography of the afterlife.  Purgatory, hell.  In hell you have the ***limbus patrum and limbus ***infrontium.  That is the place where the fathers of the Old Testament were -- which is now empty and where the unbaptized children come.  And you wonder:  My dear, how do they know all of that?  Who was the map maker?  And the answer is of course:  People had visions.  And that's how these came.  Or the deceased appeared and told them about these things.  



Here we again have to remember that when we talk about these things, we are not relying on visions and stories of apparitions of deceased people.  But we rely on what revelation, that is the New Testament and especially the resurrection of Christ, tells us.  



So we have to be very, very careful.  But we can say that the Communion of any Christian with Christ is not interrupted by death.  But he is still part of the body of Christ in that certainly this relationship is mutual.  



So as Christians, we are with Christ.  We are in this life or in the next life waiting for the resurrection are of the dead.  And those who died without faith, well, we have to say there is no second chance in the afterlife.  That's harsh.  And of course you would like to have some kind of a second chance.  But Scripture doesn't tell us anything about that.  Hebrews says:  It is ordered that man shall die once and then judgment.  



And not that man shall die once and then there's a second or third or a fourth chance.  It's one of the reasons why we have to use the time we have wisely.  Because what happens in this life counts for eternity.  We shouldn't evangelize because we are driven by fear.  We should evangelize because that's what Christians do.  They want to share the good news.  But we also realized that it is urgent that we preach the good news to everybody as long as they live here.  What will come out of it, that is up to God.  But it is our task to do that. Because this life does count.  

No. 25

So what do we believe and teach about the end times?  How and when will Christ come again?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Josh, I mean the short answer to your question "When will Christ return?" is we don't know.  So we could go on from here but let's talk a little bit more about that.  Let's talk a little bit more about the question about Christ's coming and what precedes Christ's coming.  



So we do not know the exact time as Jesus himself said.  Of course there were many in church history who were rather dissatisfied with that answer and then they started to calculate.  And the German theologian ***Urinard Babinger who aided one of the first critical  editions of the Greek New Testament for example, he lived in the 18th Century, he made a calculation and said:  The millennium will start in 1836. Well, that has proven to be a rather incorrect calculation.  And the Jehovah's Witnesses in the 19th Century had several calculations about the beginning of the millennium.  Now they have gotten smarter and no longer give any exact date.  They will just tell you that it's imminent and maybe this generation will live to see it.  But they will not give you any dates.  



So we don't know the exact time.  Nevertheless, Jesus speaks about the state of the world before his second coming.  In the parables and in the great end times speeches at the end of the gospels, Jesus paints a rather somber picture of the state of the world before the Son of man will return.  He speaks of the signs of God's judgment in the present.  That there will be welfare, famine and catastrophes. He speaks about the signs of rebellion in the world.  That there will be a breakdown of authority.  A breakdown in the family.  That one will go against the other.  And he also talks about the fact that in the church the love will grow cold in many.  And there will be false messiahs.  And there will be an apostasy in the church.  So that's a pretty dark and somber picture.  



And the question is:  Can you see from these signs when the coming of the Lord is near?  And that's really kind of a difficult point.  Because when you look at the state of the world and the state of the church, there is much that reminds you of the description that Jesus gives of the end times.  And if you look at church history, there were many generations before us who would say:  Yes, everything has been fulfilled.  It just looks the way Jesus has described it in these end time discourses.  And then Jesus did not return.  So what we have to see is that in a way the description of the world that Jesus gives applies to many times.  And also that church history and the history of the world are not simply linear.  It just doesn't go downhill and that's it.  



You know sometimes people who are relatively conservative, they have this view:  Well, everything goes down.  Everything gets worse.  In contrast to those optimistic people who think everything is just getting better and better. And conservative Christians tend to also have a conservative view of the world.  So they have a rather somber view of the world oftentimes.  But we also realize that there are times where there is a renewal in the church and society.  



If you lived during the time of Augustine at around 400 and you see the hordes of those Germanic tribes invading the Mediterranean countries, the visigoths conquering Rome, plundering it.  Civilization is breaking down.  No wonder you would say:  Yes, it's being fulfilled.  Heresies are all over the place.  The Aryans that seem to be out of the picture, they come back with a vengeance with these Germanic tribes.  Authority in the government breaks down and the families.  So the end must be imminent. 
Well, maybe this was the beginning of the Dark Ages for several centuries.  But then these Germanic tribes converted to an Orthodox Trinitarian faith.  And there was a rebuilding of culture.  And there was a rebuilding of government.  



On the other hand then you had all of these abuses in the Middle Ages.  But then you had the Reformation.  That was certainly a turn to the better.  Luther himself believed that he lived at the end of the times, for example, one of the reasons why he said:  Don't worry about reforming the calendar.  It's so late anyway.  It's just not worth it.  Well, it was not during his lifetime or shortly after his lifetime that Christ returned.  When you look at the history of the Lutheran Church, you have gloom.  You have decay especially in the time of rationalism.  But then you have a confessional revival in the 19th Century.  A revival that is part of the history of the Missouri Synod and really in a way that the Missouri Synod lives that revival.  



You had times where things went up and times where things went down.  And also culturally, you know, the 18th Century was certainly not really better than the 19th Century if you look at family life or at the spread of infidelity. So it's not simply in a line going downhill.  But really it's up and down and up and down. And that's why it is so difficult to say:  Oh, yes.  This has now been fulfilled.  It's now just a few years.  



What these signs, though, tell us is that we should not buy into a blind belief in progress.  Progress is really I would say the ideology of modernity.  Things will get better and better in civilization, in technology and in the church.  We are more enlightened.  We are healthier.  We are taller than our ancestors.  We live longer.  We have a better technology.  And of course we are so much smarter than the people who lived before us. And that has also its consequences then for Christianity.  You do away with out modeled ideas.  With ideas that then are medieval.  And that's not the picture Christ paints of what history is like.  It is not this kind of progress that many believed in and still believe.  



It is also a warning to Christians of all times not to get complacent or congratulate themselves for all the great things they have done.  It is incredible how the preaching of the Gospel, for example, has spread throughout the world.  It is incredible what opportunities we have.  And we should use them.  But nevertheless, there's a proverb that says:  Where God builds a church, the devil builds a chapel. This is never a linear progress.  There's always a battle raging on between sin and the new man.  Between God and the devil in this life.  And this battle gets worse and worse through the course of time.  



So we have to be aware that our life is not some kind of cruise where everything will just be nice.  But that apostasy and immoral breakdown is always a reality that might increase.  Now, God might also give us time of respite, as he has done before, where things will turn to the better.  And certainly we pray and work for that.  



If you have the very opposite view of progress, everything is just going down, everything is gloom and doom, well, that kind of paralyzes you.  Because then you're saying:  Well, it's getting worse and worse.  Our Lord himself said it.  So what's the use?  Let's just sit here and wait for the end. That's not what these signs of the end are to teach us.  It's not to put us into inactivity.  But rather they are to be alert.  To be not drowsy but alert for what is going on.  So these signs of the end will precede the coming of Christ.  



There are also certain other things that are often mentioned as the signs of the end.  And that's -- and I would like to talk about two things.  And that is the question of the anti-Christ and the question of the conversion of Israel.  



Yeah, the anti-Christ is one of those figures that capture the imagination of many.  Again, if you read the "Left Behind" series or at least one of them, that's one of the central parts of the plot of these series of books.  And as you know, it's always much easier to describe a villain than a good person.  Good persons in literature are mostly boring.  But a villain, yeah, that's a really good subject. And so you have in the "Left Behind" series, Nicholas, the new world dictator that comes to power through the United Nations.  And you have the Christians who try to outfox him.  



Well, Lutherans do not see the anti-Christ as a political figure.  Rather from Thessalonians they say that the anti-Christ is described as somebody who sits in the temple of God.  And the temple of God is not some third temple that will be built in Jerusalem. But the temple of God is the church. So the anti-Christ sits in the church. And if you look for example at the dogmatics of people who follow here, the dogmaticians of the Lutheran Orthodoxy, it actually does talk about the anti-Christ not in the context of eschatology but in the context of Ecclesiology.  



The anti-Christ is so to speak, the antithesis to what the church is.  The anti-Christ is the corruption and the total apostasy of what the church is.  And therefore, the anti-Christ is also a warning to the church what can happen to it if it forsakes her Lord and keeps the outward form but really becomes no longer the body of Christ but a satanic invitation of the body of Christ.  



So who is the anti-Christ?  Is it some kind of religious leader at the end?  Well, in II Thessalonians 3, the marks of the anti-Christ are that there's apostasy in the religious sense.  That he sits in the temple of God, that is the Christian church.  That he acts as if he were God himself.  That he exalts himself above all that is called God or that is worshiped.  And the anti-Christ does not, say, to himself but he is his tool.  



Now, the identification of the anti-Christ is of course a difficult thing.  The New Testament does not give us a nametag.  But it gives us certain things that identify the anti-Christ.  The Lutheran Confessions teach that the anti-Christ is the papacy.  Every time we talk about that in class, people kind of uncomfortably shift on their chairs.  Because that seems to be just a relic out of the arsenal of bitter confessional feuds.  And if you look at the last pontiffs, I mean John Paul II is not that bad of a guy.  And Benedict is also not that bad.  He's actually a world renowned theologian.  



So why do the Confessions talk about that in such a way that they call the Pope the anti-Christ?  They call the Pope the anti-Christ because of his claims to universal jurisdiction.  And especially then also because of the claims of somebody like Boniface VIII in his ***buluma sanctum that is it is necessary for salvation to submit to the Roman pontiff.  



They also called the Pope the anti-Christ because he not only condemns the heart of God's revelation, that is justification by faith alone.  But he actively persecutes those who confess this doctrine.  And you have to remember that in the 16th Century, theological debates were not only fought by pamphlets and books but that there are also Lutheran martyrs in the 16th Century who were killed because of their adherence to the doctrine of justification of faith alone. So the papacy in the 16th Century had a far more fierce appearance and being than it has today.  In all fairness, you have to say that the papacy has changed quite a bit.  The claims of Boniface VIII that it is necessary for salvation to submit to the Roman pontiff are no longer upheld.  



If we look today at the Roman Catholic Church as Lutherans, we might even think that the pendulum did swing to the other side.  That now with the teaching of anonymous Christians, all kinds of people according to Roman Catholic teaching can be saved without even knowing who Christ is if they just follow the voice of natural law and are just people of good will. Also the Roman Catholic Church since Vatican 2 has actually embraced the idea of freedom of conscience and rejected the teaching that we should force people to embrace Roman Catholicism.  And of course Roman Catholicism has for quite some time had no power to force anybody by a secular force. I mean, there is still Vatican City and you have those rather picturesque Swiss guards. But they are not a political power anymore in that sense.  They have influence.  The papacies have influence.  But it's not a territory where it has some kind of Roman Catholic theocracy and oppresses the Gospel.  



Nevertheless, the papacy is also not simply kind of benignized institution.  Why not?  Because the claim of general jurisdiction is still there.  And since the Reformation, the papacy has declared itself to be infallible.  And therefore, it is still necessary as a Christian to submit to the papacy. On the question of justification, there has been some movement.  But even the joint declaration on the doctrine of justification that was signed by Rome and the Lutheran World Federation really does not solve all problems.  And at the center, the dissent is still there.  That's one of the reasons why the Lutheran Church in the Missouri Synod did not sign it.  And the late President A.L. Berry actually put in some -- adds some papers because he wanted the public to know that not all Lutherans think:  Oh, everything is cool between us and the Roman Catholics.  



So Rome still does not embrace the central doctrine of the Gospel.  And we have to realize that this is not a minor matter. Some people look up to the Roman papacy and hope great things for it because Rome stands pretty firm on a lot of ethical questions.  Rome stands very firm on the question of abortion.  It is very firm on the question of gay marriage, for example. 
Whereas a lot of Protestant churches and also Lutheran churches are either wavering or have succumbed to the liberal agenda.  So Rome looks suddenly pretty attractive.  



Also when you look at the state of mainstream Lutheranism like in the United States, the ELCA, and you are a conservative Christian, it seems that Lutheranism did not fare that well.  And there were quite a few people and there are quite a few people who think the experiment of Lutheranism has failed.  It's time to go back to Rome.  Afterall, they adopted what the Reformation had criticized.  Because these people believed that the joint declaration on the doctrine of justification actually solved the problems. Lutheranism has either become liberal and apostacized from traditional Christianity or sectarian. That's us. So Rome seems to be the rock that stands.  I can understand the fascination and the longing for something that is solid in an age where many things crumble.  And I think that's one of the dangers of the papacy.  And that's why the papacy is still an anti-Christian institution.  



The anti-Christ I think is not some fierce monster.  The anti-Christ is attractive.  Apostasy in the church always puts on a cloak that attracts people.  You don't go out and say:  Oh, we don't like Christ anymore.  It all sucks.  We don't want to have any inhibitions anymore.  Let's just live out that vilest impulses. No.  You say:  Oh, we now really understand what love is.  And how love includes everybody. And we do away with those morbid things.  We now really understand that God accepts everybody unconditionally. It's always a perversion of the good that brings about apostasy.  And so also the papacy has something good.  It's not just all bad.  And that's how it attracts people.  But the problem is that people are not saved because they are against abortion and against gay marriage.  Because otherwise the Mormons would be the best Christians. People are saved because they believe that God has forgiven their sins on account of the death of Christ without any of their doing.  And as long as Rome does not embrace this teaching, it is one of the main candidates for the anti-Christ.  



Now, the Lutheran Confessions also know that Rome does not exhaust what anti-Christ is.  They can talk for example about Islam as an anti-Christian feature.  Luther can also talk about the -- the Zwinglians the sectarians as an anti-Christian feature.  Rome is not the only candidate for apostasy that sits in the temple of God.  But Rome is the only institution that sits in the church and claims that this is the authorized channel of God.  That everybody has to submit to it.  So when we talk about the papacy being anti-Christian, again, we talk about the papacy.  Not the individual Pope.  But the institution with all its claims.  What the status of the Pope is as an individual, we'll leave that to God.  It's not our job to judge people fortunately.  That's Christ's job. But the claims of the papacy are anti-Christian.  If they are not anti-Christian, well, what are they then?  They must be true.  



***Herman Sasa wrote in the late '40s, early '50s an essay:  Is the Pope still the anti-Christ?  And Herman Sasa was not a fanatic.  He was good friends with Augustine Cardinal ***Beya who worked at the Roman Curia.  And he was from his early days on in the ecumenical dialogue.  But he points out that the papacy is either one of the greatest seductions in Christianity or it is the rock on which the church stands.  



So though we can be happy when the Pope issues statements with which we agree, we also have to be aware that there's a lot where we don't agree.  Most Lutherans for example will not agree with the stand of birth control with papacy.  Most people will probably not agree with a stand on the death penalty. If you start looking closely at the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church, it might help you to lose a little bit of your illusions about the papacy.  There's a lot of good there.  And for that we are thankful.  But there's still a lot that oppresses consciences and a lot that drives people away from Christ. Maybe last year when John Paul II died you watched some of the media coverage. Well, it was almost inevitable because it was 24 hours almost. I taped the funeral service and then also the service in which Benedict XVI was installed as Pope.  And there's a lot of good things there.  But you know, there are also many teachings where just kind of my toenails started to curl. And so therefore we have to see the papacy is not some benign institution.  John Paul II was a very nice person.  And the present pontiff is I think a nice person and intellectually brilliant.  But that does not change the anti-Christian claims of the papacy.  



Now, let's look at another thing, the conversion of the Jews.  Especially in some forms of millennialism, that's a big thing.  At the end Jews will be converted.  And the prime passage for that is Romans 11:26 where Paul writes:  All of Israel will be saved. Most millennialists don't take that literally although their claim is always:  Oh, we take everything literal and you do not take these things literally. Most millennialists will not say that all Jews who have ever lived will be saved.  But rather they say:  Well, at the end of time there will be a massive conversion of Jews. 



Lutherans have never interpreted that statement as talking about a massive or comprehensive conversion of Jews at the end of time.  Because Israel here is not simply Israel according to the flesh that is the nation of Israel, the Jews.  But if you read Romans 9 to 11, Paul will distinguish between the true Israel and the Israel according to the flesh. There are several exegetical options here. One is that Paul speaks about the elect.  That is all of Israel are all the elects of Israel or that Israel is here actually comprehensive for the elect Jews and also the Gentiles that will be Christians.  



So the conversion of the Jews as one of the signs of the end time is not accepted by Lutherans because they think this is a misinterpretation of this passage.  When we therefore, ask when does Christ come again, we say:  We don't know.  But we know that we are moving along.  And we are waiting.  



And it is our task on this wait that at the one hand we do our duty and do not gaze at the end and either become inactive or hyperactive.  That we do our duty.  And on the other hand, that we are aware that things might get tough and will get tough.  And that suffering is a part of the Christian life.  



So that we are not surprised when suffering actually becomes part of our life.  Or that we are discouraged in our faith as soon as hard times start.  Hard times will come.  But the hard times are short.  And then the glorious return of Christ comes.  



And that's why as Christians we have this view of history that actually has a goal.  This world has a goal.  And that is Christ's return where then the evil will be ended.  It's not so that this universe will peter out and the sun will explode and then the earth will go up in flames and hopefully we have been thinking interstellar space travel and can have our second earth or anything like that.  



No.  It's not some kind of endless and thereby meaningless existence.  This world will come to its completion.  And evil will have an end.  

No. 26

But why do Lutherans not believe in the millennium?  Do millenialists cite some Scriptural basis for what they claim?  


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, Josh, to surprise you, Lutherans do believe in the millennium even though we define the millennium differently than all of those popular TV evangelists.  The proponents of the belief of millennium, the millennialists, are sometimes called kiliasts.  



Millennium comes from the Latin word mila, which is thousand.  And kiliasm from the Greek word ***hideoy, which also means a thousand.  So millennialists believe that there will be a thousand year rule of Christ.  That is derived from Revelation 20.  



And Lutherans also believe that there is a thousand year rule of Christ.  But they interpret that passage much differently.  Let's look at what normally is called millennialism and what the teachings are.  



There are different forms of millennialism.  There is what is called premillennialism.  Premillennialism teaches that there will be a time of tribulation.  Then Christ will return for the first time and establish the millennial reign on earth, a rule in which the prophesies of the Old Testament about peace on earth will be fulfilled.  Then there will be a time of apostasy.  And then the devil will be cast into hell. During these thousand years the devil is bound and Christ and the saints rule. And after it then there will be judgment.  And then the new heaven and the new earth. So you have the time of the church.  The millennium.  And then eternity.  



A variation of this premillennialism is what is called dispensational premillennialism.  That's the most popular form of premillennialism in American Evangelicalism nowadays.  Dispensational premillennialism came into being into its present form by Darby, a theologian in the 19th Century who said that there are different dispensations, that is different ways in which God dealt with his people.  One of the important points is that one of God's goals on this earth is the establishment of a theocracy ruled by the Jewish people. That's what the promises of the Old Testament are all about.  It's a kingdom of the Jews.  And Jesus actually came and offered this kingdom of the Jews to Israel.  But Israel refused it. They did not accept Christ as their king.  So what did God do?  Well, he put out Plan B.  Plan B is that now there is this time in between.  And now the Gentiles are to be evangelized.  So the kingdom, the earthly kingdom of the Jews, is not scrapped.  It is put on hold.  And you have now an intermission, the intermission of the church. 


But the kingdom of the Jews will be established later on.  And that's the millennium.  The consequences are that you will not find in the Old Testament anything that pertains to us.  Because all the prophesies of the Old Testament go to the earthly kingdom of the Jews. Which is kind of strange for us.  Because we think that the Old Testament does talk about the church.  But dispensational premillennialism does not think so. So Israel as the Jewish people is still God's chosen people.  It's not so that through their rejection they have lost their special place in God's plan of salvation.  And they will rule the earth.  



Dispensational premillennialism also stresses the idea of the rapture.  That comes from I Thessalonians 5 when Paul talks that we will be carried through the air when Christ comes.  If you read that text, it looks awfully like a description of Christ coming to judgement and about the resurrection of the dead. But in premillennial dispensationalism, they interpret it in such a way that they say:  All of the Christians will be taken away from this earth before the tribulation, the seven years, the final hard days will start.  You have probably seen cars with bumper stickers that will tell you that:  In case of rapture, there will be no driver in this car.  And that's the basic premise, also, again of the "Left Behind" series.  Now, that actually is known as pretribulationism or is a pretrib rapture.  There is also dispensationalists that believe there will be a mid trip rapture.  And there are also then in historic premillennialism people who think that the rapture will actually be post trib. These are details which right now we need not to bother with.  But this dispensational premillennialism is really the most popular eschatological system you have in evangelicalism.  



You then have what is called postmillennialism.  Postmillennialism is not that popular.  Mostly in some Reformed quarters you will find post millennialists.  B.B. Warfield, for example, who taught at Princeton and died in 1920 was a postmillennialist.  

Postmillennialism believes that there will be a time of prosperity for the church that the church actually will permeate all of society and all peoples.  So that when Christ comes back, this is not some catastrophic time but rather it is a golden age.  



So you have here a certain optimistic view of the future.  Post millennialists also believe that the coming of Christ is not at hand but that it will need maybe thousands of years before the world is ready and before Christ will come back.  Whereas premillennialists are those people who always kind of revise their timetables and think:  It's at hand.  It's coming.  The hoof beads of the apocalyptic writers are approaching.  That's also as Billy Graham said.  Or in the '70s, the book about dispensational premillennialism was "The Late Great Planet Earth" by Hal Lindsey.  He of course had to revise his predictions in the meantime.  It is now more than 30 years ago that he has published it. So there is a certain end time fever among premillennialists.  Whereas postmillennialists are much more relaxed and say:  Well, it's a long time that we still have.  And let's work for the Lord. Some of those who believe in theonomy that want to change all of society and establish somewhat of a theocracy are postmillennialists.  And probably you have to be a postmillennialist to believe you actually have a chance to make society into an image of the mosaic law.  



And then there is what's generally called amillennialism, which means that there is no millennium.  Which is not quite correct.  Amillennialism, which is the teaching of much of Christianity historically speaking says that the millennium of which Revelation 20 speaks is actually a description of the time of the church.  It is not something that lies in the future.  But it is rather something that is present now.  



What are the arguments for premillennialism?  Well, it's an interpretation of Revelation 20 and it's a reading of the Old Testament that says the prophesies of the Old Testament, of the coming kingdom of peace, have not been fulfilled.  There is a surplus.  And we have to put that somewhere.  Because of course the prophesies of the Old Testament have to be fulfilled.  They are actually God's word to mankind.  So they must come.  



Lutherans and others who reject premillennialism will say that:  No, the Old Testament actually speaks in these prophesies about the time of the church.  When the Old Testament talks about the kingdom of peace, then this is the peace that is on earth.  Christ came. But what was the message of the angels?  Glory be to God on high and peace on earth.  Now, not peace sometimes.  But now is peace because Christ is here.  And he reconciles the world with God. The prophesies of the Old Testament are seen, therefore, as metaphorical speeches about the kingdom of peace.  Whereas millennialists will always say:  Oh, this has to be interpreted literally.  But if you then follow the interpretation, they don't always interpret this literally, either.  



So what about Revelation 20?  Revelation is one of the more difficult books.  I mean, you have all of these grandiose pictures.  But it's also pretty confusing.  If you look at Revelation, you see that Revelation is not simply linear progressing.  It's not so that:  Okay.  Revelation 3, that's the beginning of history.  And Revelation 22, that's the end. 

 

But there are -- it's more like spirals going on.  So it returns -- the same thing is said in different ways.  And so also Revelation 20 is really a description of the history from Christ's first coming to his second coming.  So the binding of Satan for a thousand years is not something that will happen in the future.  But Satan is bound now.  You might say:  Well, isn't that kind of blind?  Isn't Satan raging?  Well, he is bound for the Christian because Satan ultimately cannot touch us.  The Gospel takes us out of the rule of Satan.  Remember in baptism part of baptism is the renunciation of the devil.  Do you renounce the devil and all his works and all his ways. And as Luther admonishes the congregation, you should pray for this child because this child has now a great enemy.  It is no longer under the rule of the devil.  We are no longer under the rule of the devil.  Preaching, evangelizing, is taking people out of the rule of the devil so that they are free and the devil cannot do anything.  The rule of the devil is limited.  



As Jesus says in Matthew 12 when he talks about that accusation that he drives out the devils through Beelzebub.  And he says:  No.  Don't you realize that only the power of God can exorcize these demons or else how can one enter into a strong man's house and spoil his goods except he first bind the strong man and then he will spoil his house?  That's what Christ did.  He did bind the strong man.  And he does spoil his house, his kingdom, by bringing people out of dominion, out of the devil, into the kingdom of God. So the devil does no longer deceive the nations.  That is the nations are included in the kingdom of God.  Now, what about the thousand years?  



Now, numbers in apocalyptic and prophetic literature are often symbolic.  And especially when you read Revelation, you realize that Revelation doesn't give some kind of a textbook picture of the history of the world but speaks in images. No premillennialist will tell you:  Oh, yeah, there will be the dragon described in Revelation.  And therefore we have to wait for this dragon, for this many headed dragon. They will tell you:  No.  This is an image.  This is not to be taken literally.  But then when you get to Revelation 20, oh, it has to be taken literally. Well, that's a little bit inconsistent.  Or as one Lutheran somewhat facetiously said:  I'll believe that the thousand years are to be taken literally if you can tell me what metal it is that the chains are made of that binds Satan.  So the thousand years is a number that symbolizes the fullness of time.  It's the fullness of time in which we live now.  And the first resurrection of which Revelation 20 talks is not a bodily resurrection.  



Remember, we talked about death and we talked about the different ways the Scripture talks about that, about spiritual death it, temporal death and eternal death.  The first resurrection of this kingdom of grace during which the devil is bound is that we are raised from spiritual death. That is a resurrection.  We talked about that.  That in baptism we are united with Christ's death and resurrection.  That we have this new life.  So there's no need to assume at least two different resurrections.  Or if you are a dispensational premillennialists you end up with three different resurrections actually.  



What about the rule of the saints with Christ?  Well, the Christians are a priestly and royal people.  Now everybody says:  Yeah; yeah, priesthood of all believers.  Of course, very important.  



And then you say royal people.  Now, not a whole lot of Christians say:  Yeah, we are all kings.  We are all kings.  Let's give me a crown.  



Most of them are only kings when they go to Burger King and have a birthday party.  But we are kings and we do rule with Christ.  How?  Through our prayer.  We sit with Christ and we rule with him.  So the thousand years of Revelation 20 is really a description of the age of the church.  Not some fanciful kingdom that will come later on.  



The problem with millennialism I think is that it really distorts the hope of the Christian.  And it -- especially in the form of a dispensational premillennialism, it's a very -- almost a political turn of the hope of the Christian.  It is also problematic because it restores what the church is.  



We don't realize that with all of the problems we have -- and especially when you look at eschatology and the signs of the end and so forth, you know, you might get a little bit depressed.  But that's just because you see the work of the devil.  But as a Christian, we also need to know, he can't harm us.  



One of the favorite songs of the Lutheran is "A Mighty Fortress."  And that was written in a rather difficult time for Luther.  But you have you have this triumphant note.  You know, the devil can't harm you.  You can defy the devil.  And that's because he is bound.  He is judged.  



The judgment will be made public and universal at the second coming of Christ.  But it is already a reality.  We don't have to be afraid of the devil in the sense that:  Oh, he's so powerful.  And I have to hide or I can't do anything.  



No.  There is a certain, you know, sober view of reality.  But it's also the attitude of the Christian that he knows:  Hey, times might be tough.  And there might be persecution.  But the devil can't do anything to me.  And the kingdom of the devil has been spoiled.  And will be spoiled not by marches for Jesus or some kind of spiritual warfare or whatever is the latest fad.  But by the baptism of those who are unbaptized.  The baptism of pagans and Gentiles and the preaching of the Gospel.  



Gustaf Wingren wrote a book "The Living Word" where he stresses this point:  That every sermon is an act of combat through which God extends his kingdom.  And God is the stronger one.  And therefore, we can fight and need not despair.  Even if the enemy seems to be much more powerful, he is not because he is judged.  And the strong went in and bound him and now it spoils.  

No. 27

Paul talks about being judged according to works…at the end, Paul says, “He will render to each one according to his works.”  How does that jibe with our belief—and Paul’s clear teaching in other portions of Romans and his other epistles—that we are justified by grace alone?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, that's -- that seems to be quite an important contradiction.  On the one hand Paul talks all the time about being justified through faith without works.  And then when he talks about Judgment Day, when push comes to shove he says, "Well, everybody will receive according to his works" In II Corinthians 5:10.  



But it's not only Paul but you can also look again at Jesus' speeches in Matthew 25 when the sheep and the goats are separated.  And what a does Jesus talk about?  He talks about the works of mercy.  He doesn't say:  Oh, yeah, you believe and you did not believe and therefore, believers, you are the sheep.  You non-believers are the goats.  



But rather he talks about visiting the sick and clothing the naked, burying the dead and feeding the hungry.  So are there two different lines in the New Testament, works righteousness and righteousness by faith.  And we just have to choose?  Or are the Roman Catholics in the end right?  All that talk about justification -- a Judgment Day when things really count, then it's works.  So you better do good works.  



Well, let's assume that Paul did not lose it when he made these statements or that he was just, you know, some kind of a disheveled -- at least mentally disheveled person who at one time says something and then at another time he squarely contradicted himself.  When Jesus and Paul talk about works in the context of judgment, that does not mean that the works are the basis and the reason for the judgment so that you end up with this kind of works righteousness.  Jesus himself says in John 3.18:  He that believes in him -- that is God -- is not condemned. It's faith that does not condemn.  And conversely, it is the unbelief in the Son of God that condemns.  And of course when we talk about justification in our lifetime, what is justification?  It's a forensic term.  It's acquittal.  So when we say that we are justified, acquitted, by God, now it does not mean that God has two different standards.  



Well, now he gives you a preliminary acquittal.  But on Judgment Day, there is the final acquittal and then faith does not count but only works.  No.  Justification that happens now in time, the acquittal, is the same as will happen at the end.  It's the same judgment.  And it's the same norm.  



The works will only show that this is a righteous acquittal.  The works are signs of either faith or unbelief.  They are not the basis.  We have to remember when we talk about works and good works that this is not some catalog of moral deeds that you have to fulfill.  



How many hours did you volunteer in the soup kitchen?  How many old ladies did you help cross the street?  How much money did you give to your church?  And how much money did you spend on yourself?  



It's not this kind of good works that we're talking about.  Good works are works that are done in faith.  And that's the teaching of Paul.  And that's the teaching of Jesus when he says:  Can a bad tree bring good fruit?  



No.  So you have to change the tree.  How is the tree changed?  How is man changed?  Not by doing good.  You can't condition yourself.  It's not some kind of an exercise program:  Let's do good works and then I become good.  



No.  The good person, that is the person who believes, brings forth works of faith, good works.  At Judgment Day these good works will be revealed.  And as the parable of the sheep and the goat shows, even Christians might be sometimes surprised about what is a good work and what is not.  We do not do good works to get a good balance on Judgment Day.  Because these are not good works.  Because we don't do them for God or for our neighbor.  That would be works that we do for ourselves.  They would be selfish works.  Good works flow from faith.  



So bad works flow from unbelief.  At Judgment Day it will be revealed that these good works are really good works because they can flow from faith.  Whereas the unbeliever, even though he might live a very moral life and he is very active in the civil community and he does good things, that these works are good in the sense of a civil righteousness.  But they are not good in the sense of the spiritual righteousness.  Because they do not flow out of faith.  Or you can also say they do not flow out of a love that is truly unselfish and disinterested.  



So on Judgment Day, the good works of the Christian will be revealed.  And it will be revealed what works are done by hypocrites and unbelievers, even though they might seem good.  They are signs, not the basis of the final judgment.  It remains true that we are acquitted on account of faith.  And we are condemned on account of unbelief.  

No. 28

Well, we better ask one of the hard questions—and this one has been asked by some of my parishioners.  Why do we Lutherans still talk about hell?  Isn’t it cruel to teach that there is a hell?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Well, it truly sounds cruel and it truly is unpleasant to talk about hell, David.  It seems that preaching about hell has kind of receded in the background.  Sort of like the good old times where you had these fire and brimstone teachers who would really tell you so that at the souls of your feet you feel the flames of hell already tickling you. We are much nicer nowadays.  And non-judgemental is one of the buzzwords.  Talking about hell I think is always difficult because it is so utterly dark and depressing.  And that's why in much of Christianity the talk about hell and the doctrine of hell has been given up completely. In the '50s there was a big controversy in Norway if hell should be still a part of the teaching of the Lutheran state church there.  There is an emotional appeal of the belief that all in the end will be saved.  What is also called universalism.  



Hell is simply horrible.  The prospect of eternal damnation, of an eternity of weeping and gnashing of teeth is just frightening.  Especially if you consider that this hell is not only human monsters and mass murderers like Hitler or Stalin or Pinochet.  But for all of those who did not believe in God. After the attacks of 9/11, some relatives reacted quite irate when Evangelical preachers said:  Well, you know, all those who died in that attack and did not believe in Christ are going to hell.  Whereas if Osama bin Laden in his cave in Afghanistan would repent and believe in Christ five minutes before the American missile hits him, he would go to heaven. They thought:  How can you say that?  How can you say that about somebody who is a loving father, a faithful husband?  And then this monster bin Laden would just escape without punishment?  This guy deserves more.  



It's a doctrine which is extremely unpopular with secular non-Christians or nominal Christians.  Because the doctrine of hell is an extreme preaching of the law and drives home that sin is serious.  And unbelief is serious.  And that unbelief is taken dead serious by God.  And that the worst behavior is not being a perilous or a mass murderer.  But it is unbelief.  



But there is also an emotional struggle with the concept of hell for a Christian when a close family member or friend dies who did not confess the faith.  The thought that this person is in eternal darkness is quite hard to stomach.  It's therefore, much more appealing to believe in universal salvation of all or in universalism. This rejection of hell led in the United States in the 1790s to the universalist church which merged in 1961 with the Unitarian church to form the Unitarian Universalist Church, the most liberal group of anything that calls itself Christian.  Well, they are not really calling themselves Christian anymore.  But of organized religion maybe.  



But there is also a theological appeal to the rejection of hell.  And that lies in a perceived conflict between God's love and the existence of God.  The question then is:  How can God be all loving if there is hell, some kind of an eternal concentration camp?  Does that not cross out so to speak God's love?  Cannot God save all people?  Is this world thwarted by the unbeliever?  Or does he not want to save all men?  Didn't Christ die for all? Isn't he the new Adam?  And as in Adam all fell so in Christ all will be saved?  Especially if you believe that faith is a gift from God, how does it come that God seems to pass by some people so that they remain in unbelief and end in hell?  



For most of Christianity's history, this was not a real problem.  Theologians and Christians alike did not embrace universalism.  In the early church only origin, whose opinion on this matter was condemned by the local Council of Constantinople in 543, taught universalism. 
Only in the time of rationalism beginning in the 18th Century the rejection of hell by those who called themselves Christians did grow.  Until this was or has become an established feature of liberal Christianity and dominates much of mainline Christianity today.  Many mainline or liberal Christian churches at least have a strong tendency towards universalism.  And as I mentioned before, even some of the Evangelical revivalist preachers that don't belong to the fundamentalist camp no longer have these fire and brimstone services but stress rather that God is life and he accepts you as you are.  



So, if there are emotional and it seems also theological reasons against hell, why haven't we scrapped it from our teaching?  The witness of Christian history should make us cautious to simply disregard the concept of hell.  We do not believe that we are so much smarter than 2,000 years of Christian history.  But of course the argument from tradition cannot be the final or decisive argument.  The question is:  Does Scripture teach the existence of hell?  



Well, when we look at how Christ started his ministry out, it is that he called to repentance like John the Baptist did.  John the Baptist, you have it directly spoken out.  And he talks about the coming wrath of God.  And in the New Testament, the eschaton is also depicted as God's judgment.  God will judge and there will be a final separation.  The great story of the judgment of all men in Matthew 25 ends in the sentence:  And these shall go away into everlasting punishment but the righteous enter life eternal.  



It is actually Jesus who talks quite often about hell.  Not only the apostles.  Therefore the liberal trick to avoid statements one does not like by ascribing them to the apostles or later editions does not work.  It is Jesus who talks about hell, about separation of those who believe and who don't.  If you want Jesus you have to accept him as the preacher of the final judgment and the existence of hell.  



In the great prophetic book in the New Testament Revelation speaks about judgment and damnation.  And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire.  This is the second death.  And whosoever was not found written in the Book of Life was cast into the lake of fire.  



That Scripture teaches the existence of hell and answers the question:  Is it not cruel to believe in hell?  No, it is not.  Because it is true.  To believe that people can die of cancer is not cruel.  And to tell somebody that he is suffering with cancer and that he is diagnosed and life expectancy is not good is not cruel.  Because it is true.  Because the cancer is a reality. Because hell is real, it is not up to us to believe it exists or not.  Because to deny hell is to refuse to accept reality.  



The problem remains, though, how to square God's love to the existence of hell.  Ultimately this is linked to the question of predestination, one that is really close to us in this life.  Luther at the end of "On the Bondage of the Will" makes the statement that in the light of glory, that is in the fulfillment, these questions will be resolved.  But here on earth, we cannot resolve them. Looking at Christ and remembering that God did not spare his only begotten son to save us from eternal damnation assures us that God is not cruel or uncaring.  But that we can trust him to be loving and the friend of man.  Even it if we don't understand some things.  

No. 29

We ought to talk about that in which we have our hope, then.  What does God teach us about heaven?  I have a friend who has a friend who asked once:  “Won’t heaven be boring?”  Well…okay…so it’s my question.  There are times when I picture an eternity spent in choir.  And yet, don’t get me wrong—I look forward to heaven.  I just wonder what to expect.  Do we know?


>>PROFESSOR ROLAND ZIEGLER:  Yeah, I think a lot of people have had this question.  And you put it in that way:  Well, an endless choir concert.  Even if you love music, music can get kind of boring after a while.  Or grows old on you.  And frankly, I mean, we do need variety.  And especially that image of you sitting for an eternity on a cloud playing the harp and praising the Lord seems to be not that attractive to put it mildly. It seems to be then boring.  You do it over and over, the same thing.  Now, it's not the biblical image that heaven is sitting on a cloud and playing the harp and then getting bored.  And heaven is not simply a long, long stretch of time.  But heaven is a little bit different.  



Let's look what Scripture actually tells us about this existence after Judgment Day.  Well, the first thing to note about life in heaven is that it is bodily life.  We believe in the resurrection of the body or in the resurrection of the flesh actually the Apostles' Creed says in the original Latin.  We celebrate the resurrection of Christ every year at Easter.  And Christ is the first fruit of the resurrection.  His resurrection is the anticipation of what will come.  As Jesus says, "This is not only for him.  But this is for all who believe."  In John 6:40, "And this is the will of him that sent me that everyone which sees the Son and believes in him may have everlasting life.  And I will raise him up at the last day."



I emphasized before that our hope is a bodily existence and not some disembodied spirit somewhere.  This new body will have a continuity with our mortal body.  Paul says:  But if the spirit of him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, he that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken your mortal bodies by his spirit that dwells in you. We see this continuity in the case of Christ.  The tomb was empty.  And that's about all we can say.  Because now of course come all these questions.  Well, how can that be?  All those billions of people, ages ago, the bodies have long turned into dust and have been assimilated by other things.  The short answer is:  We don't know.  But there is some kind of a continuity there.  There is also nevertheless change.  Paul in his great chapter on the resurrection in I Corinthians 15, he puts what is now and what will be side to side.  Now we have a corruptible body.  Then there will be an incorruptible body.  Now there is dishonor.  Then there is glory.  Now there is weakness.  Then there is power.  Now, a natural body.  Then a spiritual body.  Now we are bearing the image of the earth.  Then we will bear the image of heaven.  



So here as in everything when we talk about heaven, we can get a glimpse.  We can say something.  But we pretty soon reach a border.  Because it's so utterly different from what we know and experience now.  We live in a world that has the signature of death and of a finite life all over it.  How can we imagine a life that is free of the signature of death and that is not finite? It's very hard to imagine.  And that's why you have to use similes and metaphors if you want to say anything at all.  



So the life in heaven will be a bodily life.  And it will be eternal life.  That's the most common term.  The righteous go into life eternal as Jesus says in Matthew 25.  And of course in John 3:16, Jesus talks about that, too, when he says:  Those who believe in him shall not perish but have everlasting life.  



This is the life that is freed from death and decay.  But it's not only that, it is life in its fullness as man was intended to live.  Our life now is but a shadow compared to this eternal life.  Eternal life is life without pain, anguish and sin.  A verse that is often used at funerals from Revelation 21:4:  And God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor crying, neither shall there be any more pain.  For the former things are passed away.  So all imperfection of which sin is the worst and the source will be gone.  There will be no pain and anguish anymore.  No suffering which are the consequences of sin.  



This life eternal will be a life in Communion with God.  We will be with God.  As Jesus says in the Beatitudes:  Blessed are the pure in heart.  For they shall see God.  



From this word of Jesus, the goal of the Christian life has been described as the beatific vision.  That the blessed ones, those in heaven, will see God.  And that this vision will be the fulfillment of their life.  



If you go to Dante's "Divine Comedy," at the very end of heaven, that's what is the climax of this entire poem.  As man was created for fellowship with God and God's salvific history is the history of the restitution of this fellowship, so now comes its fulfillment.  It will be a Communion with God.  Openly.  No longer will God be hidden.  But everything will be revealed.  We will see God.  That is we will know him in a way we have not known him before.  



We still will know God through Christ.  Because at the center of the heavenly Jerusalem is the lamb on his throne.  Life eternal will be also life in Communion with the angels and the saints.  The heavenly life is not just God and me.  The Christian is by definition a part of a community.  He is a part of the church.  The body of Christ.  



And he stays a member of this community.  When heaven is described in the image of the heavenly Jerusalem, this shows that heaven will not only be the fulfillment of the individual life, but also the fulfillment of the social life.  The heavenly Jerusalem is the opposite of Babylon, the Godless and therefore anti-God community of man.  



In heaven there will be also the sanctification of man as a social being.  As a ***zon polita conus Aristotle defined him.  He saw something there.  



We are created for community.  It's not good that man is alone.  And he never is alone.  So also in heaven we will live in a community.  We will remain social beings.  We will live as social beings in interaction with the Christians of all ages, the angels.  And that's why we can also say and believe that we will meet those whom we cherished here on earth and who die as Christians in heaven.  And we will meet many more.  



Life eternal means also that we will participate in God's glory.  God's glory describes his splendor almost as the deity.  God shared this glory with man and man has lost it.  As Paul says in Romans 3:23:  For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God.  



But in the resurrection, we will be glorified.  That is God will give us part in his glory.  Paul says:  Christ shall change our vile body that it may be fashioned like into his glorious body according to the working whereby he is able even to subdue all things unto himself.  



In Romans 8 he talks about us being glorified as a consequence of us being joined as with Christ.  What does that mean that we share or participate in God's glory?  It means that God gives us what is his.  So that we are in the fullness of life that is possible.  



God is the one who gives.  And in a way he gives himself.  So he gives of the fullness of his being to us.  And we will have a life that transcends all that we know.  



The relationship to the past that we will have in heaven is not only negative, that is that there are no more sorrow, tears or pain.  Our earthly life is still part of our existence.  But only the negative is overcome.  



The positive of our life, though, is still with us.  To that belong the statements in the New Testament about the reward of good deeds.  It might seem to be somewhat sub Christian to talk about reward.  Afterall, is salvation not by grace alone?  So what can then any talk about rewards mean?  



On the other hand, there are just too many passages in the New Testament that talk about reward to ignore them for the sake of a supposed logical consistency.  So for example in I Corinthians 3 where Paul talks about the different creatures or teachers.  If any man's work by which he has built there upon, he shall receive a reward.  



What that reward will be, we don't know.  But we can say that the good in our life will be recognized by God.  Blessed are the dead which shine the Lord from henceforth.  Yes, as says the spirit that they may rest from their labor and their works do follow them.  



Our lives here on earth are not wiped out.  Only the bad is wiped out.  The good remains with us.  It remains part of our identity.  Because that's all -- that's the work of God in us and through us that will be with us for eternity.  



So even though everybody will enjoy the same salvation and everybody will see God and everybody will be glorified, there still will be differences.  We will still look up to the great men and women of God.  But not in envy, but to praise what God has done through them.  



It's not some kind of class or case system in heaven.  But neither is it some kind of egalitarianism where everybody wears the same uniform and everybody gets the food as in some -- as it was in the cultural revolution in Mao's China.  



But again, what will we do?  Well, Scripture does not say too much about this.  It speaks about the saints serving God.  That is to worship him.  The praise of God will flow from the redeemed.  



Jesus describes heaven as a banquet.  And it is also known as the marriage feast of the lamb.  Is all of this enough to keep us from being bored?  Well, being in Communion with God, sharing his glory, participating in his feast will never get old or leave us unsatisfied, which is the reason to get bored.  



So even though we can only catch glimpse of what heaven will be like, we can say it will not be boring because it will be the fullness of life.  We will live life to its top.  To a top we can't even imagine in every moment of this heavenly existence.  

No. 30

Hello, Dr. Sanchez. The DELTO courses we’ve taken so far have been just terrific, and all of us are looking forward to your course on the Holy Spirit, especially given the interest of our Neo-Evangelical neighbors in this topic. My name is Joshua and I serve a small congregation of Lutheran people in Eastern Wyoming. This first question, however, doesn’t come from one of my members; rather it comes from me as a result of the reading I have done to prepare for Bible classes. If the Holy Spirit’s greatest work is to lead us to confess Jesus as Lord, why should we speak about the Holy Spirit at all?  Why not just talk about Jesus?  Is it possible to give full weight to the person and work of the Holy Spirit and still remain “Christ-centered”?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you for your question, Joshua.  That's a very good one.  Perhaps a way to get at that question is by using helpful distinction between proclamation and explanation.  Proclamation are words from God.  And explanations are words about God.  



So for example, if I say to someone "Your sins are forgiven," that's an example of proclamation.  I am speaking first to second person.  Direct address in the present tense.  But if I say, "The forgiveness of sins is about this or that" and begin to explain this statement, then that's an explanation.  



Another way of getting at this is through an illustration that I found in a book by Gerhardt ***Ferdy, a Lutheran theologian, called "Theologies For Proclamation."  He has an analogy of love.  If your wife comes to you and asks the question "Do you love me?" do you say, "Yes, I love you?"  If you do, that's proclamation.  First to second person.  Direct address. Or you could say something like "Well, what is love?  Well, love is this and love is that."  And I don't know that your spouse or wife might be very happy about that.  So there is a distinction between proclaiming and simply explaining something.  



If the question is "How does one come to faith?" that is "How does one come to trust in Christ as Lord and Savior?" then that happens through the proclamation.  Through the living Word of the Gospel Christ gives us his Holy Spirit who brings us to faith in him.  So in that sense, the proclamation of the Gospel is something that one does in the Spirit.  And that is to bring Christ to that word of the Gospel to people.  



Faith comes from what is heard says Paul.  And what is heard comes through the word of Christ.  So that's a proclamation.  And the Lutheran Confessions also tells us that to obtain faith, God instituted the office of preaching, giving the Gospel and the sacraments.  Through these as through means he gives the Holy Spirit who produces faith where and when he wills in those who hear the Gospel.  



So the main work of the Spirit -- and I think you're right about this, Joshua -- is in a sense to bring the proclaimed Christ to others.  I had a gentleman who once asked me how do I explain the Holy Spirit to unbelievers, to my unbelieving friends.  And I told him:  You don't.  You are just telling them the good news of Christ.  



In other words, you do the Holy Spirit to them might be a way of saying that.  And that is through the proclamation of the Gospel that brings you Christ.  



So if the question is:  How does one come through faith in Christ?  That's through the proclamation of the Gospel.  The Spirit breathed word of the Gospel that brings people to Jesus.  



But if you were to ask:  How does one come to know the Christian faith?  Then that's more faith as a body of doctrine.  How does one come to understand who Jesus is?  Jesus himself asked us:  Who do you say that I am?  And so there is a place for explanation.  There is a place for talking about Jesus.  There is a place for reflecting on that question:  Who do you say that I am?  



And here the Holy Spirit has an important place.  If Lutheran theology is Christ's center, then our theology of the Holy Spirit must also begin with Christ.  So you can be Christ centered and talk about the Holy Spirit.  But for that to happen, you have to closely link the Holy Spirit, who he is, what he does to the person and work of Jesus Christ.  



We may say just to -- as a bit of a teaser we could say here that if we were to summarize the place of the Spirit in Christ, we could simply say this:  Christ is the bearer and the giver of the Holy Spirit.  Christ bears the Holy Spirit.  The Spirit rests on him.  The Spirit remains on him.  At the same time Christ gives the Holy Spirit.  He sends the Holy Spirit.  He breathes the Holy Spirit on his disciples.  Christ the bearer.  Christ the giver of the Spirit.  I think John summarizes this very well when he says:  On whomever you see the Spirit descend and remain, he is the one who'll baptize with the Holy Spirit.  

No. 31

Good morning, Dr. Sanchez. I’m working among the Lutherans of downtown Cleveland and, like Joshua, I always have far more questions than I have answers. So here’s my first one: Does the Holy Spirit sanctify me because He is God?  Or is the Holy Spirit God because He sanctifies me?  Should a pastor opt for only one of these statements, or is there a way to reconcile both statements? Ah, my name is David, by the way.


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thanks for your question, David.  I would say that both statements are true.  Perhaps we can sort this out a little bit by making a helpful distinction between what's called the order of being and the order of knowledge.  Let me get into that a little bit.  



The order of being first tells us who the Holy Spirit is.  That is to say that he is God in eternity.  That's the starting point of the order of being.  It tells us who the Holy Spirit is from eternity.  



And then in a second moment of reflection, it tells us what the Holy Spirit as God does for us and for our salvation in history.  So there's sort of a move from above.  First we talk about who the Holy Spirit has always been, God.  And then we talk about his works for us and for our salvation.  



So under the order of being you could say something like:  Because the Holy Spirit is and has always been God, therefore, the Holy Spirit is able to sanctify me.  So that's the order of being.  



In the order of knowledge, we have a different starting point.  The order of knowledge first tells us what the Holy Spirit does for us and for our salvation in history.  So it begins from below.  And then proceeds to tell us who this Holy Spirit is and has always been, namely God.  So under the order of knowledge, you can make a statement like this one:  Because the Holy Spirit sanctifies me, therefore I come to know the Holy Spirit as God and the giver of life.  



So you see both statements are true.  The first one in the order of being tells me that the Holy Spirit has always been God.  Even before he made me holy through the Gospel.  So the order of being is very strong when it comes to the Holy Spirit's free divine initiative to make us holy.  That there was a Holy Spirit even before he made me holy.  Even before he created the world and sanctified me through the Gospel.  



The second statement under the order of knowledge tells me that I can only come to know and to believe in the Holy Spirit as the Lord and giver of life because he has first come into my life and made me holy through the Gospel.  The order of knowledge, as you can see is very strong on this Spirit's work in the economy of salvation, in the history of salvation.  It's very strong on the fact that there is no access to the divinity of the Holy Spirit apart from what the Holy Spirit does for me.  It's very strong, the order of knowledge, on the notion that to know God, to know the Holy Spirit in this case, is to know his benefits.  Is to know that he has made me holy through the Gospel.  
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Good Morning, Dr. Sanchez. I’m Eric and I’m serving among the many immigrants flooding into New Jersey. The first question I have is this: When we think “spirit,” we think “immaterial” or “having no body.”  Should we think of the “Holy Spirit” in the same way?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you for your question, Eric.  I would say that to answer your question, it might be helpful to make a distinction between the Holy Spirit and the ***logos.  The logos here will be the Son, the Word, Jesus Christ.  



First, we should note that only the logos, only the Son, becomes flesh and lives a human history.  That's what's called the incarnation.  And you probably went through that in the Systematics 2 course.  So that is unique to the Son.  We can't say that the Father became incarnate for example or that the Holy Spirit became incarnate.  That is proper to the second person of the Trinity, the incarnation.  So the Holy Spirit does not become flesh as the Son does.  In this sense, one may think of him as immaterial or not bodily.  And yet there is an intimate, close relationship between the Holy Spirit and the Son.  



You see, the Holy Spirit is inseparably united to Christ's own flesh in human history.  The Holy Spirit rests, remains on the Son and is his inseparable companion throughout his life and mission.  The Holy Spirit also dwells in Christians like you and I and accompanies them throughout their lives.  



Now, in distinction from the Son's assumption of a human nature and history, the Holy Spirit may not be said to be incarnate.  The more significant point, however, is that the Holy Spirit, because of his close connection to the Son's own flesh and life and to ours may actually be said to have a material or bodily character.  
The Holy Spirit dwells in the incarnate Son and the Holy Spirit dwells in the adopted sons of God by grace.  That is to say in the church and in each member of the church.  



Now, it might be helpful, also, to make a distinction between the Holy Spirit and creation and also see the relationship between the two.  If in distinction from creation the Holy Spirit may be said to be immaterial.  The more significant point, however, is that the Holy Spirit can and does work in creation through means which he sanctifies and uses for his own purposes. In other words, there is a bodily or material dimension to the works of the Holy Spirit.  In this sense, it is proper to speak of the Holy Spirit's work not so much in terms of being immaterial but more in terms of perhaps a subtle corporality.  A Theologian, Conger, is who speaks of the Spirit's work more in this way.  



I think a lesson for us to learn from all of this is that the Spirit is not afraid to get his hands dirty, as it were.  Even though it is true that the holiness of the Holy Spirit can separate him from the creaturely, the most significant point here is that the Spirit can actually approach the creaturely and make the creaturely holy. For example, in Christ's own life, we know from Luke 1:35 that the Holy Spirit makes the fruit of Mary's womb holy.  So he's identified with the holiness of the child, Jesus.  



We know, also, that the Spirit makes the church holy.  That the church is called a temple of the Holy Spirit.  We also know that the Holy Spirit uses creaturely means like words, like water, like bread and wine to sanctify us, to bring us to Christ through the Gospel in the Word and sacrament.  
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Hello, Professor Sanchez. My name is Nick, and I serve the people of Central Los Angeles. While we have members, visitors and potential members from every nation on earth. Their interest in the Holy Spirit runs high, so never a week rolls by without my having several Spirit-related questions to address. For instance, it is common for people to ask and talk about the Holy Spirit’s work in their individual personal lives.  But I would like to ask if there is a broader “social” or “relational” character to the Spirit’s work?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you for your question, Nick.  It is true that in highly individualistic cultures, such as we find sometimes in the North American context it is too common to think of the Spirit in me or my gifts of the Spirit or my life of sanctification.  So in an individualistic context, the question of the Spirit's work in one's individual personal life could tend to assume a view of the sanctified person as a being in himself or a being to himself, this concern only about his own personal holiness but not about how that works itself out in relationship to others.  



Folks from Hispanic and African backgrounds often bring with them a more communal view of life where interdependence between peoples and groups is not only highly valued, but it's actually seen as a basic dimension of what it means for humans and what it means to be a Christian.  In this more relational social context, the person is often seen as a being in relation or as a being with another, a being for another.  And therefore, the question of the Spirit's work in one's individual personal life can never be separated from the Spirit's work in our relationship to another.  



Sanctification then is not simply a matter of the Spirit in me, for me, or of my gifts of the Spirit for my own sake.  Rather, life in the Spirit, sanctification, is living in the Spirit of Christ both in relationship to God and in relationship to my neighbor.  So this is a more social communitarian relational view of life in the Spirit of Christ.  



Now, the person of the Holy Spirit is not simply a being himself but also a being in relation.  There is a relational or social dimension to the Spirit's works.  And if we look at the presence and activity of the Spirit in Christ, this comes forth very, very clearly.  



Think about this:  At the Jordan the Father anoints Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit for admission of faithful Son and suffering servant.  We hear the voice of the Father from heaven saying:  You are my beloved son.  With you I am well pleased.  



That last part of the Father's words, "with you I am well pleased, that comes from Isaiah 42:1.  That's one of the servant songs of Isaiah.  So at the Jordan the Father anoints the admission as his faithful Son, "You are my beloved son," but also as our suffering student, "With you I am well pleased."



What this means is that Christ's life in the Spirit is always lived in relation to another.  That is to say it's always lived in faithfulness to the Father as the obedient Son.  And always lives in service to the neighbor.  As our suffering servant.  



So Christ does not live his life in the Spirit to himself and for himself in a selfish way as if we were closed in upon itself.  No, Christ lives his life in the Spirit in relationship to his loving Father.  And for the sake of the neighbor.  
Through baptism we, too, receive the Holy Spirit who leads us also to be faithful and to put our trust in the Heavenly Father above all things and to be the servant of our neighbor.  
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Thanks for your response to all of our questions. Perhaps my next question takes us in a slightly new direction, so I hope you don’t mind. Here in our congregation in Cleveland, we most frequently speak the Apostles Creed – I guess most churches use the Apostles Creed more than any of the other creeds – but every time we celebrate Holy Communion, we use the Nicene Creed. I’m ashamed to admit it, but I do not remember much about the history of this creed. Wasn’t the focus of the Creed a response to heresy about Christ? Of course the Nicene Creed also addresses the Holy Spirit, so I want to ask, what does the title “the Lord and Giver of life” and the clause “who together with the Father and the Son is worshipped and glorified” tell us about the Holy Spirit?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Good historical question, Dave.  And theological, too.  To answer this, we should probably look at the distinction between the Council of Nicaea and the Council of Constantinople.  What we call the Nicene Creed is really a coming together of the teachings from both of those councils.  The Council of Nicaea, as you may have heard from your Systematics 2 class took place in the year 325.  And the Council of Constantinople took place in the year 381 in the year of our Lord.  



Now, you may recall that at the Council of Nicaea, the statements put forth there were really directed against Arius and the Arians, who basically asserted that Jesus was only a Son of God by grace.  He was sort of a deified man, a special man.  But not quite God.  In response to this, the Council of Nicaea argued that Jesus is Son of God by nature. The way that they articulated this was by saying the Son is ***homouseus, with God the Father.  The Son is ***consubstantial, of the same substance of the same nature with God the Father.  In other words, the Son is not a mere creature.  He's not of the substance or of the nature of creation.  Rather, the son is of the substance, the nature of the Father. Therefore, the Son is Creator and God. So when someone in the congregation asks you:  What does that consubstantial with the Father mean?"  Well, that simply means that the Son is Creator with the Father and therefore God.  Now, thus, the Council of Nicaea you settle the question of the identity of the Son.  



The Council of Constantinople in 381 had to deal with a similar question.  But this time it was directed against the ***numato macoi.  They also go by numato makians, too.  It is a term that means the Spirit fighters.  They basically said that the Holy Spirit was only a minister of God.  A sort of servant of God.  A creature in the end through whom God does his work. But the Holy Spirit was not God as such.  Now, over against this view the fathers of the Council of Constantinople asserted that the Holy Spirit is worshiped and glorified together with the Father and the Son.  So if the Holy Spirit receives the same worship with the Father and the Son, then the Holy Spirit must be God.  Only God is deserving of our worship and adoration.  



Now, the homouseus, that term is not explicitly used in the third article.  Nevertheless, the argument made for the Son at Nicaea is actually extended to the Holy Spirit at Constantinople.  That the Holy Spirit receives the same glory as the Father and the Son implies that the Holy Spirit is of the same substance of the same nature as the Father and the Son.  



Similarly, to say that the Holy Spirit is the Lord and giver of life highlights the fact that the Holy Spirit is Creator and therefore God.  For who is Lord over all things?  Only God.  And who can give us life?  Only God.  So the Holy Spirit is God with the Father and the Son.  And that's what the Holy Spirit has in common with the other two persons of the Trinity.  

No. 35

If Father, Son, and Holy Spirit work together in unity or indivisibly for us, how can we speak of what is proper or unique to the Holy Spirit in distinction from the Father and the Son? I hope my question is understandable.


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you, Eric.  That's a great question.  It is a question of -- really of Trinitarian theology.  And I think to shed some light on it, we may want to make a distinction between substantial statements and personal statements.  



Now I'll get into that rather quickly here.  Just by way of review, the way that we articulate our Christian faith is by saying that we believe in one God:  Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  At times we talk about believing in one God in three persons.  A more abstract way of expressing the same Trinitarian faith is to speak of one divine substance, three persons or hypostases. Now, statements that refer to the one divine substance are substantial statements. Statements that refer to the three in one person are personal statements.  



Now, a substantial, natural, statement tells us what the Holy Spirit has in common with the Father and the Son.  In other words, that they share the one divine substance or nature.  That they are all Creator.  That they are all God.  They are Father, Son and Holy Spirit, the one God.  



Now, if they share the same divine substance, then we may also say that they also share all divine attributes.  So for example you could say Father, Son and Holy Spirit are omnipotent or almighty; that they are omniscient for example or they know all things.  You may say they are all holy, the source of sanctification.  



The Holy Spirit is also involved with the Father and the Son in all the works that they do in the world.  Although usually we think of the first article of the Creed as referring only to the Father who creates and the second one to the Son who redeems and the Spirit to the one who sanctifies.  In a sense they are all Creator.  They are all Redeemer.  They are all the ones who sanctify.  



Another way of saying this is that they share in common all of their works.  Their works in the world are indivisible or without a division.  You see all these statements are substantial statements because they always refer us to what Father, Son and Holy Spirit have in common with one another.  



A personal statement, on the other hand, tells us how the Holy Spirit is actually distinct from the Father and the Son.  They are three distinct persons.  Each of them has characteristics or properties that are unique to them.  



So for example, we often speak of the Son being begotten in eternity of the Father.  We don't say that the Father is begotten of the Son or something like that.  Or we often talk about the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father and the Son.  So we don't talk about the Father, for example, proceeding from the Holy Spirit or from the Son.  



So there are characteristics or properties that are unique to each of the persons.  Now, even though all three persons work together in the world as we said before in an indivisible way, it is also true that there are certain acts that are unique to each of them in the history of salvation.  



So for example only the Father in the biblical narratives is said to send the Son into the world.  You never hear of the Son sending the Father into the world.  Also, we know that only the logos, only the Son, becomes incarnate.  Only the Son dies on the cross.  Only the Son is raised from the dead.  Not the Father, not the Holy Spirit.  



And we can also say that in the biblical narratives, only the Holy Spirit is said to rest, to remain on the Son, and to be sent by the Father and the Son to the church.  So you see, although the works of the three divine persons in the world are always done together in harmony and thus are indivisible or without division, these works can still be differentiated in some way.  



Now, another helpful way to distinguish the works of the three persons in the history of salvation, may be the following:  Perhaps we can think of God the Father as origin, as source, fountain.  The one from whom all good gifts come.  Not only created gifts.  But especially the gift of his Son.  He's the one who sends his Son into the world.  



But we may -- or we may think of the Father as the one from whom the Holy Spirit comes.  If we think of the Father as origin, as ultimate source in a sense, we could perhaps think of the Son best as our mediator.  That is to say the Son as the one through whom God creates all things.  But especially the one through whom we are reconciled to God through the forgiveness of sins.  



Christ as mediator may be said to be the one through whose death and resurrection God reconciles the world to himself.  So if God the Father is origin and the -- excuse me; the Son is mediator, where does that leave the Holy Spirit?  



Perhaps a helpful way of thinking about what is unique to the Holy Spirit in the history of salvation is to think of him as consummator, the one who brings the fulfillment.  The one who brings to perfection God's plans for his creatures.  He may be said to be the one in whom God brings to perfection his salvific plan for the human race.  The Holy Spirit as consummator may be said to be the one in whom God's creatures come to confess Jesus as Lord and through Jesus come to know God as a gracious and loving Father.  

No. 36

From what you have taught us so far, it seems that discussions on the Holy Spirit focus on His work in the life of the church and the individual Christian.  Now, however, you have introduced the intimate relationship of the Spirit to Christ. So if the Spirit is this closely related to Christ, should we not take a step backward and discuss the place of the Holy Spirit in the life and mission of Christ Himself?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Yes, we should.  That is a great question.  When I went through seminary, we often talked about the place of the Spirit in the church or perhaps his work through the means of grace.  But very little, if anything, was said on the Holy Spirit and the life of Christ.  And yet if we talk about being Christ centered, shouldn't also the doctrine of the Holy Spirit lead us back to the source, the central source of our reflection, Jesus Christ himself?  



We have been anticipating to some extent this discussion.  So far we have said in somewhat general terms that Christ is the bearer and the giver of the Holy Spirit.  Another way of saying the same thing is to say that the Holy Spirit rests on Christ and is sent by Christ.  But how exactly is the Holy Spirit involved in the life and mission of Christ?  Let us look at some highlights of Christ's life in the Spirit.  



Let's begin with his conception and holiness.  In Matthew 1:18 and 20, we are told that Jesus is conceived by the Holy Spirit.  So the Holy Spirit is there from the very first moment of the Son's human existence.  In the Gospel of Luke, we read the following:  The Holy Spirit will come upon you and the power of the most high will overshadow you.  These are the words of the angel to Mary at the annunciation.  "Therefore," says the angel, "the child to be born will be called holy, the Son of God."



The Holy Spirit makes the fruit of Mary's womb holy.  The holiness of the Christ child is attributed to the presence of the Holy Spirit in him.  So when we think of the conception of the incarnate Son and his holiness, we do well to think of the place of the Spirit in his life and mission.  



Another major event in the history of salvation where the role of the Holy Spirit is highlighted in Jesus' life is his baptism at the Jordan.  Here we have the Son's anointing formation.  At the Jordan Jesus is anointed by the Father with the Holy Spirit.  



He bears his Spirit to be we may say our prophet, our king and our priest.  As our prophet, Jesus proclaims good news in power.  We see these, for example, in Luke 4.  Jesus himself says:  The Spirit of the Lord is upon me because he has anointed me to bring glad tidings to the poor.  He has sent me to proclaim liberty to captives and to proclaim a year favorable to the Lord.  



And in John Chapter 3 we hear the following words about Christ's ministry of proclamation:  For the one whom God has sent -- that is to say the Son -- speaks the words of God.  For God has given him the Spirit without measure.  



So Christ is anointed at the Jordan with the Spirit for a ministry as prophet.  A ministry of proclaiming good news.  Christ is also anointed as our king.  As our king, Jesus drives out demons and defeats the powers of the anti-kingdom. After the anointing at the Jordan, for example, we hear that Jesus was immediately led by the Spirit, driven by the Spirit, into the desert, the place of struggle where Jesus was tempted by Satan.  And here Jesus also defeated him with the Word of God, the Sword of the Spirit.  



Saint Peter in the book of acts, as he proclaims the Gospel to his hearers, at one point says the following:  You know how God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and power and how he went about doing good and healing all of those who were oppressed by the devil.  For God was with him. And Jesus also once said:  If it is by the Spirit of God that I drive out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you.  So when the kingdom of God comes to us through Christ's words and deeds in the Spirit, there can be no evil in his midst.  The Holy Spirit takes over the evil spirit.  



So Christ is anointed as king for us.  He's also anointed at the Jordan as our priest.  As our priest, Jesus prays for us.  But also as a priest, there's also a sacrifice.  He offers his own life for us.  As to Jesus' prayer life, Luke tells us that Jesus rejoiced in the Holy Spirit and praised the Father.  So the Spirit is never far from Jesus' prayer life, from his Communion to the Father.  As a faithful son he prays to the Father in the Spirit.  



In the garden of Gethsemane for example as his death for us was approaching, Jesus ultimately puts his life in the Father's hands and says:  Abba, Father, not what I will but what you will.  



Now, this Abba prayer as Saint Paul tells us in Romans 8 is like Jesus' prayer, one done by a son led by the Spirit.  So Jesus is led by the Spirit to intercede for us as our priest.  But as our priest Jesus does not only pray to his Father for us in the Spirit, he's also anointed as a suffering servant.  He is the one in whom the Father is well pleased.  He's the one who did not come to be served but to serve.  And to give his life as a ransom for many.  



So there is a sense in which Jesus' baptism in water at the Jordan is a baptism unto death.  Is a baptism that leads to his baptism in blood at Golgotha.  And in fact Luke can speak of Jesus' death as a baptism.  The author of Hebrews reminds us that the crucified Christ through the eternal Spirit offered himself unblemished to God to clear our conscience from the works to worship the living God.  



Finally the Holy Spirit also participates in Christ's resurrection.  Saint Paul proclaims that Jesus Christ was established by God as some of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness from the resurrection from the dead.  The Spirit of holiness.  That's an ancient Hebraic form of Holy Spirit.  He is there as the one through whom the Father raises Christ from the dead. So as you can see, the Holy Spirit always accompanies the Son through major events in his life and mission.  He's inseparably united to him.  We may think of a joined mission of the Son and of the Holy Spirit in God's history of salvation.  



Now, what does this all mean for us?  Well, here is key to realize that Christ does not only bear the Spirit.  For we have seen already that he's also the one who gives the Spirit to the church, to us.  The same Spirit then in whom Christ proclaimed the good news, for example, Christ has also given to us, to the church, to do the same.  



So for example at the beginning of the book of Acts we can hear Jesus saying to his disciples:  But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit comes upon you.  And you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem throughout Judea and Samaria and to the ends of the earth.  And at the end of the book of John Jesus says to the disciples:  Peace be with you.  As the Father has sent me, so I send you.  And when he has said this he breathed on them and said to them:  Receive the Holy Spirit.  Whose sins you forgive are forgiven them and whose sins you retain are retained.  This is almost like a repetition of John 3 but now it applies not to Jesus but now to the church.  Now, the same Spirit in whom Christ drives out demons, that same Spirit Christ has given to the church, as well.  To drive out demons.  



You see we, too, are led into deserts in our lives.  Where the devil attacks like Jesus.  We, too, have been given the Word of God, the Sword of the Spirit, to fight the attacks.  We, too, have been given access to the Father through prayer in the name of Jesus to fight Satan.  



The book of Hebrews also tells us that through his death, Jesus defeated the one who had the power over death.  That is to say Satan.  What that means is that after Christ frees himself from the devil to free us from the devil there is sort of a boomerang effect to the attacks of the devil on Christians.  What I mean by that is that every time the devil attacks us and tempts us, it backfires on him.  Because his attacks often lead us to prayer and lead us also to hear the Word of God.  So in a sense, his attacks boomerang us back to Christ.  



The same Spirit in whom Christ prayed for others and gave himself to service unto death Christ has also given to us through the church to do the same.  So we are led by the Spirit to pray in Jesus' name for our neighbor and to give our lives often making sacrifices as it were to serve them.  



Finally, the same Spirit in whom Christ was raised from the dead Christ has also given to the church, to us, to have us share in his resurrection at the last day.  Paul makes this connection between Christ and the church eloquently.  He writes:  If the Spirit of the one who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, the one who raised Christ from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies also through his Spirit dwelling in you.  



I've taken a little bit of time to go into this because it's not a teaching that gets much attention in our church.  But how neat it is to know that the same Spirit in whom Christ lived his life lives also in the body of Christ.  

No. 37

I have to admit I’m still thinking about the heresies David alluded to a few questions back. In responding to David, you mentioned the third century heretic, Arius. I think I’m correct when I say that Arius challenged the Church with the false teaching that Jesus was not fully divine in the sense that the Father was, rather a man whom the Father adopted as a “son”? How does one avoid this danger when speaking about the place of the Holy Spirit in the life and mission of Jesus Christ?  In other words, how is Christ distinct from and superior to other bearers of the Spirit such as prophets or saints?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you, Nick.  That is very -- that is a very important question.  It is such an important question historically that sometimes I call it the hot potato question because no one wants to touch it.  



One of the main historical and theological reasons for what may be called the partial eclipse of the place of the Holy Spirit in the life of Christ was precisely the rise of heresies that used the Holy Spirit or misused or abused the Holy Spirit in Jesus' life to deny him something.  Specifically to deny his pre-existence and his divinity.  



Adoptionism is a heresy that sort of spreads through various systems of thought in the early heterodox thought.  Arius, for example, did have an adoptionist principle in his view of Christ.  Because Christ for him is a son.  Because the Spirit dwells in him in a special way.  He is sort of a Son of God by grace.  Like you and I are sons except he's at a higher degree or a much more special one than us.  So he's a greater son simply by degree in relationship to us.  



So there is an adoptionist principle in him.  Now, what is adoptionism in general?  Adoptionism is basically the idea that Jesus is only a man.  That at some point, usually at his birth or at his baptism, was adopted or elected or chosen by God as a son for a special mission.  



We actually hear similar statements today when people say things like:  Jesus is a special man who is a great and moral example to the rest of us.  



Or Jesus is a holy man close to God, chosen to bring his message to us.  



Jesus is something like a Gandhi on steroids or something like that.  The problem with this view is that Jesus is really in the end only a man.  He does happen to bear the Spirit.  But he is not God, as such.  He is not God incarnate.  



Now, how do we get out of this adoptionist prop?  One solution is sort of the Trinitarian solution.  That is to say that we should not think of Christ as a mere man who has the Spirit.  Instead, we should think of Christ's relationship with the Spirit in Trinitarian terms.  And what I mean by that is that we should think in terms of a joint mission of the Son and the Holy Spirit in God's history of salvation.  



If the Son and the Spirit are with the Father saving us, they are all God.  Neither one is less than God.  Neither one is less than the other.  



In history the incarnate Son and the Holy Spirit always worked together as inseparable companions in fellowship with one another to bring about the Father's plan of salvation.  So we should think of the Son as a pre-existence and who assumes a human nature and lives a human history.  And see the Spirit as inseparably united to him throughout that life and mission.  We are not to think of Jesus as simply a mere man who has the Spirit.  



So that's sort of the Trinitarian broader view of this.  But also another solution may be to see how Jesus is distinct from other bearers of the Spirit such as prophets and saints.  Here, we may say that only Jesus bears the Holy Spirit from conception.  And more specifically, only Jesus may be said to be holy from the time of conception. 

 

Now, this is unique to Jesus.  The rest of us do not bear the Spirit from conception.  And more important, the rest of us are not born holy.  But conceived in sin.  So the holiness and the sinlessness of Christ is tied often to the presence of the Spirit in him.  So Jesus is distinct from other saints on this count.  



What about Jesus' distinction from the prophets?  Jesus proclaims the words of God like the prophets.  But here there is an important distinction to be made.  The prophets in the Old Testament were led by the Spirit to testify in advance concerning the salvation that was yet to come in Christ.  As Jesus told his disciples:  Most of the Psalms and the prophets spoke about his sufferings and glory.  



So when the prophets speak the words of God, they point to Christ.  But when Jesus speaks the Word of God, these words point to himself as the revelation of the Father for life and salvation.  



When Jesus says to his disciples in John 6, "My words are Spirit and life," he means that his words are Spirit breathed and have the power to bring people to him, to Christ in whom there is life.  So the words of the prophets and of the apostles point to Christ.  The words of Christ point to himself as a way to the Father.  So that is an important distinction between the presence of the Holy Spirit in Christ and in the prophets and apostles.  

No. 38

Please forgive me if my memory of early church history is faulty, but I seem to recall that a later council in the Western Church – Was it around the year 600? – adopted the words “and the Son” to describe how the Spirit “proceeds.” We speak these words when we confess the Nicene Creed. I don’t think the original Nicene Creed had this wording, did it? I also seem to remember that the phrase ignited bitter controversy between the Christian Church of the East and the Church of the West. Am I recalling all of this correctly? Oh, I remember: this is called the “filioque,” I think.  What is the status of the phrase throughout the Christian world today?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Eric, that's an excellent question.  Originally the Nicene Creed or we may say the Nicene Constantinopolitan Creed drawn in the east confess the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father.  So the ***phileoquae, the clause "and the Son" was not there in the original creed.  So that is true.  



The language, the Spirit who proceeds from the Father came directly from John 15:26 which reads:  When the advocate, the paraclete, the Spirit, comes whom I will send you from the Father, the Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father, he will testify to me.  Later on in a Council celebrated in Toledo, Spain, in 589, the phrase "and the Son," phileoquae in Latin, was added to the creed in the west. Luther, being part of the western church adopted the western phileoquae.  Now, in the west the additional phileoquae was meant to say -- and you're right about this, was meant to say more about the Son than about the Holy Spirit.  



The phileoquae was an anti-Aryan move to affirm the divinity of the Son.  So by saying that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, the fathers at Toledo meant to say basically that the Son is equal to the Father.  This is still a most salutary reason for confessing the phileoquae in our congregations today.  So oddly enough the main reason is really to say something about the divinity of the Son and his quality of the Father than something specific about the Holy Spirit.  



We should, however, also understand where the east is coming from in their opposition to the phileoquae.  Besides the objection that the east always brings up that the phileoquae was unilaterally added to an ecumenical creed, an ecumenical council, eastern theologians also have an important theological reason for opposing the phileoquae.  Their concern is not about the Holy Spirit again but about the Father.  



So just like the west likes the phileoquae to say something about the Son, the east doesn't like the phileoquae because they want to preserve something about the Father.  And what is that?  Well, in the east the Father is the origin, is the source.  He is the one from whom the Son is eternally begotten and the Holy Spirit eternally proceeds.  



Theologians in the east feel that if the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Son, also, this will inevitably take away from the Father what is unique to his person.  And what is that?  That the Father is ultimately origin.  



To mitigate this criticism, theologians in the west often point to St. Augustine who was a theologian in the west.  Augustine could affirm a couple of things.  He could say on the one hand that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son.  And yet Augustine could admit that the Holy Spirit proceeds principally from the Father.  

 

Theologians in the west also recognize that while it is true that the biblical language of procession is only applied to the Holy Spirit's proceeding from the Father in John 15:26, it is also true that there are other places in Scripture where the Spirit is spoken of as the Spirit of the Son and the Spirit of Christ.  



So you could say that the Spirit is from the Father.  But you could also say that the Spirit is from the Son.  In particular in the west, the ***Johylan language of aspiration or breathing has been used to describe the Holy Spirit's procession from the Son, also.  Since in the text from John 20, the Son is the one who breathes the Holy Spirit on the disciples.  



So even in John, the Holy Spirit may be said to be from the Father as the guys in the east like to say.  But the Holy Spirit may also be said to be from the Son, as western theologians like to point out.  



The phileoquae I think in the end reminds us that just as the Holy Spirit is sent by the Son in the history of salvation, remember, we've talked about Christ being the bearer but also the giver of the Spirit, the one who sends him.  Just as you can talk about the Holy Spirit being sent by the Son in history so we may also speak of the Holy Spirit as proceeding from the Son in eternity.  Here again we must think of the Son and the Holy Spirit as inseparable companions.  



Just as there is no historical sending of the Spirit in which the Son is not involved, so also there is no eternal procession of the Spirit in which the Son is not involved.  In a sense then, the phileoquae reminds us that we just cannot think of the Holy Spirit in history or eternity apart from the Son.  

No. 39

Eric, that was some question! Now I’m remembering more and more of Church history, thanks to you and Dr. Sanchez. My question is not nearly so involved, I don’t think, but it may be just as practical. How does Christian reception of the Spirit through Baptism relate to the Father’s anointing of Christ with the Spirit at His baptism?  Is our baptism like a “little Jordan”?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  David, your question takes us back to the place of the Holy Spirit in Christ's anointing at the Jordan and what that might tell us about our anointing at our literal Jordan or baptism.  We have said that the presence of the Holy Spirit in Christ from conception is unique to him.  Another way of saying this is that the presence of the Spirit in Christ from conception is not transferable to others.  It's not communicable to others.  



And a simpler way of saying that is that we do not have the Holy Spirit from conception.  How then are we to share in the Spirit of Christ?  How does Christ give us to what he has for himself from conception?  



Here a clue to get to this question comes from the Gospel accounts of the baptism of Christ.  Although the Gospel accounts in one way or another tells us that the one who is anointed with the Spirit is the one who'll baptize with the Holy Spirit.  



I think of John 1:33 again.  John the Baptist witnessed concerning the baptism of Christ.  On whomever you see the Spirit descend and remain, he is the one who'll baptize with the Holy Spirit.  In all the gospels the presence of the Spirit on Christ at the Jordan appears as an indispensable event for the possibility of human reception of the Holy Spirit after Christ completes his mission for us and for our salvation.



In other words, we may say that unlike the presence of the Holy Spirit in Christ from conception, the presence of the Spirit in Christ at the Jordan is transferable to others in their baptism or literal Jordan.  You see after Christ come in the flesh, his anointing unto death becomes a condition in the Father's plan of salvation for the universal giving of the Holy Spirit.  Jesus is anointed with the Spirit at his baptism so that we, too, might receive upon completion of Christ's mission his Spirit or anointing in our baptism.  



Now, this gracious reception of the Holy Spirit in baptism happens for the first time on the day of Pentecost when Christ, the one baptized at Jordan, becomes the one who baptizes others with the Holy Spirit.  On that occasion you may recall in Acts 2 that many who heard Peter's message concerning Christ were baptized in water for the forgiveness of sins and received the gift of the Holy Spirit.  



Pentecost then is nothing less than the fulfillment of Jordan.  From Pentecost onwards every baptism becomes in a sense a little Pentecost, a means of grace through which the exalted Jesus forgives our sins and sends the gift of the Spirit from the Father to dwell in us.  



When we are baptized into Christ, God sends the Spirit of his Son into our hearts and makes us his sons and heirs of his promises in Christ.  So Christian baptism is not only a little Pentecost but also in a sense a little Jordan.  Because at that time the Father anoints us with the Spirit of his Son, calls us his beloved sons or children and sends us on a mission to be faithful witnesses of Christ, according to our vocations in life.  

No. 40

John the Baptist testifies that Jesus baptizes with the Holy Spirit.  Is this what Pentecostals and some Charismatics refer to as the “baptism with the Holy Spirit” or “Spirit-baptism”?  Such talk remains prevalent in many religious circles in Los Angeles. How are we to understand what John the Baptist was talking about and also what St. Paul was talking about in 1 Corinthians 14?  And how does our confession of “one baptism for the forgiveness of sins” fit into this discussion?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  What a timely question, Nick.  Especially in light of the increasing global growth of Pentecostalism and its influence in religion today.  And now we have already tied John the Baptist's statement that Jesus baptizes with the Holy Spirit with the church's reception of the same Spirit in baptism in our little Pentecost, our little Jordan.  But now it will be good to revisit what it means for Jesus to baptize us with the Holy Spirit in light of some Pentecostal charismatic thinking on this issue.  



Recall that on Pentecost day, Saint Peter preaches:  God has made this Jesus whom you crucified both Lord and Messiah. The hearers are contrite and ask:  What shall we do? The Apostle responds:  Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins.  And you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.  The promise is for you and for your children.  



Now, Pentecostals and Lutherans understand Peter's words quite differently.  I think it is fair to say that many Pentecostals see sort of an order of salvation in Peter's response.  First, hearers are to repent of their sins. Such conversion occurs when one makes a commitment to Christ, when one accepts Christ as Lord and Savior and renounces sin.  The second stage is for hearers of the Word to be baptized in water.  But here baptism doesn't merely symbolize one's confession of commitment to Jesus, it also symbolizes one's lifetime commitment to him. Finally here is ours to receive what is called then the gift of the Holy Spirit.  Which Pentecostals call Spirit baptism or baptism in or with the Holy Spirit.  Notice how the so-called baptism in the Holy Spirit is completely disconnected from baptism in water. Now, the key in this order is not the number of stages but rather the idea that baptism in the Holy Spirit occurs after the new birth or conversion.  


Although not similar to Pentecostal views in every way many charismatics especially in mainline churches do tend to see the baptism within or with the Holy Spirit as a post conversion experience of the Spirit.  For example they would say that even if you were baptized in water and received the Holy Spirit then, there is still a coming of the Holy Spirit later in life that may empower you for a mission or something like that. So that's a little bit different from the Pentecostal view.  But still in both cases we are talking about a distinct baptism in the Holy Spirit that occurs after the new birth or conversion.  After more specifically the baptism in water.  



Now, because the disciples were also filled with the Holy Spirit on Pentecost and spoke of God's works in other tongues, most Pentecostals also assert that this fullness of the Holy Spirit for witness and with the evidence of tongues is available today to those believers who desire it and yield to the Spirit.  



For our purposes, I will only say that Lutherans see the message that calls to repentance, water baptism and the gift of the Spirit not as three distinct stages but as one reality.  One work of God.  One baptism in water for the forgiveness of sins.  That offers the fullness of the Holy Spirit already at that time.  



On Pentecost know that the exalted Jesus receives the promise of the Spirit from the Father and pours him forth to empower the church in her preaching of repentance for the forgiveness of sins to all nations. And that's the message of Peter.  He called to repentance a proclamation of forgiveness in Christ. In Scripture, such preaching is always intended to lead to baptism and is inseparably united with it.  And so for example, in Acts 2 through the words spoken by Peter, God brought many to repentance, led about 3,000 of them to baptism in water for forgiveness of sins and gifted them with the fullness, not only part, of the Holy Spirit.  



The main point here I think is that baptism is not our work.  Baptism is neither a symbol of our commitment to Jesus nor conditional upon our yielding to the Spirit as the Pentecostal view already described suggests.  Rather, baptism is God's work.  A sure promise.  Means of grace for us. Baptism is God's gracious little Pentecost with a lasting significance in our lives, which Luther following Paul often refers to as a daily return to one's baptism where the old man in us is drowned or convicted of sin and a new man is raised to new life.  Forgiven. Through the daily convicting call to repentance and the comforting word of forgiveness the Holy Spirit sent to us in baptism continues to make us faithful witnesses of Jesus according to the vocations and gifts he chooses to give us.  



Now this leads us to the questions of the gifts of the Spirit in general.  And the gifts of tongues in particular.  I think it is important to recognize that with the dwelling of the Holy Spirit from us in baptism from our little Pentecost or little Jordan also come various gifts of the Spirit.  These gifts will vary from Christian to Christian.  So it is not the case that the gift of tongues in particular has to be present in every Christian as evidence that he or she has the Holy Spirit.  And in fact a number of Pentecostals are actually moving away from this position.  



On the one hand we must be careful not to domesticate the Holy Spirit by saying that he can no longer give certain gifts that he once gave.  This is the so-called cessationist's view which states that all or some of the gifts that appear in Scripture, for example, speaking in tongues or healing, cease completely or over a period of time after the apostolic area.  On the other hand we must be careful not to domesticate the Holy Spirit by saying that he's limited to give certain gifts that are listed in Scripture.  



This is the so-called biblicist's view which argues that the list of gifts in Scripture are exhaustive.  And so that only the gifts specifically listed in the Bible can manifest themselves in the congregations of all times and places.  



What solution then can we bring to the question of gifts?  First I think we should say that all gifts of the Spirit listed explicitly in Scripture did not necessarily have to be present in all churches of all times and all places.  These lists differ from each other showing their congregational character.  So it is not even the case that even in Paul's day all congregations had the same gifts.  



A second point that I will want to make is that ultimately the Holy Spirit has the freedom to give churches the gifts which he deems necessary for her to fulfill her mission in the world at any particular time or place.  Even if these gifts are not necessarily listed in Scripture or we couldn't actually define them.  



Finally the text from I Corinthians 14 teaches us that there's a certain priority of certain gifts over others.  Since the mission of the church is above all to proclaim the Word, gifts of the Spirit that are tied specifically to the proclamation of the works such as the gift of prophesy for example have a higher priority and importance for the building up of the church than other gifts such as tongues.  And above all for Paul it is working the gifts of the Spirit in love that gives the higher priority to the work of God in the congregation.  

No. 41

I want to ask a question about the Lord’s Supper, but I’m not even sure how to ask the proper question. So let me simply ask, would you be willing to discuss the Spirit’s role in the Eucharist?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Much more will be said by Professor Ziegler on the Lord's Supper, Joshua.  So I'll be brief on this point.  In the Lord's Supper we receive Christ's own flesh, his very body and blood, together with Christ's word of promise that we are receiving these gifts for the forgiveness of our sins.  



Now, we have already said that the Holy Spirit is inseparably united to Christ's own flesh and words.  This means that each time Christ gives us his body and blood together with his promise of forgiveness, he also gives us his Holy Spirit to strengthen us in our faith in Christ.  Faith in him.  In the life everlasting.  



In the Roman Catholic tradition, the Holy Spirit works basically to change the bread into the body of Christ and the wine into the blood of Christ.  This is the so-called doctrine of transubstantiation.  In the classical Reformed tradition, the Holy Spirit leads the believer to eat the supper spiritually through faith as if the body of Christ is suddenly up there in the highest heaven and is only accessible to us when our faith soars into heaven to see Christ's body and blood up there.  



In either case notice that neither Roman Catholics, nor the Reformed, see Christ giving of the Spirit to us through his very flesh and Word of promise.  This is a distinct contribution of the Lutheran understanding of the Holy Spirit's work through the Lord's Supper.  



There is also another point that could be mentioned briefly.  And that is that the Holy Spirit also works in those who have received the gift of forgiveness through the supper.  To make him a thankful people.  So that in response to the gift, they may give thanks to God for the gifts received.  In this way, the Holy Spirit works the eucharistic life in us, the life of thanksgiving to God for the gift of his Son in his body and blood.  

No. 42

It seems to be characteristic for Lutherans to say that “God gives no one his Spirit or grace apart from the external Word.”  Is this affirmation a Lutheran invention? Don’t some Christian churches teach that the Spirit works also apart from the Word? Why are we Missouri Synod Lutherans so insistent on our formula?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Well, Nick, you'll be happy to know that the affirmation that God gives no one his Spirit or grace apart from the external Word is not a Lutheran invention.  In God's plan of creation, the Spirit always works together with the Word.  As the psalmist puts it by the Lord's Word, the ***bar logos, the heavens were made.  By the breath, the **ura, the ***numa, the Spirit -- the breath of his mouth all their host.  



So the Word and the Spirit, always together, always in a joint mission in God's work of creation.  And the same is true of God's -- of God's plan of salvation in Christ what is the incarnate Word of God.  As we have seen the Spirit always works together with Christ to bring redemption to the human race.  



The same is true of the Spirit's relationship to the spoken Word.  That the Spirit works through the spoken Word among us today follows from the church's belief that the same Spirit spoke by the prophets before the coming of Christ and that the same Spirit spoke through the apostles after the coming of Christ.  We also see that the Spirit works through the Word in Christ's own ministry of proclamation.  Remember, the one who is sent from above to him God gives the Spirit without measure to communicate his words.  



Christ's words are Spirit and life because they bring people by the power of the Spirit to faith in him who is life.  So the Spirit's connection to the Word is very strong in the biblical narratives.  To say that God gives no one his Spirit apart from the external Word is to make an biblical statement.  



Now, this is not to deny that the Holy Spirit could choose to work outside the spoken Word.  But rather to say that such work of the Spirit is ultimately hidden from us.  This is one of those ***spitus absontus or hidden Spirit sorts of statements. Rather than looking to the hidden Spirit of whom we know nothing or very little, we are rather directed to the proclamation of the Gospel where the Holy Spirit has promised to reveal himself in order to sanctify us and bring us to Christ.  As Luther would put it:  Where Christ is not preached, there is no Holy Spirit to create, call and gather the Christian church.  Apart from which no one can come to the Lord, our Christ.  



So the affirmation that the Holy Spirit works through the spoken Word is ultimately a matter of the Gospel.  It is meant to be a comforting message for us.  It is meant to assure us beyond doubt that Christ's words of absolution and promise, the preached Gospel, indeed, give us his grace.  



Now, the teaching that God gives no one his Spirit apart from the Word is also a salutary one for another reason.  How will you norm the faithfulness of the proclamation of the Word against false teachers and preachers?  Here is where the written Word of God comes in.  The written Word of God is inspired, Spirit breathed.  Because through them the Spirit brings us to Christ, who is the center, central theme, of these Scriptures.  As Luther would say:  The Scriptures direct us to Christ.  



So we often speak of the written Word, Scripture, as the source and the norm of Christian faith and life.  As David ***Lutz, a Lutheran theologian puts it:  Scripture functions as a norm and judge.  For the sake of the original Gospel.  In order to assure that present proclamation is truly Gospel.  



And this was an important question.  The logos of the Spirit, especially during the time of the Reformation, if you recall in the Roman Catholic Church, the logos of the Holy Spirit was particularly the church, more specifically the teaching office of the church or the Pope or perhaps the bishop.  So whatever they said sort of went.  



On the other hand, you had a group of -- on the left wing side of the Reformation, often called the enthusiasts -- and we'll get a little bit more into them later -- who tended to place the Holy Spirit in each individual believer.  So whatever this or that believer said, told him, that would be the final word.  And so Luther thought of this question.  And for him the logos of the Spirit was the Word of God.  



The logos of the Spirit by which we can discern what either the church or the individual believer says, the logos would be the holy Word of God.  And particularly the apostolic and prophetic Scriptures of the Old Testament and New Testament.  



So Luther is not denying for example that the Spirit does accompany the church.  But the church can err.  The Spirit also accompanies the believer, dwells in the believer.  But the believer is also flesh.  He can also err.  



So what is our norm?  What is our source of Christian faith and life?  What's our norm for testing the faithfulness of the Gospel?  For that we look at the Spirit's work through the Word.  

No. 43

I am following your argument. Thank you for delving into this topic. The concept of the Spirit working apart from the Word is something I encounter regularly here in Los Angeles. You just referred to those who say that the Spirit works apart from the spoken and written Word as “enthusiasts”? Who exactly are the “enthusiasts”?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  That's a great question, Nick.  And because I don't want to get anyone off the hook, I'm going to say that at one time or another in our lives, we are all enthusiasts.  Now, what is enthusiasm?  



Simply stated, enthusiasm is the move from hearing God's Word spoken to me in absolution or baptism or the supper to the move -- the move from that, from that certainty of what God is saying, to what I sense in my heart God might or might not be doing for me.  So in other words, enthusiasm is the move from the certainty of God's promises to the shaky sands of one's own uncertain thoughts or feelings as to whether God is actually doing or not doing what he promises.  



Enthusiasm is also known as the ***garilisae syndrome.  In other words, when we begin to wonder if God's Word of forgiveness is true for me, then I have fallen into the garilisae syndrome.  And that's enthusiasm.  



Luther put it this way:  In these matters which concern the spoken external Word, it must be firmly maintained that God gives no one his Spirit or grace apart from the external Word which goes before it.  And then listen to this.  He says:  This is all the old devil and old snake who also turned Adam and Eve into enthusiasts and led them from the external Word of God to spirituality and their own presumption.  



So when we begin to lose the focus on God's sure promise given to us in the Gospel, whether that comes in the form of absolution baptism or the supper and move from that to the uncertainty of their own thoughts and doubts and feelings as to whether God is actually doing what he promises in their lives, we have become enthusiasts.  We have asked the question:  Did God really say?  So we wonder.  And we lose our ground of certainty in the Gospel.  



Now, the sacraments are perhaps the best antidote against enthusiasm.  A theologian by the name of Gerhard ***Ferdy in his book "Theologies For Proclamation" puts it this way:  In administering the sacraments, we do not merely say something.  We do not merely impart information.  We do something.  We wash in water.  We give bread and wine to those who come.  We do not that is explain Christ or the Gospel or describe faith or give instructions on how to get salvation.  We give salvation flat out.  There it is.  In the mouth.  There it is, on the head.  



Ferdy would also say:  Without the sacraments, the words go inside us.  We begin to wonder whether we really have taken the Word seriously.  I might hear the words "Your sins or forgiven" but then wonder whether it could be really me that is meant.  Or whether that it is even relevant to my needs.  



You see, since the sacraments don't give us a chance to internalize the spoken Word too much, they flat out convey how objective, external and certain is God's salvation for us through his external Gospel.  

No. 44

What are the ways in which the Spirit of God speaks to us through the Word?  Is there a relationship here to law and gospel or to sin and grace?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you for that question, Dave.  How the Spirit works through the Word can be gathered from what the Holy Spirit does through Christ's ministry of proclamation as well as through the ministry of his prophets and apostles.  



These spokesmen of God show God's people their sins and call upon them to repent of their sins and to turn to the Lord.  In the Lutheran tradition we call this Word of the Spirit the law which convicts of sin.  These spokesmen of God also proclaim God's mercy towards his people.  The arrival of his kingdom of grace, the forgiveness of sins and the promise of the resurrection.  In the Lutheran tradition, we call this gracious Word of the Spirit the Gospel, which comforts consciences who are troubled by their sins.  



Now, in the Lutheran Confessions, we learn that Christ has obtained and sent his Spirit for the church to speak precise this two-fold message.  To speak the law and the Gospel in the power of the Spirit.  



The Confessions read:  The Spirit of Christ must not only comfort but through the function of the law must also convict the world of sin.  The Holy Spirit must perform an alien work, which is to convict, until he comes to his proper work, which is to comfort and to proclaim grace.  For this reason Christ obtained the Spirit for us and sent him to us.  



Now, it is important to recognize that although we are called to proclaim the law and the Gospel, it is also true that the Holy Spirit will know how to apply our words to the hearer. There are statements, for example, that the Spirit can use as either law or Gospel.  For example, is the preaching of the cross law or Gospel?  The answer is yes it could function both ways.  On the one hand, the cross can convict me of my sins against my Lord.  We recognize by looking at the crucified that sinners like us put Jesus on the cross. On the other hand, the cross can also show us God's mercy in Christ who takes our sins away.  So the Passion play for example, can kill us.  It can convict us of sin.  But the Passion play can also raise us from the dead for the forgiveness of sins.  Or both.  



The point is that in the end, the preacher will do well to humbly remember that the Holy Spirit is ultimately above the servant of the Word.  That the Holy Spirit will be the one who'll make the law and the Gospel effective in the hearer, according to what he or she needs to hear at this or that time in his or her life.  

No. 45

For some reason, our conversation has me thinking about Romans 6. Broadly speaking, in what sense is the Christian life all a matter of being conformed to the image of the crucified and risen Christ by the power of the Holy Spirit; that is to say, a matter dying to self and being raised to new life?  Does this relate at all to the Spirit’s work through the Word, through Baptism, in sanctification, and even at the resurrection?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Joshua, yours is an insightful question that should really lead us into an important discussion on what life in the Spirit actually looks like.  If we look at Christ's life in the Spirit, we find that it is a life that ultimately leads to his death and resurrection.  



As a suffering servant, Christ is anointed by the Father with the Holy Spirit unto death.  Baptism in water at Jordan as we had said before leads to the baptism of blood in Golgotha.  But the servant is also exalted.  Christ is raised from the dead by the Father through the Spirit of holiness.  The power of the age to come.  



Now, the same Spirit whom Christ bears as the suffering and exalted servant, Christ also gives to us.  Our lives in the Spirit are now shaped after his.  When we are anointed with the Spirit of Christ in our baptism, we, too, share in Christ's death and resurrection.  In his sufferings and exaltation. In other words, we may say that in baptism, the Holy Spirit begins to conform us to the image of Christ, crucified and risen.  For us this sharing or participating in Christ's pattern of dieing and being raised to new life means at least three things.  So let's get into that a little bit.  



First, we may say that life in the Spirit means a daily dieing to self and a daily being raised to new life in Christ through the forgiveness of sins.  You see after the Holy Spirit comes to us and dwells in us in baptism, the Holy Spirit does not go on early retirement and become a passive presence in our lives.  Rather, the Holy Spirit remains actively involved in our lives. Through the Word of law the Holy Spirit constantly calls us to repentance so that we may die to sin.  So that we may crucify the flesh in us with all its sinful desires and passions.  The Spirit then also forgives us through the Word of the Gospel.  So that we may be raised to new life through the power of Christ's absolution.  



As you have pointed out in sort of a preliminary way, Saint Paul actually describes the life of the baptized precisely as this dieing and being raised in Christ.  Here is what Paul says:  Therefore, we have been buried with him by baptism unto death.  So that just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, so we, too, might walk in newness of life. This text from Romans 6 led Luther to say that the Christian life is nothing else than a daily baptism.  In this sense, life in the Spirit is truly a constant dieing of the old sinner in us and then also a constant raising of the new creature in us through the Word.  To express the same reality in a slightly different way, we may say that the Spirit actually kills the baptized in order to make him or her alive.  



So that's one way in which the Spirit shapes us after the image of the crucified and risen Christ.  The second way in which the Spirit shapes us after the pattern of Christ dieing and being raised to new life has to do a bit more directly with our relationship with others, with our ethics.  



Recall that Christ's life in the Spirit is the life of the servant.  Anointed with the Spirit Christ does not live for himself.  As Christ tells his disciples, he does not come to be served but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many. And so Christ's disciples are to do the same.  They are called to deny themselves in order to make room for the cause of Christ.  Ultimately this means they are called to deny themselves in order to make room for the neighbor who needs to hear the Word of Christ.  



Yet what is true of the disciples of Christ according to their apostolic call to proclaim the Gospel to the whole world, to all people, it's also true of all Christians according to whatever their vocations are in life.  In other words, all the baptized have been anointed with the Spirit to be the servants of others. Oh, we are often self-serving and prefer to be served.  Christ is not like that.  The Father anointed Jesus with the Spirit for a life of self giving unto death for others.  And like Jesus, the church is led by the Spirit to die to self in order to make space for the other, for the neighbor.  



The Spirit does not simply have us look to Christ out there in order to follow him.  But actually shapes Christ in here, in our hearts and minds.  So is that our lives of service to others mirror Christ's own humility and self giving to them. In this sense, life in the Spirit is indeed a dieing to self in order to walk in newness of life by walking with the neighbor in his daily struggles.  So that's another way in which the Spirit shapes us, conforms us to the image of Christ.  



Finally, we arrive at a third way in which the Spirit conforms us to the image of the crucified and risen Christ.  The Spirit anoints us to share in a very real bodily way both in the sufferings and the glory of Christ.  Here it is important to note that Jesus' life in the Spirit does not make him immune to suffering but rather makes him the object of rejection, attacks and ultimately death.  



The same is true for the martyrs of the church and also for us.  Stephen, one of the earliest church martyrs, is full of the Holy Spirit.  And indeed he suffers a stoning and death because of the war he proclaims in the Spirit.  



Saint Peter also reminds us to look at the harassment where we're seen as Christians in the world as an actual indication that the Spirit of glory actually rests on us.  So the presence of the Spirit in the baptized does lead in various ways to a bodily real life share in Christ's sufferings and even death.  Like Jesus, the church does not finally measure the Spirit's presence in her midst according to her lack of suffering but rather, according to her trust in the God who can ultimately comfort and raise his suffering people from the dead.  



And so alive in the Spirit does not only mean a sharing in the sufferings of Christ.  But ultimately it means also a sharing in Christ's glorious resurrection.  His bodily resurrection.  Indeed, the same Spirit in whom the Father raised Christ from the dead and now dwells in us as the first fruits of our bodily redemption.  Our final adoption as children of God.  And it is this resurrection on the last day that is the fulfillment of the Father's outpouring of the Spirit upon us to conform us to the image of his risen Son.  

No. 46

I think it is correct to say that the Christian life may be described as an inner-struggle between the old man who wants to live according to the flesh and the new man who lives according to the Holy Spirit.  What would you say to parishioners who struggle with their sins, showing signs of repentance, but fear they are only flesh and might be in danger of losing the Spirit?  On the other hand, what would you say to those who feel somewhat confident they can go on sinning without fear of losing the Spirit because God will forgive them anyway?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Eric your question really challenges us to put theology in a pastoral context.  Now, it is a given that the Christian life is an inner struggle between the old sinner in us and the new creature in us when the Spirit comes to dwell in us in baptism.  This struggle just begins and goes on for life.  It is truly a daily struggle between the flesh in us and the Spirit in us.  



In this life we are, therefore, simultaneously sinner and saint.  At the same time flesh and Spirit.  This creates a true paradox in Christian existence.  On the one hand, we're totally justified and forgiven before God in heaven on account of Christ.  And that is a sure promise.  As the justified, we're always supposed to walk in the Spirit and be motivated by the Gospel to do good works.  On the other hand, however, we're also totally sinners who are in need of constant forgiveness.  We simply know that we do not always walk in the Spirit.  And that we're not always motivated by the Gospel to do what is of service to others. Each Sunday we are reminded of that.  If we say we have no sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us.  But if we confess our sins, God, who is faithful and just, will forgive our sins and cleanse us from all unrighteousness.  



Now, as pastors, we should not try to solve this paradox in this life.  In the life to come God will indeed, take care of this in a definitive way.  At that time there will be no more sin to struggle with.  And life in the Spirit will be lived by the baptized to the fullest and in eternal doxology and praise to God and the lamb.  Okay.  Well, back to our time here.  



In the meantime, however, the paradox remains.  We cannot solve it.  But we can deal with it by knowing our parishioners well.  More specifically by getting a pastoral sense for how exactly they are dealing with their being simultaneously saint and sinner in everyday life.  



Usually what will happen is that our parishioners will try to live mostly on one side of the paradox at any point in time and minimize the other side.  Some Christians, for example, will dwell on the fact that they are sinners and forget that they are also forgiven.  Other Christians will dwell on the fact that they are forgiven and forget that they are also sinners.  



These parishioners require a different Word from the pastor depending on their specific situation.  So you have to know your audience in other words.  You have to know the sheep and their present need.  



What would I say to parishioners who dwell constantly on their sins and struggle with them all the time?  What would I say to parishioners who by their admission of sin show signs of repentance and yet fear their own flesh might be in danger of losing the Spirit?  



To these parishioners who live in the fear of their sins, whose struggle shows evidence that the Spirit has not given up on them, to them I will speak a word of Gospel.  I will flat out absolve them of all of their sins right there.  



"In death have no fear, you are forgiven, you are justified.  You are a new creature in Christ.  That is a sure promise."  To the sinner who despairs of his sins, give a word of Gospel.  



There is also, however, the case of the arrogant sinners, the ones who live as if what they do or leave undone matters little to God.  These parishioners will dwell on the fact that they are forgiven and use that as a license to sin.  They are usually offended when they are told to do what is pleasing to God and stop doing what is not pleasing to God.  



What would I say to those who feel somewhat confident they can go on sinning without fear of losing the Spirit because God will forgive them anyway?  To these parishioners I will flat out say a word of law to awaken them from their slumber.  I will say to them:  Do not grieve the Holy Spirit.  The pastoral concern here is to leave the unrepentant to repent of their sins and say like David:  Create in me a clean heart, oh, God.  And renew a right Spirit within me.  Cast me not away from your presence.  Nor take your Holy Spirit from me.  Restore unto me the joy of your salvation and uphold me with your free Spirit.  

No. 47

I have a follow–up request to the question Eric just asked. About a year ago, a good friend of mine introduced me to a book written by a contemporary Irish theologian. The book purports to examine the contradictions between Catholic and Lutheran structures of thought and, if I’m remembering correctly, was entitled Christian Contradictions. I think the author’s name was Hampson. In any event, in the introduction the author quotes a German Lutheran theologian, Wilfried Joest, as stating that Luther understood the believer to be someone carried by another with a capital A. That Other’s power – that is, the Holy Spirit’s power – works through the believer, Joest argues, not in the indirect sense of empowering the believer or giving the believer capacity – as the Catholics teach – rather in the direct sense that the Spirit works in the believer’s work in such a powerful way that it can only truthfully be described as God’s work. Would you be kind enough to comment on Joest’s thesis?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you for the follow-up, David.  I think there is a sense in which one can properly speak of the Spirit and power or giving the believer the capacity to do good works.  If we speak only in this way, however, we could get the impression that the Spirit as Jost seems to argue openly works on the believer indirectly.  In other words, when we get the sense that the Spirit is primarily an external and sporadic presence in the believer's life.  



Consequently one might also get the sense that the believer's life is primarily a matter of doing this or that holy thing, this or that good work as the Spirit leads here and there.  The Spirit, however, does not simply act in such an indirect way on believers as a sort of external and sporadic presence in their lives.  Much more than that, the Spirit dwells in believers.  The church is a temple of the Holy Spirit.  We bear the Holy Spirit.  



So the Spirit is our close companion throughout our lives.  From the time of our baptism to the time of our resurrection until life everlasting.  In this sense the Spirit works in us not only indirectly but directly to use Jost's terms.  We may say that the Holy Spirit is the one in whom we live and move and have our being.  Because he dwells in us our lives bear fruit.  And we serve the neighbor.  



From this angle, sanctification is then in a fundamental way God's work in us and through us.  There is a theologian by the nay of Adolf Koberle who even speaks of sanctification as monergistic which means that it is all in the end God's work in us.  



No. 48

One often hears T.V. evangelists speak of the “anointing.”  What does that term tell us about their understanding of what the Christian life in the Spirit looks like?  By comparison, how does Scripture use the language of “anointing” to describe what Christ’s – and thus the church’s – life in the Spirit looks like under the cross?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Joshua, yours is a very timely question.  Flipping through TV channels, I often come across many of the so-called name it and claim it and health and wealth preachers who fill the airwaves.  I am told when I watch those programs that God's anointing guarantees spiritual freedom from sin, bodily healing and business success in this life.  



Here the anointing concept refers to the Holy Spirit's presence and power in believers and an idea that has some biblical precedence.  In I John the apostle does speak of the Spirit as the anointing which comes from the Holy One which could be a reference to either the Father or the Son with that anointing that teaches all things.  It points to the Holy Spirit's role as teacher of Christ and teacher of the truth, who is truth.  



Yet for these preachers such presence of the Spirit seems to be discernible and validated only in times of joy but not grief.  Only in times of good health.  But not sickness.  Only in times of riches but not when there is lack.  Times of spiritual growth but not spiritual struggle.  



What are these preachers up to?  Notice that their notion of anointing assumes what may be called an apathetic view of the Spirit.  Namely, an indwelling of the Spirit in the absence of suffering and the cross. As I hear the prosperity preacher's promises, I ask myself:  Could this Spirit anointing of the victorious life be the same Spirit with whom God the Father anointed his Son to undergo a sacrificial mission as our suffering servant? I ask myself:  Does this Spirit anointing of the successful Christian life be the same Spirit who fills church martyrs such as Saint Stephen, who let Jesus suffer for bearing witness to God's salvation even as he puts his life in God's hands?  But then the questions become much more personal:  What am I to think of those family members, parishioners, colleagues and students who are struggling to serve God and others in the midst of serious financial, health or family issues?  Do they not have the fullness of the Spirit, of the anointing?  



You see, the apathetic view of Spirit lifts us with a profound crisis of Spirit.  The apathetic view of Spirit is not unique to some Pentecostal preachers.  We cannot let ourselves be taken off the hook that easily.  We, Christians, we Lutherans, often associate the presence of the Spirit in the church only with times of spiritual success as it were.  



When we receive an answer to prayer for healing, when we articulate or hear a wise reflection, when we show or witness an act of holiness or belong to a growing church, then we are prone to highlight the Spirit's powerful presence among us.  But we are less likely to claim the Spirit in times of spiritual struggle when no miracles occur.  



When we struggle with the will of God.  When we suffer the devil's attacks.  When we are looseing disciples in the church.  Then we do not talk about the Holy Spirit as much.  



Yet this is in many ways the life in the Spirit that Jesus lived under the cross.  Right at the beginning of his ministry the Son is led by the Spirit into the desert to struggle against the devil.  Disciples turn their backs on Jesus, the one who speaks words that are Spirit and life.  So if people turn their backs on you, don't feel too bad.  They did it to Christ.  And at Gethsemane as Christ's death approaches, he prays earnestly to his Abba Father in the Spirit as he struggles with God's will.  



At his worst hour, people veered (phonetic) Jesus to perform a miracle and come down from the cross.  He does not.  At once priest and victim Christ instead through the eternal Spirit offered himself without blemish to God to use the language from the author of Hebrews.  



You see, like Jesus, we, too, struggle with God's will.  We, too, suffer the devil's attacks and face death.  But God also established Jesus, a Son of God in power, according to the Spirit of holiness by resurrection from the dead.  What is true for Christ is true also for the body of Christ.  Those who suffer with him will also be glorified with him.  God the Father will give life to your mortal bodies also through his Spirit that dwells in you.  



Here is a further problem with the apathetic view of the Spirit:  An apathetic view looks upon those who suffer and struggle as a problem.  Supposedly they do not exhibit the anointing or fullness of the Spirit in their hearts until they lead successful lives.  



Their struggles supposedly mean that they have less Spirit or faith.  I prefer to speak of a paschal account.  That is to say a cross and resurrection account of the Spirit in Christ.  One which reminds the church that her missionary identity does not lie in her being successful.  But in her being faithful to the Father unto death.  And in her putting her life and mission in the Father's hands no matter what.  



The church's task is not to lead people to success but rather to make them faithful hearers and doers of God's Word.  When the church acts like this, she is most likely to struggle as Jesus did during his own mission.  But she will also be putting her life and work in the hands of the God and Father of Jesus Christ who can raise both proclaimers and hearers of the Word from the dead.  

No. 49  

I have heard of sanctification being described as having a broad sense and a narrow sense. What is sanctification in its broad and narrow sense?  Can these terms be helpful to us in our preaching? And also, how does the Holy Spirit’s work of justification differ from and relate to His work in sanctification? Oh, and one final question: Is it true that in the Roman tradition justification follows sanctification, while the Bible has these two reversed?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Good for you, Eric.  This is a classic Lutheran question.  One that every Lutheran should ask.  



Now, if I were to provide a general definition of sanctification in the broadest possible sense, I would say that sanctification is everything that God does to bring sinners to death in new life in Christ by the power of Spirit through the forgiveness of sins so that they may live for and serve God and neighbor.  



In this broad definition, sanctification includes what we call justification.  In other words, sanctification includes God's declaration to sinners that they are forgiven on account of Christ.  Which is to say that when God justifies sinners, he makes them stand in a right relationship before him through the forgiveness of sins Christ obtained for them on the cross.  



Here sanctification is not so much associated with holiness of life or good works.  Rather, they may -- being made holy amounts to being made a believer, one who trusts in Christ for redemption and we may add with trusting him for forgiveness and justification. This is precisely how Luther, for example, defines sanctification in the Large Catechism.  He says:  Being made holy is nothing else than bringing us to the Lord Christ to receive this blessing of redemption to which we could not have come by ourselves.  So holiness could include being justified under it.  Sanctification can include justification.  



But if we define sanctification in a narrower sense to include only our lives of thanksgiving to God for all of his gifts and of good works towards our neighbor, then sanctification is this thing -- is distinct from justification.  In this case sanctification will be defined more in terms of what Christians ought to do or abstain from doing to please God and do his will.  



A good example in Scripture will be one from I Thessalonians.  Here is what Paul says:  Finally, brothers and sisters, we ask and urge you in the Lord Jesus that as you learn from us how you are to live and to please God as, in fact, you are doing, you should do so more and more.  For this is the will of God.  Your sanctification.  That you abstain from fornication.  That each one of you know how to control your own body in holiness and honor. That no one wrong or exploit a brother or sister in this matter.  For God did not call us to impurity but to holiness. You see, in the context of this text, sanctification relates directly to holiness of life and our relationship to the neighbor according to what is pleasing to God.  


In the Roman Catholic tradition, justification has always been seen as something that God works in us and with us over time.  When Catholics say that we're justified by grace, they mean that God first pours or infuses his grace or Spirit into our hearts.  And then allows us to cooperate freely with him towards our justification or final salvation.  



Contrary to this view of justification as a grace God works in us and with us, in the Lutheran tradition, justification has always been seen as a work of God that takes place outside of us and without us.  When Lutherans say that we are justified by grace, they mean that God is favorably disposing his mind and heart to forgive us our sins.  Solely on account of Christ's work for us.  And therefore without our cooperation.  



By bringing our works into justification, Roman Catholics do not distinguish properly between justification, God's work outside of us, and sanctification, God's work in and through us.  And more seriously Catholics end up making justification or final salvation a reality that only takes place after sanctification.  



The problem with making justification depend on our sanctification or on our internal state of grace is that we can never be sure that we have done or cooperated enough with God to receive his declaration of forgiveness, his justification.  True comfort only comes when faith does not look to the human heart for the certainty of justification.  But rather when faith looks to the heart of God, to the work of Christ, and to the promise of the Gospel for such certainty.  All these things are outside of us.  



For the sake of this sweet assurance of the Gospel, the Lutheran confessors distinguish clearly between justification and sanctification.  And also argue that sanctification results from justification.  They write, for example, in the Formula of Concord:  In conversion the Holy Spirit kindles faith in us through the hearing of the Gospel.  This faith lays hold of God's grace in Christ and through it a person is justified.  Thereafter, once people are justified, the Holy Spirit also renews and sanctifies them from this renewal and sanctification.  The fruits of good works follow.  



No. 50

How does a proper understanding of the distinction and relationship between faith and works shape our view of Jesus Christ?  Is this insight helpful for reading the Gospels?  For example, I have noticed that many people today see Jesus in the Gospels primarily as an example of love.  And there is some truth to that, but is it enough to speak of Jesus in this way?  How should we see Christ in Scripture?  What would Luther say?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Good question, Nick.  It is important to remember that for Luther, all Scripture tends towards Christ, all Scripture points to him.  So Christ is the central theme and content of the Scriptures.  But which Christ does the Scripture and specifically the gospels present to us?



Luther was convinced that during his times, the image of Christ as an example of love as a sort of new Moses who gives laws on how to live and please God was the predominant view of Christ in peoples' minds.  To address this imbalance, Luther began to speak more forcefully of grasping Christ in the Scriptures at a higher level.  Namely, as God's gift of salvation.  



In his treatise "What to Look for and Expect in the Gospels" Luther speaks of reading the gospels in such a way that we the hearers of the story might share in Christ's life in terms both of receiving Christ as gift and of following Christ as example.  For Luther Christ as gift amounts to grasping Christ's benefits by faith.  



He writes:  See, when you lay hold of Christ as a gift, which is given you for your very own, have no doubt about it, you are a Christian.  Faith redeems you from sin, death and hell and enables you to overcome all things.  Therefore, make note of this, that Christ as a gift nourishes your faith and makes you a Christian.  



But then Luther also calls Christians to follow Christ as an example by doing good works which flow from faith.  Here good works follow faith.  On Christ as an example Luther writes the following:  Now, when you have Christ as the foundation and chief blessing of your salvation, then the other part follows.  That you take him as your example, giving yourself in service to your neighbor just as you see that Christ has given himself for you.  Christ as an example exercises your works.  This does not make you a Christian.  Actually they come forth from you because you have already been made a Christian.  



Luther's treatise is helpful to guide us in our reading of the gospels in such a way that we might find in them Christ as our Savior and teacher.  The treatise is also helpful to see how faith and works relate to each other in the life of the Christian.  Just as we speak of sanctification as the result of justification, so we also speak of good works as a result of faith.  



Finally, Luther helps us to see the Christ center, the christological character of faith and good works.  In other words, faith is all about receiving Christ and his benefits.  And good works is all about imitating Christ's love for the needy.  Although Christ as example sure displays Christ as gift in Luther's day, the reformer did not displace Christ as example all together but place him in his proper place.  In fact, Luther can actually be quite strong on calling Christians to be an imitation of Christ. He puts it this way at one point in the treatise:  As Saint Peter says in I Peter, Christ suffered for us thereby leaving us an example.  Thus when you see how he prays, fasts, helps people and shows them love, so also you should do both for yourself and for your neighbor.  

No. 51

What exactly is a “good” work?  What does the Holy Spirit use as the norm to discern what a “good” work is?  Does a “good” work ever become “evil”?  And isn’t it correct to say that good works are for others and not for ourselves?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  This is an important question, Dave.  So let's get right to it.  There are at least three ways of describing what a good work is for the Christian.  One could go with what may be called a Gospel oriented answer.  Here a good work is one that is done out of good faith in Christ who has saved me through the Gospel.  This definition of a good work follows rather well from Luther's previous statement that faith is ultimately what makes one a Christian before God.  And then good works are done because one has already been made a Christian.  



From this angle, one might say that whatever is not done out of faith is sin and ultimately falls short of pleasing God.  A Gospel oriented answer to what a good work is speaks rather strongly of what the right motivation for a good work should be.  Namely, God's love for us in Christ.  



Lutherans love this definition of a good work always speaking of loving others because Christ has first loved them.  But one could also go with what I am going to call at least for now a law oriented answer to the question.  By here I mean law oriented in the positive sense of the law as God's will for his creatures.  



Simply put:  This means that a good work is one commanded by God.  This definition of what constitutes a good work is quite helpful because it prevents Christians from making up or designing their own works.  



Luther, for example, thought of the monastic orders of his day and the prohibition of marriage for priests as an example of self designed works.  Works of men that were not actually commanded by God.  Left to ourselves we will up with all sorts of ideas of what good works might be.  But are they the works that God commands?  



From this angle the law of God serves an important purpose.  It functions as the norm or standard for what a good work should be.  Do you want to know what a good work is?  There is plenty in the Ten Commandments to last a lifetime and keep us busy.  



In this framework, know that the question of Gospel motivation is not the driving concern but rather the fulfillment of what God has commanded.  Indeed whether one feels or not motivated by the Gospel all the time, it is still true that respect for one's parents, promoting the neighbor's well being and honoring one's marriage are good works because these are works commanded by God. Now, are these good works perfect?  No.  Do they earn us salvation?  Of course not.  But are these works the will of God for all his creatures?  Absolutely.  And especially so for Christians.  



Finally, we may say that a good work is one that is directed towards the neighbor as opposed to directed towards God.  Here we have the question of the object of our good works.  If we think of our good works, especially the ones that the Spirit works through us, as earning us God's favor and forgiveness, then we have made a mistake.  We have made our good works an evil thing.  



In his Heidelberg Disputation, Luther will go as far as saying that any work that is put forth as an attempt to stand in a right relationship before God is likely to be a mortal sin.  The lesson here is that God does not need our works.  



However, God has given us the neighbor to serve.  In a sense then a good work is one that's reaching its intended target, our neighbor.  It is then appropriate to remember that our good works are not ultimately for our own benefit but for the benefit of those whom God has placed in our lives to serve.  Although we fail to do this often, we should still strive to help others unconditionally out of love and not to get something in return.  We don't use the neighbor as a means to what we want.  The neighbor himself is the end of our love.  

No. 52

If we say that the Holy Spirit threatens and coerces the flesh to do what is God-pleasing, we run the risk of crawling back under the law, do we not?  Moreover, if we speak of the Holy Spirit empowering the Christian to do willingly what God commands, we are knee deep in Catholicism?  So what is it that the Spirit does? We are not inanimate violins that God plays; rather we are thinking humans in whom dwells the Christ, as Paul says in Galatians 2. So by what process does the Spirit make holy that which has already been made holy, as the writer describes in Hebrews 10:14?  What means does the Holy Spirit use to produce in Christians—all of whom are not only saints but also sinners in this life—what is pleasing to God?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Dave, a short time ago I spoke of sanctification as the work of the Spirit in and through us.  And we went as far as saying that sanctification is all about God's work.  And that's good.  At the same time it is still possible to speak of sanctification as our responsibility.  We are called to shun evil and to do good.  We are called not only to listen to God's will for our lives.  But also to live in accordance with it.  God tells us what to do and not to do.  God gives us a guide in his law as to what is pleasing to him and what is not.  



Too often we think of God's law in its Evangelical sense.  That is to say as the mirror that shows us our sins and our need for the Gospel.  Here the law is seen somewhat negatively because its main function is to tell us how we cannot fulfill God's law.  How we fall short of God's will for our lives. We get the sense that the law is always bad and the Gospel is always good.  But we forget that the law is also a good thing.  It is God's will for our lives.  Indeed no one can fulfill the law to perfection.  And more important, no one can fulfill the law to be saved.  



For that our Lord has given us the Gospel.  This we all agree.  But to some degree, we fulfill the law.  If we follow God's law, even if not perfectly, things seem to go pretty well.  Think of it this way:  If I fulfill my responsibilities towards my neighbor who is depending on me, I get along much better with my wife, my students, my boss, my colleagues and my next-door neighbor.  



However, if I drop the ball on one who depends on me, my relationships suffer and bring stress to my life.  So it is also important to speak of sanctification as our responsibility.  Because we sinners could often use conveniently the truth that God does it all through us to our advantage.  We may wait for God to do his work in us while the neighbor suffers before our very eyes.  



The truth of the matter is that I might not always feel motivated by the Gospel to serve my neighbors.  Does that mean that I should stop serving them?  Of course not.  If I don't feel that I love my wife after an argument, does that mean I should divorce her?  Of course not.  We are called to fulfill the law, whether we feel like it or not.  



Although the question of being motivated by the Gospel is still a true thing and the Spirit does use above all the Gospel to bring us to do his good works we also recognize that as the sinners that we are, we don't always want to be motivated by the Gospel.  So for Christians, there is a place for the law to function both as the curb that restrains the flesh in us from committing gross sins against the neighbor and also there's a place of the law to function as the guide that teaches the new creature in us to do the works that are commanded by God and therefore pleasing to him.  



It is really not a contradiction to say that sanctification is both fully God's work in and through us and at the same time to say that it is the responsibility of every Christian.  The greater reality in all of this says the Holy Spirit in the end is the one who works in believers so that they may both take seriously their responsibility to do God's will and recognize that God has also all along created them to do those very good works which he has prepared for them in advance.  

No. 53

One of my members is a former member of the Nazarene Church. Sometimes he and I have lively discussions about sanctification. I guess the same conversations could also occur with Methodists. So here’s my question: Are sanctification and perfectionism the same thing?  Isn’t it possible and good for one to strive after perfection in good works and at the same time see sanctification in baptismal terms as a daily dying to sin and being raised to new life?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Nick, I appreciate that question very much.  It requires some careful attention, too.  First of all, we could begin by saying that Scripture thus called Christians to perfection in holiness.  There is no way around that. For example, Paul tells the Corinthians:  Let us cleanse ourselves from every defilement of body and of Spirit making holiness perfect in the fear of God. So it is proper for Christians to strive after perfection in holiness and good works. Indeed, it is proper to try our best at serving the neighbor.  


However, striving after perfect sanctification and actual perfectionism are two very different things. Perfectionism is the illusion that we can attain complete, full, perfect sanctification in this life.  But how is this utopian dream different from striving after perfect sanctification?  The difference lies in the Christian's realistic view of himself or herself.  Perfectionism you see does not take seriously the reality of sin in the Christian's life.  And on the other hand Christians who strive after perfection often know their sins all too well.  They desire and try to serve their neighbors. But also know that their service often takes place under the cover of great weakness. And even recognize their failures to make holiness perfect in their lives.  



One of the best antidotes against perfectionism is to see sanctification as a daily baptism.  We may call this the baptismal model of sanctification.  Here life in the Spirit is a life of daily repentance.  Luther puts it this way, "Baptism signifies that the old creature in us with all these sins and evil desires is to be drowned and die through daily contrition and repentance.  And on the other hand, that daily a new person is to come forth and rise up to live before God in righteousness and purity forever."  This is from the Small Catechism.  



Now, under this baptismal model of sanctification, striving for good works always ends up in a return to baptism.  In other words, we are led to be contrite for our failure to be perfect and also receive God's forgiveness to walk once again in newness of life and strive once again to serve our neighbor.  Our guilt is taken away daily through the forgiveness of sins.  And the same Gospel leads us to continue daily to strive to serve our neighbor.  



Pieper, a Lutheran theologian, sums up the baptismal model quite well and how it applies to the sanctified life which could be spoken of as a striving after perfection and holiness.  Here is what Pieper says:  Nothing makes Christians so conscious of their daily deficiencies as the earnest driving for perfection. And when they acknowledge and confess their daily shortcomings before God, they flee for refuge to divine grace, knowing that the grace of God takes no account of the law on human works, of our daily success or failure in sanctification and good works.  And since they are no more under the law but under grace, they daily begin anew their struggle to attain perfect sanctification deploring their many failures.  But at the same time being assured of their ultimate victory striving after perfect sanctification.  The Christian thus leads the life of daily repentance.  

No. 54

This is by far the most helpful conversation about the work of the Holy Spirit I have ever listened to. I cannot tell you how thankful I am to be a part of this class and this entire program. And I have another question, too. I seem to recall that Luther writes about two kinds of righteousness, civil and spiritual. How does Luther’s distinction between these two kinds of righteousness help us to distinguish properly between our standing before God and our standing before our neighbor?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Joshua, let me answer your question by defining first what righteousness is.  To be righteous is to be in a right relationship with another.  Now, there are two kinds of righteousness.  One speaks of our relationship to God.  This is called spiritual or vertical righteousness before God.  And the term in Latin for that is righteousness ***korem vayo, before God.  



The other type of righteousness has to do with our relationship with God's creatures.  This is called civil or horizontal righteousness.  And the term in Latin for that is usually ***quohuminbus righteousness, before man.  At times also known as righteousness ***kora mundo or righteousness before the world.  This kind of civil or horizontal righteousness concerns for example our responsibilities towards the government, our families, our teachers, the poor, and even towards the environment.  



There are two terms in Spanish I like to use to distinguish between these two kinds of righteousness.  When it comes to our relationship before God I think of the word nada, nothing.  In other words, we contribute nothing, nada, to our standing before God.  For he alone declares us righteous on account of Christ without any merit or cooperation on our part.  This is why we often can speak of vertical righteousness as passive righteousness.  And this is the righteousness by which we are saved and justified.  



Now, when it comes to our relationship before humans and the rest of God's creation, I think of the Spanish word mucho, a lot.  In other words, we are called to actively work and do everything we can towards being in a right relationship with God's creatures.  We're called to promote our neighbor's well being and to take care of creation.  This is why we can also refer to horizontal righteousness as active righteousness.  



This righteousness for sure does not save us.  And it doesn't make us right before God.  It is meant to be directed to the way we live in relationship to others.  And it is also important for God that we do so.  

No. 55

Great question, Josh, and I agree with you about this course with Professor Sanchez. Sometimes when I am thanking God for blessings in my life, I include the online DELTO program, for I don’t know how I could access this kind of instruction and learning apart from what we experience here on the Internet. …  Now Joshua’s question had to do with Luther’s two kinds of righteousness. I want to ask about the Apology’s two types of sacrifice. How does the Apology’s distinction help us to speak more meaningfully about the Lord’s Supper?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Thank you, Eric.  It is always a good thing to look to the Confessions for deeper reflection on various theological issues.  



Apology 24 deals with the mass with the Lord's Supper.  This was written at a time when it was common among God's people to think of the Lord's Supper as a work that we do to receive God's favor apart from the merits of Christ's own atoning work.  To address this problem, the confessors taught that the Lord's Supper is a work that God does to offer us the merits of Christ's atoning work, the forgiveness of sins.  



The apology defines the atoning sacrifice of Christ as a work of satisfaction for guilt and punishment that reconciles to God, conciliates the wrath of God or merits the forgiveness of sins for others.  It is on account of Christ's atoning sacrifice that we receive the forgiveness of sins when we partake of his body and blood in the supper.  



What would happen often at that time is that people would for example have masses for the dead.  So that God would be favorable towards them.  And give them less years of purgatory or something like that.  So the mass was clearly being used in the wrong way.  As a work that we do or do for others to please God.  



And so here the notion of the supper as given the benefits of Christ's atoning sacrifice was important.  Was to stress that the Lord's Supper is a sacrament, is a work that God does.  But the confessors also speak of the mass, the Lord's Supper as a Eucharistic sacrifice which does not merit the forgiveness of sins or reconciliation but is rendered by those who have already been reconciled as a way to give thanks.  As a way of expressing gratitude for having received forgiveness of sins and other benefits.  



The idea here is that the Lord's Supper brings those who have been justified and forgiven into a Eucharistic life.  One of thanksgiving and praise that includes all good works.  



Saint Paul refers to this life as a spiritual worship.  He writes:  Present your bodies as a living sacrifice holy and acceptable to God, which is your spiritual worship.  



We see that the notion of Eucharistic sacrifice is helpful because it gives us a way to talk about the sanctified life as an act of worship.  Sanctified life, life in the Spirit, is a constant act of praise to God for his gifts.  And this praise to God includes, also, all our good works in relationship to the neighbor.  

No. 56 

I may be taking us in a slightly different direction, but here is a question that has been on my mind for some time. Actually, the question first arose in one of my Bible classes, and it came from a pretty bright thirteen-year old. If God knows already what the future holds for me, why should I seek His help in times of need?  Is God persuaded by prayers? Does God change his mind because of prayers? And if God is persuaded by my prayers, how do I know I have prayed enough to change His mind?  Does Jesus’ prayer to the Father in Gethsemane help us understand what prayer is and how it functions? Finally, what is the Spirit’s role in my prayer life?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  David, this is an insightful question.  We should begin by saying that Jesus' prayer life is an expression of his being Son.  It's not simply something that he does.  It's something that is constitutive, defining of his Sonship.  Christ's prayer must not be discussed simply as a reality that is external to his person.  Prayer is part of the fabric of Jesus' life.  



At times there are people who are in need.  But Jesus goes out, separates himself from the crowds and prays to the Father.  Sometimes we react against this Jesus.  We might say something like:  What's he doing?  There are lots of people here asking for help and he goes over and prays to his Father?  What kind of Jesus is this?  We have a hard time thinking at times that Jesus would not let his work take away from his fellowship with the Father.  



In the Spirit the Son prays to his Abba Father and throughout his life.  And because we pray in the same Spirit, in the Spirit of the Son, our prayer must not be seen as something external to ourselves.  That is we shouldn't see our prayer life as something that we do here and there but tells us nothing about who we are.  Rather, prayer is for the church a Trinitarian event into which she is brought to share by the indwelling of the Spirit, of the Son and his Father in her.  



Practically speaking, this means that our prayer life must be seen, first of all, as a gift from God.  It is a dimension of our Sonship.  It is central to who God has made us to be.  It is intrinsic to our human identity as his dear children. From baptism, the Father has promised to us that the gift of his Holy Spirit, who alone searches and knows his thoughts, will also intercede for us in accordance with divine will.  Because we do not always know how to pray.  



This is a great promise for those living in the midst of tragedy and suffering great pain.  In the moment of anguish and numbness and speechlessness.  Sometimes we just don't know what to pray for.  Faith looks trustingly to God's promise that we have received the Spirit of his Son at our little Jordan to pray, with or without words, with or without eloquence, as the Son once did.  "Abba Father, Thy will be done."  That was Christ's prayer at Gethsemane.  



Second -- and this is a related point to the one I just mentioned -- prayer is above all an expression of filial trust, the trust of the Son that he puts before his Father.  So prayer is not speculation into what God might have already decided or might be deciding in the future.  We simply do not know the mind of God.  Only the Spirit does.  



It is simply on unbearable burden to wonder if I have prayed in accordance with God's immutable will or if I have prayed enough to make God change his mind.  This can only lead to self security or despair.  Since we have been given the Spirit to lead us to pray according to God's will, we are therefore free to put our lives in the Father's hands as Jesus did in Gethsemane.  



Now, practically speaking, this means that we should not think either that our prayers are not necessary because God already knows what he's going to do anyway or that our prayers are necessary for God to change his mind about something which is yet to happen and he may or may not know anything about.  These formulations miss the point that prayer is an expression of trust.  Of self giving to a merciful Father who knows what is best for his children.  



Filial trust does not allow us to say, "I won't pray because God already knows what's going to happen to me."  Nor does filial trust allow us to say, "I'll pray because God needs my prayers to direct his course of action in the future."



You see, both types of responses betray a sinful arrogance and unwillingness to be faithful to God.  To put trust back in God and not in ourselves.  Filial trust, the trust of the Son for his Father, always says:  Abba, Father, I have put my life and work into your hands.  Your will be done.  



Filial trust is not a matter of submitting to an apathetic unchangeable God that already knows everything that's going to happen.  And filial trust is not a matter of persuading a God who limits himself, who changes his mind all the time.  Prayer is a matter of trust.  Trusting, in a loving Father who has given us the Spirit of his Son to enter a reciprocal I/thou relationship with him which is characterized by faith on our side and by love on his side. 



Finally, we may say that prayer as an expression of Sonship applies a participation of the church in the sufferings and the glorification of the Son.  Practically speaking, we must remember -- as I have said on other occasions -- that the indwelling of the Spirit in us does not make us immune to suffering as Christ's own anointing with the Spirit to be the suffering servant shows.  



The church's prayer is an instance of her sharing in the Spirit of the Son who prayed to his Abba at Gethsemane.  The place of struggle and agony, which means prayer not in the absence but in the midst of and inspite of suffering and death.  



This is the reality of the situation.  And yet we must also remind the suffering church today that her prayer in this tragic world is in and by the Spirit in her a kind of anticipating groaning of trusting in the God who raises the dead to life precisely because he raises his Son to life by the power of the same Spirit. 

 

As in the case of the Son, the sons are -- the children's prayer life in and by the Spirit will be joined to the mystery of suffering but also to the mystery of final trust in God's eschatological or end time deliverance.  

No. 57

I’m sorry, but I’m still thinking about the Charismatic Movement.  With the rise of Pentecostalism and neo-Pentecostalism worldwide, questions on the gifts of the Spirit abound.  Did some or all of the gifts of the Spirit listed in Scripture begin to cease after the apostolic period, or are these gifts normative for churches of all times and places?  Is there another position? Has the CTCR of our Synod had anything to say on this issue? Those are my questions.


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Nick, this question came up before in a different form when we reflected on whether the gift of tongues in connection with the so-called Baptism of the Holy Spirit had to be normative for all Christians.  I would like to summarize what was said there once again in a slightly different way.  



There is, first of all, a cessationist view of the gifts of the Spirit which affirms that all or some of the gifts that appear in Scripture cease completely or began to cease over a period of time after the time of the apostles, after the apostolic era.  According to the cessationist view gifts such as speaking in tongues and healing cannot manifest themselves among God's people today.  



One of the problems with this position is that it also relies too heavily on historical hearsay, on historical accounts of people throughout time who may not have seen the so-called extraordinary gifts of the Spirit at work.  In the end, however, it does not seem that strong biblical support can be gathered for a consistently cessationist position.  



There is also a biblicist view of the gifts of the Spirit which asserts that the list of gifts in Scriptures, for example in I Corinthians 12, Romans 12, Ephesians 4 and I Peter 4 are exhaustive lists or normative.  



According to this biblicist position, only the gifts specifically listed in the Bible can manifest themselves in the congregations of all times and places.  A CTCR document on spiritual gifts does point out that one of the weaknesses of the biblicist's position lies in the ad hoc character of the lists of gifts in Scripture.  



In other words, because such lists differ in various ways from one another, they were most likely meant to address specific congregations.  Not all congregations of all times and places.  The lesson here is that gifts of the Spirit in this or that congregation Paul is addressing does not translate necessarily into the same gifts of the Spirit in all congregations for all times.  



Both cessationists and biblicist's positions say too much and end up domesticating the Spirit.  So I propose an open but cautious solution.  On the one hand we may say that all gifts of the Spirit listed explicitly in Scripture do not necessarily have to be present in all churches of all times and all places.  



The second point I would want to make, too, is that ultimately the Holy Spirit must have the freedom to give churches the gifts which he deems necessary for her to fulfill her mission in the world.  At any particular time or place.  Even if these gifts are not necessarily listed in Scripture.  As Paul teaches us, the Holy Spirit apportions to each one individually as he wills.  

No. 58

I want to pick up on Nick’s line of questioning. How does a pastor connect the teaching on the gifts of the Spirit or related practices (e.g., spiritual inventories and the like) to the person of the Holy Spirit, the means of grace, and the fruit of the Spirit?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Well, Eric, you are right in seeing all of these pieces as part of the puzzle here.  They should all come together somehow.  So to do so I would like to propose a hierarchy of priority that subordinates the individual gifts of the Spirit, whatever this might be, to the fruit of the Spirit, then to the means of grace and finally to the person of the Spirit.  



We have already said that the Spirit decides what gifts he will give his church for her work in the world.  What gifts the Spirit will give each individual member of the body of Christ.  In this way all gifts are in a sense subordinated to their source.  That is to say to the Holy Spirit.  



In fact, the Spirit may choose to give one a certain gift for life or another a number of various gifts over time.  Again, when it comes to gifts, the Spirit giveth and taketh away as he wills.  



One of the problems with the spiritual gift inventories is that they seem to decide in advance what gifts the Spirit can give to the church.  And that could be seen as a form of domesticating in the Spirit.  So I would be careful with that.  It may take away the element of surprise, of the freedom of the Spirit, to give the church what she needs.  



The lesson to be learned here is that whenever we decide in advance what our gifts of the Spirit should be or should not be, the Spirit is not behind such decisions.  The gifts of the Spirit are also subordinated to the fruit of the Spirit because love must guide their use.  Recall that love is the first thing mentioned of the fruit of the Spirit.  It describes the character of the Christian life.  



Love in this sense surpasses any single gift and also brings all diverse gifts together under their common purpose for the sake of building up the body of Christ.  In fact, gifts actually come and go.  But love always remains.  



The lesson to be learned from this is that whenever gifts are not used in accordance with love like the gift of tongues in the Corinthian congregation, the Spirit is not behind these manifestations.  The gifts of the Spirit are also subordinated to the Spirit's work through the means of grace.  Above all we may say that baptism gives every believer equal dignity before God and one another.  Therefore, every member of the congregation and not only a privileged group of gifted individuals may be called charismatic in the sense that he or she has drunk of one Spirit in baptism and received the Spirit fully and the Spirit's gift.  



Paul writes:  For just as the body is one and has many members and all the members of the body, though many are one body, so it is with Christ.  For by one Spirit we were all baptized into the one body, Jews or Greeks, slaves or free.  All were made to drink of one Spirit.  



The lesson to be learned here is that wherever gifts create divisions within the body of the baptized, the Spirit is not behind such manifestations.  Now, our sheer baptismal dignity also allows the notion for a priority of love and honor towards the members of the body who seem dispensable and less honorable.  



Saint Paul puts it this way:  The parts of the body which seem to be weaker are indispensable.  And those parts of the body which we think less honorable we invest with the greater honor.  



"But God has so adjusted the body" continues Paul "given the greater honor to the inferior part.  There may be no discord in the body.  But that the members may have the same care for one another."  



Do you want to see the Spirit at work in the church?  Look at the parts of the body which seems to be weaker and less honorable.  These people often teach us to care for one another in amazing ways in their own subtle almost behind the scenes way of serving actually bring unity to the body of Christ.  



Think of the lady who cooks the meals at church.  Without her there would be no church fellowship.  So the lesson to learn here is:  Wherever gifts are against honoring the seemingly weaker parts of the body, the Spirit is not behind such manifestations.  



Finally, subordinating the gifts of the Spirit to the means of grace also allows the church to give a greater priority to these gifts of the Spirit that are most closely linked to the proclamation of Christ.  This is at a fundamental level what Paul is getting at in I Corinthians 14 when he places greater importance on the prophetic gifts than on the gift of tongues.  The lesson to be learned from this is that wherever certain gifts eclipse or take over the Spirit's work through the Gospel, the Spirit is not behind such manifestations.  

No. 59  

Okay. In what sense is a spiritual gift “spiritual”?  Should spiritual gifts be distinguished from other kinds of gifts, such as God-given talents, abilities, and skills?  When might it be desirable to make such a distinction and when might it be undesirable to do so?  Can Luther’s teaching on vocation be helpful here?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Joshua, some time ago I spoke of the Spirit's works as having a bodily and a social character to them.  Now, as to the bodily dimension of the Spirit's works, I said that the Spirit works through creaturely means and sanctifies them to carry out God's purposes.  As to the social dimension of the Spirit's works, I mentioned that the Spirit works to bring separate individuals, even strangers, into a relationship with one another.  



Now, think about this:  If we pay seriously the bodily aspect of the Spirit's work, then we cannot say that a spiritual gift is spiritual in the sense that it is completely separated from so-called natural created gifts.  For this reason I do not tend to make an absolute clear-cut distinction between gifts of the Spirit and God given talents or between spiritual gifts and God-given abilities and skills. If we also take seriously the social aspect of the Spirit's work, then we cannot say that a spiritual gift has nothing or little to do with our vocations in life through which we serve the neighbor.  



The CTCR document on spiritual gifts I mentioned before actually invites us to think of spiritual gifts in relationship to and within the larger framework of first article gifts and vocation.  In light of our considerations on the bodily and relational character of the Spirit's works, this invitation is theologically justifiable.  It makes sense theologically.  Within this broader perspective, we may say, for example, that the gifts of the Spirit do not necessarily replace but rather mold or even redirect God-given talents, abilities and vocations so that in all our works God might be glorified and the neighbor served.  



Think for example of the guitar player in church.  God has given him the ability, the skills, to play the guitar.  In that sense it is a created gift.  But the Spirit can sanctify that.  He can sanctify those skills.  He can sanctify those God given abilities so that he may help the church come together to worship her Lord.  In that sense the gift of music is also placed within the context of vocation.  It is what that guitar player does in the context of the congregation to serve the neighbor.  



You see, the Spirit can work through creaturely means and God-given talents to bring this to carry out God's purposes in this or that context of vocation.  

No. 60

Have I expressed to you, Professor Sanchez, just how much I have enjoyed this time together? Thank you so very much. Now I have one final question for you: Serving as I do in the central city frequently leaves me restless at night, unable to sleep through the night, because the needs surrounding me are so dramatic and heart-rending. A key dimension of Christian life is helping the neediest neighbors in our midst.  It is not uncommon for well-meaning Christians to romanticize the poor or see them as a means to an end.  Does Luther comment about this? What is the proper Christian attitude towards the poor and needy?


>>DR. LEOPALDO SANCHEZ M.:  Dave, that is a question that is close to my heart.  Latin American theologians used to speak of a preferential option for the poor.  Some people got a little nervous about that because they thought that it basically meant that God only loves the poor or something like that.  So it was to be interpreted in an exclusive sense.  



But the heart of the expression was really something along the lines of a priority of love for the neighbor.  And I think it's helpful if you say "I love the neighbor" in general, "I love everyone."  You really don't love concretely anyone in particular.  And I think the notion that there is a priority of love for the neediest neighbors among us has a place in our ethics and the way we live out our Christian life.  



The way I like to think of it is I have a five-year-old son and a two-year-old daughter.  And both of them require my attention at different times throughout the day.  But if my son wants to play with me but on the other hand I have my little daughter you know hungry for a bottle of milk and has -- and with a poopy diaper, well, I mean I love them both.  But who requires at that time the priority of my love?  Of course my daughter. So there is room for the notion of a preferential option or perhaps a better language is to say a priority of love for the neediest among us.  


I think that sometimes people forget that although Paul's call was to be an apostle of Christ to proclaim Christ as crucified, it is also true that Paul spends a considerable amount of his apostleship gathering this fund for the poor church in Jerusalem.  At one point Paul reminds the Corinthians in an appeal to help the Jerusalem church, reminds them that "Christ was rich yet for your sakes became poor.  So that by his poverty you might become rich."



So there is a sense in which Christ identifies himself in his incarnation with the poor.  Christ's self identification with the poor in the flesh in his humiliation may at times surprise us.  But such radical humiliation stands actually in perfect continuity with the loving character of the one God of Israel who himself identified with the poor by upholding their cause, by hearing and answering their cries and by protecting them from their oppressors.  



How often do we hear in the Old Testament God calling his people to care for the widows and for the orphans and also we hear often for the aliens, the strangers, the poor in their midst.  Perhaps we speak and think too often of the incarnation in rather abstract terms.  Christ assumes a human nature that we can conceive of somewhat apart from a concrete human history.  We forget that Christ became incarnate concretely as a poor child to become a rejected prophet from a borderland region of Nazareth and Galilee where nothing good comes from.  You can imagine how shocking it would be to admit that God would become incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth.  So in his incarnation humiliation there is a real sense in which Jesus, the Galilean, identifies himself with marginalized peoples, with the poor and the rejected of the world.  



What then does that mean for the church's concern for the poor?  The church should see in the poor the face of Christ.  In the Christian tradition, one thinks of Martin Luther for whom Christ truly identifies with people in need.  



Despite various interpretations on the identity of one of the least of these in Matthew 25, Luther still uses this text in his explanation of the Fifth Commandment to identify the rejected Christ with those in need and peril of body and life.  We also find a powerful example of Luther's portrayal of Christ's identification with the poor in a Christmas sermon where he warns against our inclination to judge the people of Bethlehem for not giving a warm welcome to Baby Jesus and his mother.  In this sermon Luther suggests we think we would have been so moved to help the Christ Child in his poverty, then we should help the poor who is Christ in our midst.  



Oh, Christmas, that's always an interesting time of year.  Sometimes you see the manger with little Baby Jesus that doesn't even look like he was poor or came from a poor area.  He always looks so shiny and glorious.  We tend to miss this important dimension of the incarnation. Here is what Luther says to his congregation.  How about this for a Christmas sermon. "There are many who are in kindle with dreamy devotions," says Luther. "When they hear of such poverty of Christ are almost angry with the citizens of Bethlehem, denounce their blindness and ingratitude and think if they had been there, they would have shown the Lord and his mother a more becoming service and would not have permitted them to be treated so miserably. But they do not look by their side to see how many of their fellow men need their help in which they let go and their misery unaided.  Who is there upon earth who has not poor miserable sick erring ones or sinful people around him?  Why does he not exercise his love to those?  Why does he not do to them as Christ has done to him?  It is altogether false to think that you have done much for Christ if you do nothing for those needy ones.  Had you been in Bethlehem you would have paid as little attention to Christ as they did.  You bid the heir and do not recognize the Lord in your neighbor.  You do not do to him as he, Christ, has done to you."



You see, Luther's Christmas sermon is a call for the church to see the suffering face of the poor Christ in the poor of today.  Who are the ones who recognize the Lord in the needy neighbor?  Those who are led to repent.  For rejecting the poor now as they would have rejected the Christ Child then.  



Who are those, the ones who recognize the Lord in the needy neighbor?  Also those who are moved to love the poor.  Empowered by Christ who first loved us and became poor that we might be saved.  



As interest in that for Luther there's an intricate relationship between the First and the Fifth Commandment, to love God and to love the neighbor.  They are always connected.  And one way that that comes together for me is when I think of that part of Scripture.  I believe it's a Proverb that goes like this:  Those who oppress the poor insult their maker.  But those who are kind to the needy honor him.  



There is a close relationship here between the Fifth and the First commandments.  Insofar as Christians promote the lives of those in need and peril of body and life, they are treating God's most vulnerable creatures with dignity and therefore honor him as the Creator who made us all.  



Kindness to God's creatures expresses faithfulness to the Creator and God whose will includes that we help the poor and the powerless in our midst.  By contrast active oppression of the poor, a sin of commission, or passive failure to assist the poor, a sin of omission, insult our Maker.  And moreover may indicate that we are actually putting our trust in gods other than the one true God.  



So there is this connection between love of the poor and love of God.  Or lack of love of the poor and idolatry.  You see, true worship of God leads to true love of the neighbor.  Idolatry on the other hand hurts the neighbor. In his explanation to the First Commandment, Luther speaks against those who think that they have God and everything they need when they have money or property.  They trust in them and boast in them so stubbornly and securely that they care for no one else. You see, when ***maman or riches become the object of ones devotion and trust, our god, then concern for the poor goes out the window.  There's just not enough to go around for everybody.  



Later on Luther criticizes another form of false worship.  One in which the conscience seeks help, comfort and salvation in its own works and presumes the rest of heaven from God by keeping track how often he has made endowments, fasted, celebrated mass, et cetera.  Now, this is interesting.  Works righteousness becomes a sort of god.  In other words as love of riches hurts a needy neighbor, so those false trusts in one's work for salvation.  Luther brings up this point right away after our previous citation from his Christmas sermon. 
Luther says -- to recall here, he says to the congregation:  “You do not recognize the Lord in your neighbor.  Therefore, God permits you to be blinded and deceived by false preachers so that you squander on wood, stone, paper and wax or that with which you might help your fellow man.” So if you think that by doing certain things you are in God's favor you are likely again going to forget to help your fellow man and use your resources and time for the neighbor.  This is a kind of language that Luther uses to attack any practice that is done as a work to earn heaven or God's favor.  But the attack does not end there.  



It goes beyond the idolatry of false works to unmask these disastrous consequences for carrying out the works of mercy that God actually commands us to do in imitation of Christ.  In another sermon Luther says this:  How far those have gone out of the way who have united good works with stone, wood, clothing, eating and drinking.  Of what benefit is it to your neighbor if you build a church entirely out of gold? Do you think that God will permit himself to be paid with the sound of bells? The smoke of candles?  The glitter of gold and such fancies?  He has commanded none of this.  But if you see your neighbor going astray, sinning or suffering in body and soul, you are to leave everything else and at once help him in every way in your power. And if you can do no more, help him with works of comfort and prayer.  Thus Christ has done to you and given you an example for you to follow.  



In Luther's day, people typically assume that taking a monastic vow of poverty and giving alms to the poor were works that earn the forgiveness of sins.  These forms of idolatry or false worship shape a romantic view of the poor and a utilitarian attitude towards them. The first monastic sovereign association idealize poverty as the most favorable state in the eyes of God.  So the poor were thought to be closest to God.  In particular the narrative of the rich young man who asked Jesus what he must do to be saved was overworked by the medieval clergy to show that renouncing one's possessions and giving them to the poor earn God's grace.  



So you see people show poverty as the most elevated spiritual condition and the poor in particular as the nearest to God.  So that was a problem.  Such a view of the monastic ideal and poverty tended to romanticize being poor and not to take seriously their struggles.  



Second, during Luther's days, all ohms given became a divine means for the richer to be saved and securing ongoing intercession of the poor in heaven.  So basically ohms given justified the existence of the poor as an indispensable step on the road to salvation.  Interestingly some of the most popular biblical passages in this regard came from apocryphal books like "Tobit" in which ohms given saves from death and purges away every sin.  Or from ecclesiastic books where we are told that ohms given atones for sin.  



Inevitably when the poor or idealized are seen as a means to the rich man's spiritual benefit, the end result is that the poor themselves do not become the object of our love.  They are simply ideal life.  Their condition is romanticized or they are simply used as a means for others to gain something from them.  



At times one here has added to the story the poor similar to those of Luther's day among Christians today.  On the one hand, Christians may praise or look up the poor for their lack of attachment for material things and presumably wish they could be like them.  In making this move however they could be romanticizing the poor and therefore taking too lightly the harsh reality of poverty and the church's need for an ongoing commitment to help them actually improve their situation.  



On the other hand, Christians today may be motivated to help the poor on special occasions or through special projects on the condition that they hear the Gospel in some way.  They may talk about how much their own faith has grown as a result of these experiences without any further acts of solidarity towards the poor.  By making these moves, they tend to use the poor primarily as a means to their own spiritual growth or to the potential growth of their church membership.  And therefore, do not always make the poor themselves the primary object of their works of mercy.  



You see, concrete acts of love towards people in need should be done without expecting to receive anything in return from either God or the poor.  Christian service is a matter of faith active in unconditional love.  



Luther's teaching on justification by faith apart from works turn medieval views of poverty and the poor upside down.  By leaving the matter of one's salvation and even temporal blessings fully in God's gracious hands, people could now turn away from an obsessive preoccupation with their own spiritual merits and temporal lifestyles and now they could instead focus their efforts towards serving the neighbor in worldly concerns like embarking on initiatives to assist the poor.  



It is a monumental shift in Luther's teaching from the I to the thou.  From self service to self giving.  Because faith and trust in the one true God who saves us in Christ drives away the gods of riches.  In salvation by works they seek to alienate us from our neighbor.  We are now free.  Free to serve the poor like we mean it.  Trying our hardest and brightest with what God has given us.  



So each congregation and each servant of Christ in his own context, in his own vocation according to his own means will have to decide how they are to help the poor.  There could be debates on that.  But no debate should prevent us from helping.  Rather, debates on who the poor are or how much is their need should always lead us to actually promote their well being in some way.  We have much to learn from Luther on this.  


