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of Adiaphora and Liturgy
in the Lutheran Confessions
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To CoME To AN unoersTanoi ne of the right relationship between
liturgy and adiaphorain the Lutheran Confessions, one must first
determine where to begin. Article X ofthe Formula of Concordis not the
dating point for such an investigation, but rather its culmination. After
all, the basc concem ofArticle x is with the Doctrine of the Church and
only secondarily with liturgical practices. Commentingon adiaphorain
his “Six Sermons’ b Andreae noted that the adiaphoristic contro-
versy “was not just over the surplice and that sort of thing*’ We must
s the isue of adighora in a lager context, namely, the Confessions’
own understanding of “liturgy.” Lutherans have sometimes faled to rec-
ognize tha our Confessons assume a doctrind definition of liturgy that
goes beyond a simplistic examination of liturgical texts to discern
whether or not the texts are dogmaticaly correct. At this point we may
agree with Aidan Kavanaugh:

.. . ritual.behavior has jts own grammar and syntax. If these g0 unleamed, the

lirurgical act itsdf not only suffers, but those who engage in it may well ﬁn‘i_

themselves split rather than united by it. If these gn 1mlearnad tha Power O

ritual forevil & well = for good goes unfactored, and th“;:;f:: c&igi;: 't ::3’

find themsdves gripped by the viciousness they would not &

they would.2

For theLutheran Confessons, thegrammarandsyntaxof:th‘ehtfugiy
ae Christological. To be sure, there ae usages and ceremonies g
ded within the liturgy that may be identified in the cat_oénhoz of ac.ha—
phora. However, we may not dismiss litrgicd 4“°°% W2 the quick
reponse “litrgy is jus  adiaphora Thus, We tun to a look a adiiphora
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from the Confessions' own perspective of the liturgy

I the Lutheran Confssions, it ismaintainedthat
service 10 bis, penple (Ap. XXV, 79-83). Thus, the Confessions grgund. the
Lisurgyin thedoczrinay’jw"ﬁm"l{’” grace through faith for sake
(AC 1V, v, v, 3 36, 00, 2007, 7% Ap. IV, 49, 5759, 154, 228, 310 ViE-VIL),
5 30467 X1, & Xy Xt JKIV).

Within recent history it hes been common-place among liturgical
scholars—especially Lutheran liturgical scholars who follow the lead of
the Swedish Bishop, Yngve Brilloth-to lay a good portion of the plame
for the allegedly poor condition gFf liturgy in the Lutheran Church on
Luther himself. And yet, the APUCAR iy rgical scholar, Byran Spinks,
has come to Luther's defense, noting that Luther's liturgical revisions
were not ill-conceived efforts a creating a new liturgy but rether a re-
WyKing of the historic Mass in a manner entirely consistent with the
doctrine of justification. Luther's liturgical reforms had at the very core
the doctrine of justification.> God's action in Christ was to be dearly
distinguished from al human effort. Thus, Luther argues in the Large
Catechism that man is by nature a worshipping creature; “There has
never been a people so wicked that it did not establish and maintain
some sort ofworship. Everyone has set up a god of his own, to which he
looked for blessings, help, and comfort” {LC 1, 17). This self-created
worship is, of course, idolatry.

In contrast to idolatry, the worship of faith is to cling to God alone
as he gives himself in his Word. Again, the Large Catechism:

liturgy o o Lord’s public

To have God, you see, does not mean to lay hands upon him, or put him in a
purse, or shut him in a chest. We lay hold of him when our heart embraces him
and dings to him. . Behold, here you have the true honor and true worship
which please God and which he commands under penalty of etemal wrath,
namely, that the heart should know no other consolation or confidence than
that in him, nor let itself be torn from him, but for him risk and disregard

everything ¢lse on earth (LC1, 13, 16-17).

Luther understood worship, then, not as a human activity inwhicb
man achieves reconciliation with God, but as the receptivity of Faith. In
his Admonition Conceming the Sacrament of ghe Body and Blood 0f our
Lord {1530), Luther wrote

For this isatrue God who gives and does not receive, who helps and does not

let himself be helped, who teaches and fules and does not let himselfbe taught
or ruled. In short, he does and gives everything, and he has need of ip 98¢; he
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does 2ll things freely out of pure grace without merit, for the unworthy and

undescrving, yes, for the damned and lost. This kind ofrcmcm{)mnCc confes.

sion, and gloty he desires tohave. ’

The doctrine Of justification is, as William Nagel puts it, both the
critical and dynamic principle in a confessional Lutheran theslogy ©f
wo:ship.’ Any liturgical text, form, or practice that contradicts or clouds
this foundational doctrine is to be omitted. ltisin this ligh: that we see
Luther’s view of the Canon of the Mass as a prayer turning the Lorg’s
Supper into the Christian’s supper, Gods gift into the action of
church. The doctrine ofjustification is therefore the dynamic Prindple
in Luther’ liturgical revisions, and the liturgy sees to it that the Means
of Grace, Word and Sacrament, are set forth in all of their God-given
fullness as instruments which acwany bestow the forgiveness gchieved
in our Lord's cross

Luther’s “jusriﬁcation-ccntercd” approach to liturgy is taken up in
the Augrburg Confession. Wilhelm Maurer states that “The article op
justificarion by faith alone gives the rationale for all statements (in the
Augustand) about worship and church law.” The faith confessed iy
Article 1V is bestowed through external means. Thus there follows,
Amide v: the Office of the Ministry, Word and Sacraments.

For through the Word and the sacraments. &s$ though instruments, ttholy

Spirit is given, and the Holy Spirit produces faith, where and when it pleases

God, in those who hear the Gospel {ACv, 2).

Iristhe Lord whoiisacting inand through  these means. These means
actually constitute the liturgy. Article Xx1v of the Apology goes into an
axtended discussion of the term “liturgy” asserting that:

Itdoes not really mean a sacrifice but @ public service. Thus it squares with our
position that a minister who consecrates shows forth the body and blood of the

Lordtothe people, justas 2 minister who preaches shows forth thegospel o the
people a5 Paul says (1 Corinthians 4:1), “This is how one¢ should regard it5, 25
ministers for Christ and dispensers of the sacraments of Cod, that is, ofthe

Word and sacraments; and 2 Corinthians 5:20, “We areambassadors for Cheist,
God making his appeal through us We beseech you on behdf of Chist, be
weconciled to God.” Thus theterm "liturgy” squares well with the ministry (4p.
Xy, 8o-81).

The liturgy, then, is no simply a collection of various and sundry
tats and ceremonies, but the public service that God renders to his
turchin Word and Sacrament, The POsture of the churchis, therfore,
se of receptivity. Article 1V of the Apology consticutes the basis for the
tangelical description of liturgy given in Argicle ov:
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Faith is that worship which receives God's offered blessings; the righteousness
of the law is that worship which offers God our own merits. It is by faith that
God wants to be worshipped, namely, that we received from him what he
promises and offers (Ap. v, 49).

This service and worship (that is, faith) is especidly praised throughout the
Prophets and the Psaims. Even though the law does not teachthe free forgiveness
of dns, the patriarchs knew the promise of the Christ, that for his sake God
intended to forgive sins. As they understood that the Chrig would be the price
for our sins, they knew that our works could not pay so high a price, Therefore
they received free mercy and the forgiveness of sins by faith, just as the saints in
the New Testament. . . Therefore the patriarchs, too, were judtified not by the
lav but by the promise and faith. It is strange that our opponents made so little
of faith when they see it praised everywhere as the foremost kind ofworship, as
in Psalm so:15 “Call upon me in the day of trouble; | will deliver you, and you
shdl glorify me” This is how God wants to be known and worshipped, that we
accept his blessings and receive them because of his merit rather than because
of our own merits (Ap. v, 57, 59-60).

The woman {ofLuke 7] came, believing that she should seek the forgiveness of
sins from Christ. This is the highest way ofworshipping Christ. Nothinggreater
could she astribe to him. By looking for the forgiveness of sins from him, she
wuly acknowledged him as Messiah. Truly to believe means to think of Christ
in this way, and in this way to worship and take hold of him {Ap. v, 154).

The Apologysconfession of the liturgy as God's service is necessitated
by the proper distinction of Law and Gospel. The ceremonial require-
ments of Moses have been fulfilled in Christ (see Ap. Xv, 29-30). The
liturgy of the Gospel is not a reinstatement ofa Mosaiccode of ritual law,
but the bestowa and distribution of the forgiveness of sins in the Means
of Grace. This leads us into our second thesis:

I
The Confessions argue for a distinction between divinely snstituted ceremo-
nies and ceremonies established by men. (AC Vi1, 3, Xxv1, 2; 42-44; XVIIL,
2; ApVII-VIIL, 30-31,46; XITl,2-6: Xv; xxrv, 17-18, 32-43; JO(VII, ss-58& SAn/
[ X-7; X1V, 14; U, 1-3). Human ceremonies must be distinguished from
the gensine worship of God- they may N0t be given the same status as divine
commandments FC SD ¥, 8, 26).

Since the Means of Grace, Word and Sacrament, condtitute and
define the church, the Confessons draw a careful digtinction between
these divindy-indituted means and human ceremonies. Article vi of
the Augustana is pivotd in this regard:

The church is the assembly of saints in which the Gospel is taught purdly and
the sacraments are administered rightly. For the true unity of the church it is
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enough to agree concerning the teaching of the Gospel and the administration
ofthe sacraments. It is not necessary that human traditions and rites or rites and
ceremonies ingtituted by men, should be alike everywhere (ACvE, 13).

Word and Sacrament may not be compromised, for they are estab-
lished by God himseif. Thus Article xi of the Apology reacts against the
Confutationsinsistence that the evangdiica confessors enumerate which
rites are sacraments.

We believe we have the duty not to neglect any of the rites and ceremonies
indituted in Scripture, whatever their number. We do not think that it makes
much difference if, for purposes of teaching, the enumeration varies, provided
what is handed down in Scripture is preserved. For that matter, the Fathers did
not always use the same enumeration.

Ifwe define sacraments as “rites which have the command of God and to which
the promise of grace has been added,” we can easlly determine which are
sacraments in the gtrict sense Since men do nor have the authority to promise
grace. Hence signs ingtituted without God's command are not Qure siang of
grace, even though they may instruct or admonish the smple folk Thegenuine
scraments, therefore, are Baptism, the Lord's Supper, and absolution (which
is the sacrament of penitence), for these rites have the promise ofgrace, which
is the heat of the New Testament {Ap. xim, r-4).

As the Confessions seeit, the Sacraments are indeed ceremonies. by ¢
they e civine ceremonies. They haye been insituted by Christ himself
and they may not be st aside. It is precisdy because of thissacramcntal

principle that the Confessions reject the papal understandingof human
ceremonies. This can be demonstrated from a number of pointswidzlin
the Confessions. Article XV of the Augwtanadocs not rejcct ceremonies
per e, but rather “ordinances and traditions intituted by men for the
purpose of propitiating God and earning grace’ (ACXY, 3). Article XXv1
maintains that . . new fasts, new oeremonies, new orders and the like

.

.. " (ACxxv1, 2) were invented out of the false 1010} that men cou!d
use these as means of earning grace and making satisfaction fqr sin.
Article xxv1 seesthis development asnothing lessthan a resurrection of
Moses.

Article vii-vii of the Apology capsulizes the Confessions’ polemic

agang the Roman postion on ceremonies
it the church while
They, reatire uniform human ceremonies for the “" 7 of, . the
themselves have changed the ordinance olf Cgfm "&‘h‘ useofthe Lo;d sj“PP" ,
which cerrainly was previonsly auniversal ordimanct. ... L aivareal nechinaners
are necessary, v{rhy di they change the ordinanceof Christ's Supper, which isnot

human but divine? (Ap. viI-Vili, 46).
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The Roman use of ceremonies transforms the divinely ingtituted
ordinance of Christ, namely, the didtribution ofboth his body and blood
inthe Holy Supper. No human ceremony or usage may be given priority
over that which is established by Christ in his Word.

The confessond didtinction between human ceremonies and di-
viney-indtituted rites is N0 mere biblicistic distinction, however. The
Confessions do not view the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures as a
handbook of ritud rules and regulations. Colossians 2:16-17—“There-
fore let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink or
with regard to a fedtival, or a new moon or a sabbath. These are only a
shadow of what is to come; the substance belongs to Christ’-is cited
on eight different occasions to make the point. Even directives given by
the gpogtles to specific congregations, such as the practice of women
covering their heads in church sarvices are not binding according to the
Augsburg Confession (ACxxvi, 53-56). Therefore, ceremonies are evalu-
ated not by citing a hiblica text to determine whether or not it was
practiced in New Testament times, but instead from the standpoint of
the doctrine of judification. Ceremonies which are used to obscure of
contradict this doctrine are not to be tolerated, for they rob Chrigt ofhii
glory as the only Redeemer and endave consciences in despar (see Ap.
IV, 157). Thus human ceremonies, no matter how venerable their history,
can never be afforded the same status as the Word and Sacraments.

1"l
The Lusheran Confessions’ polemic againse the Misuse gf human ceremonies
15 not iconoclastic, In the Confessions, a spiritual understanding of worship
does not lead 1o the abandonment of concem for the externcl forms that are
to be used in the Divine Service. That is to say that worship in the Churh
of #he Augsburg Confession is both evangeiicaland catholic in content and
character (Ap. XV, 20-21, 38-44; Ap. XXV, I-6, 26; SA 1IVII, 3-6).

We have dready noted that the highest worship of God is faith itself
(AP- Iv). The Firs Commandment is foundationa for the theology of
worship in the Confessons. In this Commandment, God sats himsdf
agand dl fase worship, exposing and crushing al idolatry. In the expo-
sition of the First Commandment inthe Large Catechism, Luther writes:

From the beginning [God] has completely rooted out alf idolatry, and on that
account he has destroyed both heathen and Jews; just so in our day he
overthrows all false worship so that all who persist in it must ultimately perish
{LC, 35).
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Opposite to idolatry is faith which clings to God alone. As faith
comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God, it is the Word that
caeates and sugtains the true worship which is faith. Commenting on the
Third Commandment, Luther writes:

The Word of God is the true holy thing above all holy things. Indeed, it is the
only one we Christians acknowledge and have. Though we had all the bones of
the saints or alf holy and consecrated vestments gachered together in one heap,

they could not help us in the slightest degree, for they are all dead things that
can sanctify no one. But God's Word is the treasure that sanctifies all things. By

it all the saints themselves have been sanctified. At whatever time God’s Word

is taught, preached, heard, read, or pondered, there the PErsODs theday,and the
work are sanctified by it, not on account of the external work but on account

of the Word which makes us dl saints’ (LCt, 91).

When the Confessions speak of “spiritual worship” they do so in
reference to the worship of faith, that is, the worship created by the living

Word. In the discussion of sacrifice, Apology XxIV maintains that this
spiritual worship «, . . isaworship in which the spiritknowsand takes

hold of God, as it does when it fears and trust him” (dp. xx1v, 26). Or
in the next paragraph “. . . the worship of the New Testament is

spiritual; it is the righteousness of faith in the heart and the fruits of faith”

(dp. xoav, 27).

Spiritua worship is not divorced from that which is externd. The
Apologys emphasis on spiritua worship does not negate the Augsburg
Confession’s assertion that the Holy Spirit does not come to us €xcept
through the externad Word of the Gospel (ACV, 4). The Aueustana s
consistent with Luther, who, in his Commentary on Genesis attacks the
Sacramentarians.

Therefore it is not only a foolish but also an ungodly argument of the
Sacramentarians t0 maintain ghyr externals are of no profit for salvation and
then heap up examples and tatements of Scripture such as (John 6:63): “The
flesh is of no avall,” etc. A distinction must be made among externals, and not
all externals should thus be cast aside in general. Eomalsare rightly con-
demned as profiting nothing for salvation when they instituted by the
will of man or more correctly, rashly, without the Word of God. In gther
respects Gl wanhts ou vedi tiniobgha.conion wfhic rreaflifes. Cor thic 13500
onffnust consider aboveall whether these externalsare Peff°"“Cd i accor 'fncf
with the ingtitution and will of God or not. If there is no Word of iastitution
of God then you are correct in saying that the externals profit “°d““f{hgy’
salvarion but even do harm. Thus Christ says (Matthew 15:9) “In vain do
worship Me with the precepts of men. by God’s

But if you S that the externals rest on the Word and were instituted )
command, then worship those externals sitently on bended knee, and say “Not
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my pastor, not Peter, not Paul commands this to be done; it is my Father in
heaven who ives the command. Therefore I shall obey in humility, and | shall
believe that this Obedience will be profitable for salvation.™

Likewise, the Smalcald Articles toke care to guard “spiritual worship”
from all who would boast an access to the Spirit without or before the

Word.
In these marers, Which concern the external, spoken Word, we must hold firmly
to the conviction that God givesno  one  his  Spiritorgraceexceptthroughorwith
the external Word which comes before (SA mi/vi, 3).
The very fact that God hes chosen to deal with us in his Incarnation and
through the physical means of his ministry, his Word, and his Sacra-
ment necessitates our attention to the external forms to be used in the
Divine Service.
What Werner Elert says of Luther is equally applicable to the whole

of the Book of Concord:

No martter how strong [Luther] emphasized Christian freedom in connection
with the form of this rite [the Sacrament of the Altar], no matter how much he
deviates from the form handed down a the end of the Middle Ages, no matter
how earnestly hewarns againgt the belief that externa customs could commend
us to God, il there are certain ceremonia elements, that he, too, regarded as
indispensable.”
Or as E Kalb states: “Liturgyis inherent in the commission to proclaim
the Word of Cod and dispense the sacraments.”’ How seriously Luther
and the Confessions took the question of the liturgy’s form, we may sec
from their polemic againgt the papa practice of withholding the cup
from the laity in the Blessed Sacrament, to mention but one example.
There is smply no such thing as an “informa service” thet is, a
service without form. Recognizing this, the Lutheran Reformers carried
forward the liturgy they had received from the Roman Church, making
changcs in light of the central doctrine of Scripture, the doctrine of
judtification. The confessions look upon the li[ufgical renovation initi-
ated by the Reformers as being faithful to the catholic tradition itsdlf.
Article XV of the Apology is explicit in its focus on the relationship of this
liturgical conservatism to the doctrine of justification:
We gladly keep the old traditions set up in the church because they are useful
and promote tranquility, and we interpret them in an evangelical way, excluding
the gpinion which holds that they justify. Our enemies falsely accuse us ofabol-
ishing good ordinances and church discipline. We can truthfully claim that in

our churches the public liturgy is more decent than theirs, and ifyou look & it
correctly, weare more faithful to thecanonsthan our opponents are (Ap. XV, 39).
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Article XxIv of the Apology is descriptive of the Mass “interpr.t.d in an
evangelical way.” The Sacrament of the Altar is retained and “celebrated
every Sunday and on other festivals” Traditional Iiturgical forms, such
asthe lectionary; prayers, and vestments are maintained. The genuinely
catholiccharacter of the Lutheran service is not to be denied. [y, facr, the
Apology argues that the Lutheran prectice of “the public or common
Mass’ (Ap. xx1v, 6) is more ancient than the private Magses of the
papists. The bulk of Apology XXIv, however, is devoted to the defense of
the crucia distinction between “sacrament” and “sacrifice.”
Already in 1520, in The Babylonian Captivity of the Church, Luther

hed argued:

We must therefore sharply distinguish the testament and the sacrament itself
from the prayers which we offer a the same time. Not only this, but we muyst
also bear in mind that the prayers avail utterly nothing, either to him who offers
them or for those for whom they are offered, unless the testament is first received
in faith, so that it will be faith that offers the prayers; for faith alone is heard as
James teaches in his chapter (James 1:6). There is therefore a great difference
between prayer and the mass”

In a smilar fashion, Luther draws a distinction between the Sacrament
itsdfand the remembrance in his 1530 treatise Admonition Concerning
the Sacrament:

The remembrance is indeed supposed to be a sacrifice  of thanksgiving; but the
sacrament itself should not be a sacrifice but a gift of God which he has given
to us and which we should take and receive with thanks.”

The Mass or the Lord's Supper is not asacrifice, but to use the words
of the title of Carl Wisloffs book, The Gift of Communion. Apology xxiv
holds that the “dignity of the Mass’ is preserved when it is received as
God's work and his gift. “Interpreted in an evangelical way” the liturgy
confesses and extols the Donor and the gifts he bestows, his Word and
his body and blood.

This evangdlica interpretation of the catholic liturgy postulates 2
didactic function for the liturgy. Thus Article xxiv of the Augrb'urg
Confession maintains: ‘After al, the chief purpose of ceremonies s o
teach the people what they need to know about Christ” (AC.' XXIV, 3).
This s given further amplification in the corresponding article of the
Apology: “The purpose of observing ceremonies is thet mer May learn
the Scriptures and tha those who have been touche by the Word may
receive faith and feer and so may also pray” (4p- Y0V, 3)
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According to the Lutheran Confessions, the clrurch’s cultus is always engaged

in mnfm’on of the Word before both God fmd the world. Even items of
genuine adiaphora 8¢ 10 be rejected or retained o7 the basis of clear and
uncompromising confession (Ap. XY, 49-52 Ap. v, 27; FC SD ».

Hermann Sasse notes that a charecteristic of confesson of faith is
that it belongs in the liturgy, the divine service, in which the congrega:
tion gppears as the hearing, praying, and confessing congregation.”” It
is from this Perspective that we see the significance of adiaphora in the
church’s liturgy. The ceremonies associated with the liturgy may  indeed
be Vehicles for either the confession or denid of the truth of the Gospdl.

The Adiaphoristic Controversy SPrang from the Augsburg and
Leipzig Interims of 1548. Melanchthon and the Wittenbergers were
willing to Submit to the imperia requirement tht certain traditiond,
liturgicl customs be  revived. Matthias Flacius and the Magdeburg
theologians refused on the grounds that:

In a case where confession offairh is demanded, where ceremonies or adiaphora

ac commanded g5 necessary, where offense may be given, adigphora do not

reman adiaphoraor indifferent bur become matters of moral precept, inwhich

God must be obeyed.”

The Interims were made mute issues as such by the Truce of Passau
in 1552 and its ratification by the Religious Peace of Augsburg in 15ss.
However, the theologica and churchly problem raised by the Interims
continued to be debated among Lutherans. It is out of this context that
the formulators forged Article X, “Church Usages, Cdled Adiaphora or
Indifferent Things.”

The issue of adigphora is settled by Article X in a manner that is
consgtent with the theology of liturgy set forth in the earlier confes-
siona writings contained in the Buok of Concord. Apart from Article x
of the Formula of Concord there are only two places where the term
“adiaphora” is used in the Lutheran Confessions. The firgt is in Article
xv of the Apology. Here the Confesson notes that when human
traditions are required as necessary for judtificetion they became “snares
for consciences’ (Ap. XV, 49), they obscure the righteousness of faith,
Here it dso asserts that “Paul is our congtant champion; everywhere he
insists that these observances neither justify nor are necessary over and
above the righteousness of faith” (A.. Xv, so). Nevertheless, ApologyxV
UIgES a cautious consarvatism dating that liberty should be used
moderately, |est offense be given to the weak, “Nothing should be
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changed in the @ustomed rites withy, good reason, and to fodter

harmony those ancient customs should be kept W 4n be kent

without sin or without greet disadvantage” ( Ap. XV, 51) P
A.mcle XXVII,.“On Mona§ti.cVows,” also addresses itselfto the matter

ofadigphora stating that Christian perfectiy, is not 0 be found in the

observance of other things which are called ‘adiagph gy » g oo

kingdom of God is righteousness (Romans 14:17) and life in the hears
therefore pe.rfecgon means to grow inthe e of God, in trustin the
mercy prom|§ed in Chrigt, and devotion to gpe’s calling” (Ap. X001, 27),.
The consistency between the Formula and the earlier Confessions in
regard to liturgy and adiaphora is further demonstrated a these three
points.
Fird, ceremonies which are not commanded in the Word of God “are
in and of themselves no divine worship or even part of it” (FC SDx, 8).
Here the Formula quotes Matthew 15:9: “In vain do they worship me,
teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.” This tex; is used in cight
additional places in the earlier Confessions (ACxxvil, 36; Ap. xi, 143,
XV, 5, XXVIL, 23, 4L, XXVI | |, 67; SAD/IL, 2,111/%v, 1) in a polemic againgt self-
shown forms ofworship designed to merit judtification ¢gram Deo. The
polemic is not againgt forms or ceremonies, for thechurch’s worship will
adways take some form and have some ceremony. As Matthias Loy noted:
¥, . .the spirit of the church must manifest itsdf in some form; without
a cultus it cannot exist.”4 The polemic is againgt those who would
devate the commandments of man to the datus of divine command-
ments, thus teaching that judtification could be achieved by obedience.
Second, since the true unity ofthe Christian Church is in established
agreement concerning the teaching of the Gogpd and the administra-
tion of the Sacraments in accordance with the Divine Word (AC i),
human ceremonies may vary from place to place and time to time. The
axiom of Irenaeus, “Disagreement in fasting should not destroy agree-
ment in faith” already quoted in AC xxv1 is restated. The diversity in
ceremonies assumes, however, “agreement in doctrine and in dl 1
article® and agresment “concerning the right use oftheholy sacraments’
(FCSDY, 31). .
Third, freedom is not a license to retreat from a clear confession of
the faith. When the Gospel is under attack, a Particular adiaphoron may
indeed become essential in order to Preserve the truth of the Gospel

In such a case we should not yield to adversaries €VeR 1 marters oimd(;ffcrsc:r?:;
nor should we tolerate the IMPOSition of such ceremonies on us by adver
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in order to undermine the genuine worship of God and confirm their idolatry

by force or chicanery {FC SD x, 10).

For the Formula, the issue of adiaphora and Christian freedom is a
double-edged sword, for a dear confesson is dso cdled for when the
freedom to use ceremonies is threatened. Article x of the Formula bears
with it the imprint of Luther's encounter with Karlstadt in March of
1522:

we dso rgect and condemn the procedure whereby matters of indifference are
abolished in such a way as to give the impression that the community of God
does not have the liberty to use one or more ceremonies a any timeand place,
according to the circumstances, as may in Chrigtian liberty be most beneficial
to the church (FC SD x, 30).

Vv

Conclusions

In the years prior to the construction of the Formula of Concord, the
pressures confronting the Church of the Augsburg Confession in regard
to the liturgy of Word and Sacrament were derived from two sources.
The reforming movements that centered around Zwingli and later
Calvin aswell as the enthusiast theology represented by Miintzer and the
Anabaptists carried with them liturgical proposds that were integra
with their theological postions. Article x of the Fprmula does not dedl
directly with Reformed and Anabaptist pressures facing early Luther-
anism, for the more immediate context was set by the chalenge thet
grew out of the Interims. This, of course, was the chalenge posed by
Rome

The pressures brought to bear on Lutheranism by the Interims were
invested with political, even military energy Where are the pressures
today relative to liturgy within the Lutheran Church? As at the time of
the Reformation, the challenge appears to be two-fold. We designate the
first challenge as that of Rome, even though it is dso given expresson
by a number of liturgical scholars who are not part of the Church of
Rome. The work done by Roman Catholic liturgical theologians such
as Odo Casd, Josef Jungmann, and Louis Bouyer proved to be founda-
tiond for the view of liturgy adopted by the Second Vatican Council.
This view is condstenr with Rome's sarifida understanding of the
Sacrament. In turn, the influence of Roman Catholic liturgical scholar-
ship, coupled with the work of Gregory Dix, has been far-reaching in
non-Roman churches. One need only survey the theological explana-
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tions of liturgy as well as revised liturgical rites that were produced by
Lutheran and Protestant scholars and commissions in the 1960s and
beyond.

Eugene Brand, a Lutheran desply involved in the work of the Inter-
Lutheran Commisson on Worship, which ultimately produced the
Lutheran Book of Warship, writes

Liturgical renewal among L utherans shares goals similar to those of other
communions:  restoration of significant practices of mainstream Western  Ca
tholicism, expressing the interrelation of worship and mission, recovering the
spirit of joy and celebration in the eucharist, grasping the mystery that God's
work and man's work are indistinguishable.’s

According to Brand, the liturgy now becomes the work of the people.
The accent is now placed on corporate action of the congregation. The
Lord's Supper is now defined as a med for the common remembrance
of Jesus

Where the celebretion is seen as @ med in common for the remembrance ofthe

saving work of Jesus, however, the motivation (of the worshiper) enlarges

sonificantly. The persond vaue of participation does not diminish but is
brought into proper balance with the corporate action. Now the Question is not

Just “what do | receive? but “how am | involved?™

The receptivity of non-Roman Catholic liturgical scholars to results
of a liturgicd agenda set by Rome paved the way for widespread recog-
nition and generd acceptance of the World Council of Churches
document of 1982, Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry {BEM]} and its
accompaniment, a eucharistic liturgy, sometimes referred to as the
“Lima Liturgy.” But, as Ernst Volk notes, the consensus achieved in the
Lima document is achieved & the expense of rhe Lutheran indstence
that it is Christ himself who is Host and Lord in the Supper."”

The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod has not been isolated from
the impulses that have shaped BEMand the liturgical consensus that it
represents. However, for the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, the
major source ofpressure with regard to the liturgy seems to be American
Evangdlicalisam, especidly as it is represented by the Church Growth
Movement. Charles Evanson, in his paper “Evangdic&m and the
Liturgicd Movement and Their Effects on Lutheran Worship,” has
pointed out the convergence between the Liturgicd Movement and
American  Evangdicdism:

The Evangelicalistic and Liturgical Movements are points of convergence where

new notions of the Chuistian lifeand vocation depart radically from the Gospel’s
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sola Christe, What predominates in both movements is an anthropocentrism
which works the vocabulary of human action and accomplishment (“growth”,
“offering”) and validity (“effective,” “actualization”). Neither movement takes
thesinnerwho is curved in on himselfoutsideofhimseifto place him before the
presence of a Father who is merciful solely for the sake of his Son and his saving
work. The giveness of what God gives is made conditional on human activity,
in one case on the appropriation which comes of subjective acceptance and in
the other on the appropriation which comes of participation in ritual action
which draw one outof the present into aliturgical “transitus’ by which he passes
from lower to higher, from earthly to spiritual, from time to eternity.'®

As we have dready noted, the Lutheran Confessions ground liturgy
neither in the action of the worshiping congregation nor in the
subjectivity ofpersond religious experience. For the Lutheran Confes
sions, liturgy is not Smply a metter of style as David Luecke would have
us believe. In his book Evangdlical Style and Lutheran Substance, Luecke
typicaly refers to the congregetion gathered for the Divine Service as the
“audience. " Thus the congregation is seen as a collection of consumers
to be stidfied rather than the Royd Priesthood of Bdievers caled
together by the Gospel to receive dl that the Lord promises to bestow
in the preached Word and the Holy Supper. Thus, the liturgy can readily
be modified to fit the “fdt needs’ of the participants, leaving the
“substance’ unchanged. We would do wdl to remember that such a
conclusion is not redly new in the history of Lutheranism. Melanch-
thon and company were ready to settle for the terms of the Leipzig
Interim which allowed for the retention of the “substance” of Lutheran
doctrine (i.e, the doctrine of judtification) as long as certain matters of
“syle’ or “adigphora’ were changed.

Faced with increased pressures from synodical evangelism depart-
ments and church growth technicians to initiate liturgica changes in
Lutheran liturgy that would make it more accommodating of a culture
that is largely shaped by the cult us of American Evangdicdism, do we
not need to ask oursdlves if these changes, to paraphrase Article x of the
Formula, “are designed to give the impression that our religion does not
differ greatly from theirs, or that we are not seriously opposed to it?’

The chdlenges to Lutheran liturgy raised by a liturgicd movement
generated and shagped primarily by Roman Catholicism on the one side
and American Evangelicdism on the other Sde, make it imperaive that
Lutherans give dtention to the development of what Paul Rorem calls
a “liturgicd hermeneutic. ™ Such a hermeneutic would carry with it
both forma and materid principles. Jarodav  Pelikan succinctly states
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how the forma principle of such a hermeneutic might function:

The authority of Scripture in liturgicd matters is an authority of norm rather
than one of source; hence liturgy is Scriptural not if all of its content can be
demonstrated to have Scriptural origins, but if its content, from whatever
source, does not conflict with Scripture.”

The worship of the Church of the Augshurg Confession carries forward
what it has received from the past from both Scripture and tradition.

Ahermeneutic of the liturgy would have as its materid principle the
doctrine of judification by grace through fath for Chrig’s sake
Nothing in the liturgy dare cloud or contradict that fundamentd
confession of the truth of the Gospel. A hermeneutic ofliturgy normed
by the Lutheran Confessions would not lead to a “liturgical reduction-
ism” but rether a liturgy that receives its fullness from God's generosity
in Word and Sacrament. It isthis Divine Service that the Lutheran Con-
fessons extol and promote. Such a service is not a matter ofindifference,
but indeed of confession.
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