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thoughts instead of the wording of the Scriptures. When a catastrophe
does occur-as, for example the death of Ulrich Zwingli  on the battle
field-he recalls his announcement of calamity And for this reason he
regrets that he is a prophet whose fears are realized.

These observations deserve to be examined more closely. They reveal
that Luther was very much concerned about historical currents which
he analyzedin  order to make those who did not serve God with their lives
aware of imminent calamity. And it is therefore not a coincidence that
a substantial number of writings utilize the words “exhortation” [EP
mabnun$,  or “‘warning” [ WamungJ.  It is much rather an expression for
that which Luther himself deemed as the task of a theologian. Yet in SO

doing, Luther did not make use of this office  only periodically in specific
cases, but it was much more closely connected with his view ofhistory,
in which the kingdom ofGod and the kingdom of Satan are at war with
one another. Luther carried out his theology in order to tear the mask
from the faces of the servants of Satan, among which he also numbered
the popes ofhis time. This attitude also explains the trenchant polemics
found in many of his writings. Yet he was much more concerned to
preserve  people from temporal and especially eternal destruction through
his warnings.

That Luther’s closest co-workers understood his work in this way,
i.e., that they understood the main feature of his theology to be a
collaboration with the work of God, is substantiated by a letter of
1ohm.s  Bugenhagen  from Wittenberg to Duke Albert of Prussia after
the death of Luther: “We are here grieving . . . father Luther who has
been taken from us in such a way, that we at the same time rejoice and
also at thesame  time thankGod,  the Fatherofall mercy, that hehasgiven
our generation such a great prophet, who with the Gospel that has been
rediscovered for the world, has stormed and fought the anti-Christ and
his kingdom for nearly thirty years, which now remains. Christ will
fulfill the kingdom ofGod, as he has begun to do so through Luther.”

The Relationship

of Adiaphora and Liturgy

in the Lutheran Confessions
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TOCOMETOAN UNDERSTANDING ofthe  right relationship between
liturgy and adiaphora in the Lutheran Confessions, one must first
determine where to begin. Article x ofthe  Fotmuia  of Concordis not the
starting point for such an investigation, but rather its culmination. After
afl,  the basic concern ofArticle x is with the Doctrine ofthe  Church and
odysecondarilywithliturgical  practices. Commentingonadiaphoram
his “Six  Sermons,” Jacob Andreae  noted that the adiaphoristic contro-
versy “was not just over the surplice and that sort of thing.“’ We  must
set the issue of adiaphora in a larger context, namely, the Confkio~’
own understanding of“liturgy.”  Lutherans have sometimes failed to ret-
ognize  that our Confessions assume a doctrinal definitionofhturgythat
goes beyond a simplistic examination of liturgical texts to discern
whether or not the texts are dogmatically correct. At this point  we may
agree with Aidan  Kavanaugh:

ritual behavior has its  own grammar and syntax. If these go  unlmed*  the
imm$al  act itself not only suffers, but those who engage in  it  may well  find
themselves split rather than  united  by it. If these go unlearned, the Power of
ritual forevil  as weI] as forgoodgoes  &actored,and  thosewhoeW%ein  it may
find themselves gripped by the viciousness they would not rather  than the  good
they would.2

For theLutheran  Confessions, thegrammarand~t~ofthelit”%’
are Christological.  To be sure, there are usages and ceremonies  embed-
ded within the liturgy that may be identified in the category of  adia-
phora.  However, we may not dismiss liturgical questions  with  the  quick
response “liturgy is just adiaphora. *Thus,  we turn to a look at adiiphora
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from the Conf&ons’  own perspective of the liturgy

I

I,,  tbeLutbcran  Conjssions,  it ismaintainedthat lituw  is the Lord?public
service  to  his  pmpk  (Ap. XXIV,  79-Q). T~u  the ConfyJionJ  qoyn,d  dw
1iturRvin  tbedoct&eofjustification  by grace throughfatthfor  Chrzstr  sake
(AC w,  “,  vrI, xv, a, ,w, xx/v,  w/;  Ap. IV, 4%  ~7-s~~ 154,228,310;  VII-VII,

s,  304  xr, 8: XV;  XX;  WV).
Within recent history it has been common-place among liturgid

s~olars+specially  Lutheran liturgical scholars who follow the lead of
the Swedish Bishop,  Yngve Brilloth-to lay a good portion ofthe blame
for the allegedly  poor condition of liturgy in the Lutheran Church on
Luther him.&  And yet, the Anglician  liturgical scholar, Byran Spinks,
hlr  come to Luther’s defense, noting that Luther’s liturgical revisions*.__  __~~
were not ill-conceived efforts at creating a new liturgy but rather a re-
working ofthe historic Mass in a manner entirely consistent with the
doctrine ofjustification.  Luther’s liturgical reforms had at the vv core

the docrrine  ofju.&zation.3  God’s action in Christ wx to be dearly
distinguished from all human effort. Thus, Luther argues in the Large
Cate&sm  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 ofhis  own, to which he
looked for blessings, help, and comfort” (LC I, 17).  This self-created
worship is, of course, idolatry.

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

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 la:<  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 etcmal 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
everyrhing  Jse on earth  (LO, r j ,  16-1~).

Luther understood worship, then, not as a human activity inwhicb

man achieves reconciliation with God, but as the receptivity of Faith. In
his Admonition Concerning the Sacrament of the  Body and Blood of our
Lord ho), Luther wrote:

For  this is  a true  God who gives and  doa  not receive,  who helps and doa not
let himself be helped, who teaches and &S  and does not let himselfbe taught
or NM.  In shon,  he doa  and gives everything, and he has need of no ow he
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doa  JI things freely our  of pure  gmce  without  me%  for the  onwonby  and
aadc&ng,  yes,  forthedamncd  and  Lx. This kind ofremembrance,  confa-
sion, md  glory  he  desires to  have.”

The  doctrine of justification is, as wilkn  Nagel puts  it, both  the
airid  and dynamic principle in a confessional  Lutheran theology  of
wor+.‘Any  liturgical text, form, or practice that contra&~  or do”&
&,h  foundational doctrine is to be omitted. It is in this ii&  that  we  see

Lutl&  view  of the Canon of the Mass as a prayer turning he brzs
supper  into  the Christian’s supper, God’s  gift into the action of the
&&.  Tbe doctrine ofjustification is therefore the dynamic pria+le
h Luth& liturgical revisions, and the liturgy sees to it that&Means
of&ace,  Word and Sacrament, are set forth in ail  oftheir  Go&given
fi&es~  as instruments which actually bestow the forgiveness achimed

in 0~1  Lord’s cross.
LutI&  “jusrification-centered”  approach to liturgy  is taken ap  in

rhe ,4ugsburg  Confission.  Wilhelm Maurer  states that “The artide  on
+&cation  by f%th alone gives the rationale for alI  statements [ithe

Au-1  about worship and church law.“’  The faith confessed in
.tiie  IV is bestowed through external means. Thus there follows,
Article  v: the Office  of rhe  Ministry, Word and Sacraments.

For through the Word and the sacraments. as though instruments, theHoly
I
:

Spirit is  given, and  the Holy Spirit produces faith, where and when it pleases
God,in  those who hear the Gospel (ACv,  2).

;  ItistheLordwhoisactinginandthrough  rhesemeans.Thesemeans
i
4

actuaflyconstirute  the lirurgy. Article XX~V of rhe Apologygocsinto  an
arc&d  discussion of the term “liturgy” asserting that:

$
* Itdoaaot really mean a sacrifice but a public service. Thus itsqwewithour
: pition  thata  minister who consecrates shows forth rhe body and bloodoftbe
:  Lordtothepeople.justas  aminisrerwhopreachesshowsforrh~egospelrodu
: pcopl~  a~ Paul  says (I Corinthians 42).  “This is how one  should regard US,  I
.j minks  for Christ  and dispensers of the sacraments of Cod,” tbar  is, oftbe
: Wordmduenrrznts;and  z Corinthians S:ZO,  “\WeareambassadorsforChrin
i God dg bii  appeal  through  us. We beseech you  on behalf of CSt,  k
i r~a&d~oGod.“Thtts  theterm “liturgy” squareswell  withthcministty&.
‘; UKb8r).

‘: T&Ii% the*,  k not simply a collection of various and sunby
)
i

tm  aad  ceremonies,  but the public service that God renden to bi

1

~at~~WordandSacrament.The  posture ofthecburchis,  therefore,

mOffr~P~~ty.  A&k  IV of the Apology constin~tes  the basis for rhf

4
Ns%did description  of liturgy given in Article  mu:
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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.  IV, 49).

This service and worship (that is, faith) is especially praised throughout the
Prophets and the Psalms. Even though the law does not teachthe free forgiveness
of sins, the patriarchs knew the promise of the Christ, that for his sake God
intended to forgive sins. As  they understood that the Christ 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 ofsins by faith, just as the saints in
the New Testament. . . Therefore the patriarchs, too, were justified not by the
law 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  jo:15 “Call upon me in the day of trouble; I will deliver you, and you
shall 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 becaux
ofour own merits (Ap.  IV, 57, 59-60).

The woman [ofLuke  71 came, believing that she should seek the forgiveness of
sins from Christ. This is the highest way ofworshipping Christ. Nothinggreater
could she ascribe to him. By looking for the forgiveness of sins from him, she
mdy 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.  IV, 54).

The  Apologyjconfession  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-p).  The
liturgy of the Gospel is not a reinstatement ofa Mosaiccode ofrituaI  law,
but the bestowal and distribution of the forgiveness of sins in &&I-s
of Grace. This leads us into our second thesis:

II
The Confessionsatguefora  distinction between divinely institutedce~enzo-
nies  and ceremonies established by men. (AC P-II,  3; XXV, 2; 42-44;  XXWU,
z;Ap.  VJf-VJJJ,  30-31, 46;  NJJ,  2-6; W; XYN,  17-18, 32-43;  XrNII,  55-58; SA II/
III-T  WIK  14;  III/XI,  r-3). Human ceremonies must  be distinguisbedfiom
thegenuine  worship  of God- tbq  may not begiven  the same status as divine
commm.uhmts  (FC  SD x, 8,26).

Since the Means of Grace, Word and Sacrament, constitute and
define the church,  the Confessions draw a careful distinction between
these divinely-instituted means and human ceremonies.  Arricle  VII of
the Aprtana  is pivotal in this regard:

The church is the assembly of saints in which the Gospel is taught purely and
the sacraments are administered rightly. For the true unit-y of the &urch  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 instituted by men, should be alike  everywhere (KVII,  1-3).

Word and Sacrament may not be compromised, for they are estab-
lished by God himself. Thus Article xl11 of the Apology reacts against the
Confitationiinsistence  that the evangelical confessors enumerate which
rites are sacraments:

We  believe we have the duty not to neglect any of the rites and ceremonies
instituted 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 ofGod  and to which
the promise of grace has been added,” we can easily determine which are
sacraments in the strict sense  since men do nor have the authority to promise
grace. Hence signs instituted without God’s command are not sure signs of
grace, even though they may instruct or admonish the simple folk.Thegenuine
sacraments, 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 heart of the New Testament (JO.  XIII, r-4).

As the Confessions see it, the Sacraments are indeed ceremonies,  but
they are divine ceremonies. They have been instituted by Christ himself,
and they may not be set aside.  It is precisely because of this sacramental
principle that the Confessions reject the papal understandngofbuman
ceremonies.  This can be demonstrated from a number ofpointswitbm
the Confessions. Article xv ofthe  Augustatzadoes  not reject  ceremonies
pm  se, but rather  “ordinances and traditions instituted by men for the
pmpose of propitiating God and earning grace” (ACw,  3)*Attidexxvl
maintains that “ . .  .new  fasts,  new ceremonies, new orders and &like

. . . n  (A&XVI, 2)  were invented Out ofthe  false  notion  that  men  could
use these as means of earning grace and making satisfaction for “JI*
Article xxv1 sees this  development  as nothing less than a ~~~~~~~~~~~  Of
Moses.

Article VII-VIII of the &o.@J capsulizes the Conksessions  polemic
against the Roman position on ceremonies:

They require uniform human ceremonies for the unity  of the  church  while  hey
themseIveshavechangedtheordinanceofChrist  intheuseoftheLords~Ppcr*
whichce&nIywasprevio&yauniversaIordinance. Butifunivedordlnanm
arenecerslry,whydotheychangemeordinanceofChrisr’rSup~r~whichisnot
human but-d&e?  (Ap.  VII-VfI1,46).
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The Roman use of ceremonies transforms the divinely instituted
ordinance ofchrist,  namely, the distribution ofboth  his body and blood
in the Holy Supper. No human ceremony or usage may be given priority
over that which is established by Christ in his Word.

The confessional distinction between human ceremonies and di-
vinely-instituted rites is no mere biblicistic  distinction, however. The
Confessions do not view the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures as a
handbook of ritual rules and regulations. Colossians z:rb-I;I--“There-

fore let no one pass judgment on you in questions of food and drink or
with regard to a festival, 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 apostles to specific congregations, such as the practice of women
covering their heads in church services, are not binding according to the
Augsburg  Confess;on  (ACXWIII,  53-56).  Therefore, ceremonies are evalu-
ated not by citing a biblical text to determine whether or not it was
practiced in New Testament times, but instead from the standpoint of
the doctrine of justification. Ceremonies which are used to obscure 01
contradict this doctrine are not to be tolerated, for they rob Christ ofhii
glory as the only Redeemer and enslave consciences in despair (see Ap.
IV, 157).  Thus human ceremonies, no matter how venerabIe  their history,
can never be afforded the same status as the Word and Sacraments.

III
The LIcthPran  Confessions’po~emz’cagainstthe  misuse ofbuman  ceremonies
is not iconochzstic.  In the Confessions, a spiritual  @n&standing  of worship
does  not lead  to the abanhnment  of concern for the wema~fom  that are
to be wed  in the Divine Service. That is to say that worship in the Cburcb
of tbeA@urg  Confession is both evangeiicaland catholic in content and
chmw  @p. xx  20-21,38-44;  Ap. XXV.,  1-626  SA III/VII,  j-6).

We have already noted that the highest worship of God is faith itself
(4. IV).  The First Commandment is foundational for the theology of
worship in the Confessions. In this Commandment, God sets himsdf
against all false worship, exposing and crushing all idolatry. In the expo-
sition  ofthe First Commandment in the Large Catechism, Luther writes:

From  the beginning Kodl has completely rooted out ali idolatry, and on that
account he has destroyed both heathen and Jews;  just  so in our day he
overthrows al f&e worship SO that all who persist in it must ultimately peril
WI,  3s).

bAPHOlU  AND LITURGY 201

Opposite to idolatry is faith which clings to God alone. As f&h
comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God, it is the Word that
creates  and sustains 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 alI  the bones of
the saints or all holy and consecrated vestments gathered  together in one heap,
they could not help us in the slightest degree, for thq  are all dead things  that
can sanctify no one. But God’s Word is the treasure that sanctifies all things. By
it ail the saints themselves have been sanctified. At whatever time God’s Word
is taught, preached, heard, read, or pondered, there the person, theday,and  the
work are sanctified by it, not on account of the exrernal  work but  on aunt
of the Word which makes us all saints” (KI,  91).

When the  Confessions speak of “‘spiritual  worship” they do ~0 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 “ . .  . is a worship in which the spirit ~IIOWS  and takes

hold of God, as it does when it fears and trust him” (Ap.  XXIV,  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 fruitsoffaith”

(4.  m, 27).
Spiritual worship is not divorced from that which is external. The

@olo& emphasis on spiritual worship does not negate the &PJ~Y
Gnfesssion?  assertion that the Holy Spirit does not come to us a=Pt
through the external Word of the Gospel (ACW,  4).  The  Au~ta~is
consistent  with Luther, who, in his Commenta  on GmtG  actah  the
Sacramentarians:

Therefore it is not only  a foolish but also an ungodly argument of the
Sacramentarians  to maintain thar  externals  are of no profit for salvation  and
then heap up examples and statements of Scripture such a~  Uohn  6%) “The
flesh is of no avail,” etc.  A distinction must be made among externals,  and not
all externals should thus  be east  &de in general. Externals are r$dY  UXP
demned as profiting nothing for salvation when they havebeen  inscmtedbythe
will of man or more correctly, rashly,  without &he Word of God.  In other
respects  God wants to work through the service ofhis creatures.  For this reason
onemustconsiderabovealwhethertheseexternalsareperformcdinaccordan~
with the institution and will of God or not. If there is no Word Or  institution
of God then you are correct in saying that the externals  profit no*ing  for
salvation  but even do harm. Thus  Christ says (Matthew 1%‘)  *In  vain do they
worship Me with the precepts of men.”
But ifyou see &at the  externals  rest  on the Word and were instituted  by Goes
command, then worship those externals  silently  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  gives the command. Therefore 1 shall obey  in humility,  and I shall
believe  that  this obedience will be profitable for SdV2JiOn.“’

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

Word.
I,-,  these  matrers,  which concern the externa,  spoken Word, we must hold firmly
torheconvic-ionthatGodgivesno  one his Spiritorgraceexceptthroughorwith
the  external  Word which comes before (SA IIl/vlu,  3).

The very fact that God has 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.
mat Werner Elert says of Luther is equally applicable to the whole

of the Book of Concord:
No matter  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 at the end of the Middle Ages, no matter
how earnestly hewarns  against the belief that external customs could commend
us to God, still there are certain ceremonial elements, that he, too, regarded as
indispensable.’

Or as E Kaib 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 maysee
from their polemic against the papal practice of withholding the cup
from the laity in the Blessed Sacrament, to mention but one example.

There is simply no such thing as an “informal service,” that is, a
service without form. Recognizing this, the Lutheran Reformers carried

forward the liturgy they had received from the Roman Church, making
changes  in light of the central doctrine of Scripture, the doctrine of
justification. The confessions look upon the 1iturgica.l renovation initi-
ated by the Reformers as being faithful to the catholic tradition itself.
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  opinion 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 at it
correctlY~weare  more faitt&l to thecanonsthan ouropponentsare(Ap,xv,&
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Article XXN  of the Apology is descriptive of the Mass “interpreted in an
evangelid  way.” The Sacrament of the &tar  is retained and “debrated
every Sunday and on other festivals.” Traditional liturgical  forms, sud
as the leakmary,  prayers, and vestments are maintained. The genuinely
catholiccharacter of the Lutheran service is not to be denied. 1n fact,  the
Apology argues that the Lutheran practice of “the public  or cOmmOn

Mass” (&. XXIV,  a is more ancient than the private Masses  of the
papists. The bulk of Apofogv  XXN, however, is devoted to the defense of
the crucial distinction between “sacrament” and “sacrifice.”

Already in 1520,  in The Babylonian Captiuity  of the C/JU& Luther
had argued:

We must therefore sharply distinguish the testament and the sacramenr  itself
from the prayers which we offer at the same time. Not only this, but we must
aho  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 tesrament  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 15).  There is therefore a great difference
between prayer and the mass.”

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

The remembrance is indeed supposed to be a sacrifice ofthanksgiving;  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 a sacrifice, but to use the words
ofthe title of&l Wisloffs book, The Gifi-ofCommunion.APologyxxIv
holds  that the “dignity  of the Mass” is preserved when it is received as
God’s work and his gift. “Interpreted in an evangelical  wai’  the liturgy
confesses and extols  the Donor and the gifts he bestows, his Word and

his body and blood.
This evangelical interpretation of the catholic liturgy postulates a

didactic fimction  for the liturgy. Thus Article XXIV of the A”Pbuyg
Confession maintains:  ‘After all, the chief purpose of ceremonies  is Co

teach  the people what  they need to know about Christ”  (Acxxw~  3).
This is given f&&r  amplification  in the corresponding article Of  the
Apology: “The  purpose  of&serving  ceremonies is that men may learn
the Scriptures and that  those who have been touched bY the word  may
receive faith and fear and so may also pray” VP xxIv~ 3).
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I V

Ac&ingto  the.?ktbtmln COnfeJ~iOns~
the church~  CUES  isdwqs mgagtd

in  confesss;oon  ofthe w&-d  before both God and the  World.  Even itm  of
genuine  diaphora are to be qected or retained on  the  ba.k  of char  and
uncompromising  confession (Ap.  XK  49-F';  AP- ml'>  27; FC SD X)*

Hermann  Sasse notes that a “characteristic of confession of faith is

rhac  it  belongs  in  the  liturgy,  [he  divine service, in which the  congrega-
tion appears as the hearing, praying, and confessing  co*greWio*."'*  It
is from  this  perspective that we see the significance ofadiaphora  in the
churchs  liturgy. The ceremonies associated with the liturgy may indeed
be  vehicles for either the confession or denial of the truth of the Gospel.

The Adiaphoristic Controversy sprang from the Augsburg and

Leipzig Interims of 1548.  Melanchthon and the Wittenbergers were
willing  to submit to the imperial requirement that certain traditional,

liturgical 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
arc commanded as  necessary, where offense may be given, adiaphora do not
remain adiaphoraor indifferent but  become matters ofmoral  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 1555.
However, the theological 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, Called Adiaphora or
Indifferent Things.”

The issue of adiaphora is settled by Article x in a manner that is
consistent with the theology of liturgy set forth in the earlier confes-
sional writings contained in the Btiok  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 first is in Article
xv of the Apology.  Here the Confession notes that when human
traditions are required as necessary for justification they became “snares
for  consciences” (Ap.  XV,  49), they obscure the righteousness of faith.
Here it also asserts that “Paul is our constant champion; everywhere he
insists that these observances neither justify nor are necessary over and
above the righteousness of faith” (A.. xv,  5o>.  Nevertheless, @&@v
urges  a cautious conservatism stating that liberty should be used
modemtely  lest offense be given to the we&.  “Nothing  should be
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changed  in the accustomed rites with
Out  good  man,  and to foster

harmony those ancient customs should  be  kept  which can  be  kept
without sin or without great disadvantage*  (4. xv,  JI).

ArtiCkXXVK  “On  Monasticvows,”  alsO  ad&es= itselfto  the  matter
ofadiaphora stating that Christian perfection is not  lto  be  found  in the
observance of other things which are called  ‘adiaph ora.  ‘0

Because the
kingdom  of  God  is righteousness  (Remans  14:37) and  life in he  heart
therefOre  perfection  ITKUX  t0 grOW in the  fear ofGod,  in crus.  in thL
mercy promised in Christ, and devotion to one\ c-ling” (A~.  )cyvII,  27)

The  consistency  between  the  Formula and he  earlier  Confessions  iI;
regard to liturgy and adiaphora is further demonstrated at these three
points.

First, ceremonies which are not commanded in &reword  ofGod *are
in and of themselves no divine worship or even part ofit” (FC,Q)x,  8).
Here the Formula quotes Matthew r5:7: “In vain do they worship  me,
teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.” This tat  is used in ei&t
additional places in the earlier Confessions (ACxxvrr~,  36;  Ap. XII,  143,

Xv, 5, XX% 23,41, XXVIII, 67; SAIIhI,  2;IIIkv, I) in a polemic against self-
shown forms ofworship designed to merit justification coram  Deo. The
polemic is not against forms or ceremonies, for thechurch’s worship will
always take some form and have some ceremony. As Matthias Loy noted:
” * .  . the spirit of the church must manifest itself in some form; without
a cultus  it cannot exist.“r4 The polemic is against those who would
elevate the commandments of man to the status of divine command-
ments, thus teaching that justification could be achieved by obedience.

Second, since the true unity ofthe Christian Church is in established
agreement concerning the teaching of the Gospel and the administra-
tion of the Sacraments in accordance with the Divine Word  (ACW~
human ceremonies may vary from place to place and time to time.The
axiom of Irenaeus, “Disagreement in fasting should not destroy agree
merit  in faith”  &eady  quoted in AC  XXVI  is restated. The diversity in

ceremonies assumes, however, “agreement in doctrine and in all its
article”  and agreement “concerning the right use oftheholy sacraments”
(FCSD x, 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
in&& become essential  in or&--  to preserve the truth  of the  Gospe1’

In such  a ae we  &o&j not  yield to  adversaries  eve”  in marrers  Of  indifference’
nor  should  we tolerate  the  imposition of  such  ceremonies  On  Us  by  adversaries
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in order to undermine the genuine worship of God and confirm their idolatry
by force or chicanery (FCSD  x, IO).

For the  Form&,  the issue of adiaphora and Christian freedom is a
double-edged sword, for a clear confession is also called 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 also reject 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 at any timeand  place,
according to the circumstances, as may in Christian liberty be most bene&iaI
to the church (FC  SD x, 30).

V

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 as well as the enthusiast theology represented by Mtintzer and the
Anabaptists carried with them liturgical proposals that were integral
with their theological positions. Article x of the Formufa  does not deal
directly with Reformed and Anabaptist pressures facing early Luther-
a&m, for the more immediate context was set by the challenge that
grew out of the Interims. This, of course, was the challenge 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 also given expression
by a number of liturgical scholars who are not part of the Church of
Rome. The work done by Roman Catholic liturgical theologians SUM

as Odo Casel, Josef Jungmann, and Louis Bouyer proved to be founda-
tional for the view of liturgy adopted by the Second Vatican Council.
This view is consistenr with Rome’s sacrificial understanding of the
Sacrament. In turn, the influence of Roman Catholic liturgical schoh-

ship, coupled with the work of Gregory Dix, has been far-reaching ia
non-Roman churches. One need only survey the theological explam-
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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 deeply involved in the work of the Inter-
Lutheran Commission on Worship, which ultimately produced the
Lactheran  Book of Worship  writes:

Liturgical renewal among Lutherans 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 tbe
spirit of joy and celebration in the eucharist, grasping the mystery that God’s
work and man’s work are indisringuishable.‘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 meal for the common remembrance
of Jesus.

Where the celebration is seen as a meal in common for the remembrance ofthe
saving work of Jesus, however, the motivation (of the worshiper) enlarges
significantly. The personal value of participation does not diminish but is
brought into proper balance with the corporate action. Now the question is not
just “what do I receive?” but “how am I involved?“‘6

The receptivity of non-Roman Catholic liturgical scholars to results
of a liturgical agenda set by Rome paved the way for widespread recog-
nition and general acceptance of the World Council of Churches
document of 1982,  Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry [BEMj  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 at the expense of rhe Lutheran insistence
that it is Christ himself who is Host and Lord in the Supper.i7

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
Evangelicalism, especially as it is represented by the Church Growth
Movement. Charles Evanson,  in his paper “Evangelic&m and the
Liturgical Movement and Their Effects on Lutheran Worship,” has
pointed out the convergence between the Liturgical Movement and
American Evangelicalism:

TheEvangelicalistic  and Liturgical Movements are points ofconvergencewhere
newnotionsoftheChristianlifeandvocationdeparcradi~lyfromtheGospel’s
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sokr  C/V&.  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&
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
whichdrawoneoutofthepresent  into aliturgical  “transitus” bywhichhepasses
from lower to higher, from earthly to spiritual, from time to eternity.”

As we have already noted, the Lutheran Confessions ground liturgy
neither in the action of the worshiping congregation nor in the
subjectivity ofpersonal religious experience. For the Lutheran Confes-
sions, liturgy is not simply a matter of style as David Luecke would have
us believe. In his book Evangelical Style  and Lutheran Substance, Luecke
typically refers to the congregation gathered for the Divine Service as the
“audience. “rgThus  the congregation is seen as a collection of consumers
to be satisfied rather than the Royal Priesthood of Believers called
together by the Gospel to receive all that the Lord promises to bestow
in the preached Word and the Holy Supper. Thus, the liturgy can readily
be modified to fit the “felt needs” of the participants, leaving the
“substance” unchanged. We would do well to remember that such a
conclusion is not really new in the history of Lutheranism. Melanch-
thon and company were ready to settle for the terms of the Lripzig
Interim which allowed for the retention of the “substance” of Lutheran
doctrine (i.e., the doctrine of justification) as long as certain matters of
“style” or “adiaphora” were changed.

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

The challenges to Lutheran liturgy raised by a liturgical movement
generated and shaped primarily by Roman Catholicism on the one side
and American Evangelicalism on the other side, make it imperative that
Lutherans give attention to the development of what Paul Rorem calls
a “liturgical hermeneutic. “20 Such a hermeneutic would carry with it
both formal and material principles. Jaroslav Pelikan succinctly stat@
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how the formal principle of such a hermeneutic might function:

The authority of Scripture in liturgical 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 Augsburg Confession carries forward
what it has received from the past from both Scripture and tradition.

Ahermeneutic of the liturgy would have as its material principle the
doctrine of justification by grace through faith for Christ’s sake.
Nothing in the liturgy dare cloud or contradict that fundamental
confession of the truth of the Gospel. A hermeneutic ofliturgy normed
by the Lutheran Confessions would not lead to a “liturgical reduction-
ism” but rather a liturgy that receives its fullness from God’s generosity
in Word and Sacrament. It is this Divine Service that the Lutheran Con-
fessions extol and promote. Such a service is not a matter ofindifference,
but indeed of confession.
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