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The Outside Limits of Lutheran 
Confessionalism in Contemporary 
Biblical Interpretation 

I 1 \. 1~ i . \  1) 1 1 1 1  4 SI'L DY ;is solnc\\ llnt of a scquel to 111y ~i l r l i r r  
orlc. 0 1 1  t h c  \:!IIW :c.nc.ral topic. '.17hc\rcforc, I do not \\-is11 to 

rcl~i.ii!'\i, , 1 1 1  t l \ ~ *  tllc~o,-ctic',~T poi~lts  made in them, hut \\.ill oftcn sirnl~lp 
pL-c3IlI11C' t l l t ' l ? ! . :  

I \ \ o ~ i l d  I1oi1c t l ~ i i t  i t  ~vould bc clcal- that \\-hen I sped; of "outside 
linlith." I illc,!ri i L I ~ L  that -11ot \\llat is nc.c.c.ssaril\. dclsirable, or cB\.en 
\\-11,1t 1 ~ ~ c < i t ~ \ i i ~ l . i . l \  :!g,-cLc, \ \  i t l ~ ,  t 1~1 t  of \ t . l~ ;~ t  is 111a~in1aIl\ pcrniiss~ble. 
C ' c ~ ~ - t ; r i ~ l l \ . .  \ t c .  \ \ i 1 1 1 t  io fostcr "niasi1lii1li.;n1," ilot ~rlil~inl;~lism in our 
procli~rllatio~l ( i f  tjic (~;ohl~cl ilncl f i~it l lf~~lnc~ss to Scripture. \\'c \\.ant 
to tlc. tc'ncl t llc' " \ \ - l~oic counsel of' God." rather t han  r~llo\\ . in~ tfieolog!. 
\il-tuall\. to hc. Y C ~ C ~ L I C I ' C I  to i11)olog~'tics ;i t  jts outer fringes, 3s is oft~11 
the. C ; I ~ C ~  t(1~1;i!. (';tr)ci. i l l  so111e  ISCI CIS, to p i ~ t  tlie vc:r!- hest collstruction 
011 i t  ' . 

I t  pri)hc~l)l\- ;I!>O l)r;irs cnlph;~sis that neither are 11.e speaking 
of' the- oi~t\i(lc limit3 of s;~\,ing faith, as such. but 1-nthcr of corifc.ssiol1al 
~ I I  ~ ~ o l o g !  . I f: I\ C' ~ 1 ? i ' ; l l i  of the nlinillluill r c q ~ ~ i r e d  for s;ll\.;ltioil, tllat, 
of co111-sc, iS \el-\- little-and is finall!,, Cod's to judge, not ours. 
Sinlilnrl\-. \ \ . I I C ~ I I  \ \  c s17e;lk of soiirces of faith or of tlie basis of cer- 
taint\-, no O I I C  11 i l l  tlcn\- that oric call come to and rem~lin in faith 
\\.irhout ; i l l ,  ~ I C I - S O I ~ ~ I ~  cintact \\.ith thc IJible, as, no cloubt, cour~tless 
1111 I ~ I ~ ) c ' I . >  1 1 1 1 \ . ~ .  130\\.e\.cr. formal, professional tlicolog\. \\.ill surely 
ji;t\.c t'i~r \ \  ic1c.r intci-ests than iiicrcl!. an elcmentarv statelllent of the 
C;ospc.ll OIIC ~ C ; I T S  that these tj1.o arc oftcn confusec? (espcciall\. urlder 
t2ic ir~flucncc of cs i~ t~n t ia l i sn i ,  11s I accent belo\\.). and th'at here 
lics tllc root of nian! of our problems. 'Thus, it seems to 111c that 
;~sscrtiorls S L I C . ~ ~  :IS that Luther's faith \vas based on Christ 2nd the 
C;ospc'l. not- tllc Bible, are usuall~~-at best-hesiclc tIic p o i ~ ~ t .  
Si~ilil;~rl!., onc must I)r careful not to o17er-correct biblicistic formula- 
tions such its, "Scripture is inspired; hence I can believe thcm." In 
k t .  orlc recurrcXnt refrain of this p a p a  will bc the coricern that 
sul)pIemcnts (or nlinor corrccti~es,  or different manners of espres- 
sio~i in ne\\- circunistances) d o  not, in effect, displace and replace 
thc subst'incc.. 

iYcr \ .  easilv, l~articularlv \\-hen the fashions are else~vliere, the 
tradi tio11n1 conicrns arc, in * effect, denied by default rather than 
desig~l .  The default mav occur on any side: if accent on Bible and 
confessions mav c\ispIack Gospel, the reversc is s~irely also true that 
one-sitled " ~ o s p c l ' '  accents readily begin to saw off the branch on 
which they rest. T h e  danger is that l~o t l t  "conservative" and "libcral" 

-- 

E D I ~ . O H ' S  SOTE: Dr .  Hzctnmel has ser17ed ot1 setsera1 tkeo l~~g ica l  f o c ~ ~ l f i e s :  Concordia 
Senlinnr!.. St. Louis: Il'artburg Srnrinnry, Dubuqtce; Lttiherntr Scltool o f  Tlreology in 
CJricago; nnrl So t re  Dame C~~ircrs i ty .  D ~ t e  to the csscry's lei tgth,  onl!( the  first portion 
i s  being printed n t r l c . .  



sides may take solnething for gralttcd, 'inrl as  tfic! i ) t , t l l  .~( ju ; i i~c  off 
as chaii~pions of the Gospel, one  susl~ccts th;~: I r o t i l  1 1 t 1 1 1 I : 1  ~ ~ J I I ~ C ~ I L I ~ C S  

begin b); remo\,ing the log f ' ro~~t  their o\\ 11 c~ c)i C:C.I-ti1111 I \  ~ i c \  cIoI)- 
rnents of recent \ears shoultl illustrate ;ln~l)l\  I;()\\. ~ . c b ; i < l i l \  ~ ! i i b  r i!~~l-ch 
simply bccontcs ;I s o u ~ ~ t l i n g  board of its i . t i l t t ~ ~ - c :  o r  oi' c c . ~ ~ ! , ~ i t l  stlb- 
cultures (acti\.isnl> \\.hc.~t a c,onscio~rs, dctcr-~l~incrl c(il1~ ['I-11 to  rc~l1;\iii 
confess io~~;~l l \  fnitllful, ancl 11c1lcc abo1.c a i l  c.ult~lt.c>. I)i'l_lir~, t o  k, lclc . .  
All seg~ncnts of thcb church, not oltlv tcacl~cl-s of: f!jl>lc. ,!i1<1 c,ot~t'c:hsio~ls. 
must joi11 ill the concc5rn. T h e  rregntit7e scl~sc. of "\\.o,-lrl" rlrc scrlse 
of scparatcllcss from c i~l turc ,  I\-hich is yrofouncll\ I,il)lic;ll, ~ l l u s t  he 
l~envily underscorecl agni11 to 111aintain thy I I I . O P L ~ ~  11;1111 11r.t:. I t  is, ; ~ t  
best, simply an in\.iclious comp:crison to  s~1ggc.s~ 111at co~~cc , - l i  for 
"pure tloctrine" is necessaril!? ant1 simpl!. ;I sort of i ~ ~ ~ r c i ~ r - c . ,  sickgc- 

. ,, mentalit!; type of  response, allc~gctll\ 1 ikv  r igl l t~+t  / ; I \ \  ~ I I I C I  01~1cr" 
cries in the rcnl~n of politics. 

At thc same time, fvc ncctl to take cal-cb tll;rt "otrt,iclc' lilllits" arc 
not clufinccl sitrzpl? 011 a trntlitiollalistic basis. 'Pr;i(!itior~ C ~ ( I C S  t ~ o t  cli~ite 
11~n.u that status in Lutltcran thcolog!.! IXn cloitl)~, ~ i o  olic \ \ . i l l  tlcfc~td 
an!. absolute thc>oreticaI l)lcil?eiz britrr i l l t c ~ c ,  I~trt \\I. (lo ~lctctl to 
esplore r n ~ ~ t u a l l y  \vhcn ancl nrhcrc this ma\- 11:1ppet1 tluitc 1 1 1 i \ \  itti:igl\, 
espclcjdly as a resi~lt  of a "guilt by association" ~ -cason i t~s .  I I I  ;lclclition, 
of coursc, manv things have changer1 drrlstic,;lll\. sinco t llc sirtetbnth 
century. Th i s  paper \\:ill try to  accent t.speci;rllv tllC r.olIcLsrtl \\it11 
"historv" that differentiates o u r  in t e l l ec t~~a l  c l i r n i ~ c  fl-o~ll t l l ; ~ t  of: the 
~ieformation and the ajic of Orthoclos!.. Hcrc,, as t~lsc\\licr-c, \\ . i l l  
have to explore together ]lo\\- ~ n u c h  of this  is si~l~l~l!.  ;I tlitFcr-cnt manncr 
of espression or  a differellt line of attack, ant1 ho\\. ~ l l ~ ~ c l i  of' i t  ~1111- 

1-erts and contradicts. .A pnrallcl [\-a!. of putt ing it \ \ . i l l  I)c> t o  asl; Ilotv 
much of i t  is permissiblc exegetical differt.ncc ;itit1 I I O \ \ .  niucll of it 
doctrillal. \\7c* \\-ill hn\.c to look carefully at thcx i~ntlcl-I\ ills t l ~ ~ i ) l o ~ i c a l  
pri~z~.iples, 3t the Y ~ ~ S O I I S  for reaching cer ta i r~  coticli~sio~ls.  ; ~ t  the 
total cVo~rte.x-t i l l  which t h t ~ ~  arcB presented, not ~~ic~~.cl!.  ; i t  t l ic,  conclu- 
sions thcmsol\-es. ~ t l ~ c r \ \ . i s e ,  of course, onc (.;in fot-lilal I \ .  l,c \-cr!. 
''orthodos" ; I I I ~  rniss tllc c\.nngelical point, just ;IS lie ~ I S O  I~JI - jv i th in  
outsiOC lin~its-rcacli certain novel conclusions \I- i  tho11 t tl~cologicnl 
error. This  accent itself silrelv belongs under  the* ri111l-ic of "j~rstifica- 
tion by faith," \vht.rebv ~ ~ o t l ~ i n g  js right c'cirai~j I)c>o ;11);1rt fro111 the 
covenant of gracc. 

FIolryi.er, as we shall also emphasize repcatedl!., c t r l r t i o ~ l  n u s t  
be thu \I-atch\\.ord throughout. If "what this might Icntl to" can oftcn 
be an  alibi for inertia, it certainly cannot hc tliscoitntctl c i t l~cr .  If  \re 
want  to argue that,  like every good teacher, the c~hurch nlust recog- 
nize that accents and approaches ha\.cr to change sornc\\.hat with 
changing generations of students,  and  tha t ,  1lc.nce. \\.c. \ \ i l l  often 
havr to "pet behind" or a t  least restate solnc s t  of the iincient 
formulac in a \\-a\. faithful to their  original intentionalit\., hut  ~vliich 
rvill conlolunicate better today, we will also bc hopclcsslr naive i f  
rye forget that such statements h;we been the  alibi for \.irt;allv efer! 
sort of aberration in church history. KO hcresv c \ ~ r  prcser~<s itsclf 
as such, h u t  rather  ss simply n nenr form of old truths. If \ r e  agree 
that solne such "translatj~n" is not only ine~. i t ;~ble,  but desirable, 



tlicil \\.c ~ n u s ~  also insist that onl\: that trar~slation \\.hich reproduces 
thc 01-igiil:tl ; I >  F i t i  tllfully ;IS pclssiblc is acccl)tal>Ie. "Translation" dare 
not bcco~ncs ;I cloal, for del~~ythologi/ation, as oftcn happens. That is 
to S ; I \  t l l ~ t  11ei111cr 111). proposals nor those of any othcr "Herr Profes- 
sor" ;II-c. to l)c ;~c.ccl,tcxl hlintll\. l:nthcr, all \\-ork with the same 
p~-cs i~l~lx)s i~ions  \ \ i l l  lla\-c to n ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ; l l l \ .  test and \\.cigh. Ry the same 
tokcn. thc I)lintl, \ ixw-al obicction .to cver!.thing but the original 
formt~lae i~lld c.o~lclusio~~s, oftC'11 rcsi~ftill? i11 ~ 1 1 a t  sonleone h2s called 
t11c "ortlloclo\ l,oi~ncc" ivllich casilv , . iudges bcfore it rcally hears, \\:ill 
ha\-c to 1)c' cilrbctl too." 

I j ;~\ . i l lg ~ilntlc these preliminnr\ rcrnarks, let rne attempt to 
:irrangc the h ~ ~ l l i  of this paper around tliree captions: ( 1) Confes- 
sion;~lisrn ;111cl l;rc.cbclon~; ( 2 )  Gosl)cl and Bible; (3) Histor!, and 
I~c;\~clation. 

'r'h is 1x11~~-  ; I > S L ~ I ~ C S  that its rciltlcrs agree in understanding 
confcssionalisrli ;IS not onlv an ideal, but also as an actual standard 
\ \ l~ich s i io~~l t l  Ilc. disciplined and enforced. One can scarel!; be un- 
a\\.arc that it ccrtainl!. is )lot n common ideal or standard in most 
contcnlporar!. l'rotestantism-and often has not been for a \'cry long 
tinlc. Incrc.:~singl!,, it appears that the same thing wi1I l ~ a \ , e  to be 
sait1 OC the Roman C'atholic con~munion. \Vorld "Lutheranism" cer- 
tainl! is not exempt either, and even within LChlS it plainly is not 
(at best!) ;I \.cry fashionable emphasis in many quarters. I ,  for one, 
tend to cringe ;it the excessive chauvinism, rigidity, if not even 
fanaticis111 \vhich appears at  times to lurk behind the slogan, "au- 
t l~r~r t ic  I_utl~eranism," l ~ u t  the concern, as such, is surely a most 
lnudi~blc one, ant1 I am convinced that even its extreme expressions 
arc oftell far closer to "the faith once delivered to the saints" than 
nliln!, of thc :llternati\.es. T h e  mettle and virility of a confessional p s i -  
tion \\-ill bc dctcrimned precisely \Then i t  means swimming upstream 
:lntl lrot si~nplv conforming to the religious Zeitgeist. T h e  Issue can 
also be ~ S ~ ~ C ' S S ' C C I  in terms of one's ccclesiological position: whether it 
shall he thc cssentiaIlv horizotrtal, latitudinarian, and institutionalistic 
one generally prevailing today, or the vertical one centered about a 
comnlon confessional position. In a way, i t  is a matter of what one 
considcrs the lesser of two evils: the chaos of "every man doing what 
is right in his own eyes" or the occasional unpleasantness of doctrinal 
tliscipli~~c.;' 

In other words, as matters stand today, it is plain that there 
must bc essential agreement on what "confessionalism" means before 
any further progress can be made. To urge Lutheran union on the 
basis of "con fcssionaI" agreement without agreement on what that 
term itself means is surely less than fully honest. \Ye surely have 
evcry right to expect full candor from everyone as to which lexicon 
he is using! (One could also comment on the anomaly of churches 
as traditional guardians of morals behaving in such studiedly ambigu- 
ous ways with respect to their alleged doctrinal standards!)-' 

In  general, one may say that there are still two types of "con- 



fessionalisn~," \vhich o11c ma!; call " n o n ~ l ; ~ t ~ \ c "  i111t1 "l~isrol-ic;rl." \ o  
doubt, the two t!,pes often o\c.rlnp to one ~ l e y e c  01. t l l ~ .  o ~ l l : . ~ . .  I)ut 
the basic issue is nhcther the confcssions arc  :;t i l l  L I ~ C . L I  LO I ~ o ! - 1 1 :  ,lntl 
discipline \.c;hat is nctuall) taught ant1 p~-c i i c l l~~ l  I J I  ?lie c.11~1sci:. or 
~vliether they are, in effect, consigned to thc cIus[t,ins (if Jli>!c)r\ :"jf 
we had been alive then, that's what n.e n.ould Il;i\-c corlf'c>\~ltl loo, . . .\ 
but today nobotlv is asking the church thosc cl~~r.s!io~li, ctc. :. l o  n 
certain extent, I suspect there is some truth in the ;tssc\l-tlor~ :ii;tt one  
can judgc which iie\v of thc confcssions is  opcrnti\-c. ;tc-c:orilinr: to 
t~he ther  they are assigned to historians or to s ~ . s t c ~ i ~ i c i i  io  t ~ c  
taught. Of course, just as  \vc will stress bclo\v r \ . i t l ~  rc>l)c.i t. t o  tlic 
Bible, we need more, not less, historical stud! of t11c c.orif't-~sio~l.;. Imt 
it  makes a world of-' difference in  both instances \\.l~ctIicr. this is 1:n~icr- 
taken in order to understatld and apply tIit.111 h : t t ~ % ~ .  il l  toti;l\'h cir- 
cumstances, or in ortlcr to r c l a t i ~ i i . ~  and c~.;itlc: t h ( : i : ~ .  111 t':ic.t. ; is  

i~lrcady stressed, ~lnless thc ideal of confessiuniiiis~~~ I,:,> I ~ccn  (.o111- 
pletclv abnndo~~eti ,  our problems arise precisel! ;i t  thobc ~ ) o i ~ l t \  \ \  11~1-c. 

new issues are raised-or at least raised in diffcl-e~lt \\.;I\-s- rl~iin i n  
the Kefornlation period. Some of these \\.e 11l;ry ~ ; I \ . I -  to  ni~lcl(l1c~ O L I ~  

wa\- through as best \vc can, rvhile praying for thc ITol\- Sl>irith' ell- 
lightennlent, but  we surely will get no\vherc. fiist: i f  \ \ c  t ~ c ~ i i i  by 
discarding chart and compass. (Only along these lines, i t  al>pc.:irs to 
me, can anv ~neaningful distinction betn;c.c.il "confcssionali~~ll" :uicl 
"fundalnenthlisn~" or "traditionalism" bc attcnll~tctl, n; ln~el\  [hilt the 
latter often seen] oblivious to changed circumstances ant1 fail to tlis- 
tinguish surface and material change, whercbas, i t  is ;111;1~.111.01listic 
to jt~dge the confessors on the basis of Fragestrlfzr~lgc~l the!. c l i c l   lot 
confront.: 

Conversely, it is precisely for this reason tliirt no  mere I~l,lnrl 
assertion of confessional lovalt!; will sufficc. I\-e arc c:lllecI to be 
faithful in today's specific hnd concrete thcolngicul circu n~st i l~~ccs ,  
i.e., not only ethically, as inany onesidedlv cnlp11:rsirc. i \ ~ t l ~ i i l  "con- 
fessing" is the point of all theoretical talli about "cr,nfcssio~~i~lism," 
of course, but the question again is whether its s~~bst;lnc.c i >  csscln- 
tially the same confession, or merely analogous j~rlerelj "hc,ing" faith- 
ful as they were faithful-i.e., in practice, often in primal.il\- political 
and social aspects). The  cor~fessiorls are not eve11 being usctl ;IS g c d  
" m ~ ~ e l s "  if their tlat?r~rnrrizts or negative theological nsscrtions are 
not follo~ved as well as their positive statements. It is l>rcciscI!. it1 this 
lack that utter ambiguitv and confusion often ensues-although the 
point certainIy is not to accent condemnatory and negativistic. postures 
as such. Or ,  to use a double negative, it  is not cllougll ntcrc.l\. to "not 
deny" the confessions. (One is reminded that our Lord did not nlcrrlv 
say "\Vhosoerer shall Trot d e ~ i y  me before men . . . "!) \'en. little is 
usually denied, at least publicly. However, it rcrtninl! is h f t ~ ~ l  not 
confessed as the substance of the proclamation either! Cndcr the 
current circun~stances I think that merely "not denying" the  confes- 
sions is often comparable to merely "not renouncingv formal 11lcm- 
bership in the state churches of Europe. 

If these two types of "confessionalism" are not carefully clis- 
tinguished, onlv mutual frustration and fury can foIlonr. Those \vho 



assilmc t1i:lt t l~e  L~I-111 ilnplies nol.liiati\.c disciplirle car1 onIy be 
crlragc'cl ;it \ \  11:1t \\.ill irlc\;itahl\. appcar to tl~c'ni as the insincerit!. and 
h \ l ~ ( ~ : r i ~ ~ -  of thosc \ \ho  proccecl permissi\.el\-. Like~vise, those w:ho 
see rhc confcssiol~s o n ] \  in historical perspecti\.e will scarcelv be 
p1ci1hct.l ;it cli;illc~igc.s t6 their "op~nness~"  and \\-hatever discipline 
is al )~l ic .c l  \ \ - i l l  1 i L c . l ~  bc tlircctetl on11 at  those iv11o make such chal- 
1cngc.h. It. .;lloulcl I,(. clcnr to ;In\. ohjecti\.e obser\~rl- that American 
I.utlir~-anis~n is again at that cl-ossroatls, and one cannot hesitate there 
forc\.cr. Onc hcsit:ltes to specif! precisely when, hut there comes a 
point \ \  11ut-c. such disparate understandings rcquire separate and 
i~~ricl>cnclcn t institutional embodiments. The  "free" scllolar \\.ill cer- 
tainl!. not feel ; ~ t  home in a disciplined, confessional framework. Like- 
\\.isc, t l~erc  conics ;L point \\.herc thc confessional scholar can exist 
i l l  n cji~;lsi-confessional contest ol~ly at the sacrifice of his integrity 
or I]\ I-ctl-caring illto thc "neutr;~Iit\" of hccominu, athcological or 
urlin;.ol\-ccl i n  the institution's o\.erall program. Of course, if he 
pl.otcsts, I I C  is rllc "apostle of discord'' and "troubler of Israel" rather 
than it being a caw of othcrs sophisticall! evading their confessional 
suhscriptior~ . '  

-1-hc \-er\. glibness of some of the protestations of confessional 
lovalt!. ( a t  Ica.st \ \ hen  \vithin earshot of those \vith whom it is thought 
that inight score ;I p i n t  or t11.0, and the last one hears of it until the 
nust chnllengc) is cnough to arouse suspicion. One must insist upon 
rcasonnbl\. precise definitions again if  the pervasive odor of e\rasi\.c.ness 
about mabv sllch staten~ents is to disappear. hlany-perhaps aIl-of 
thcm call be understood satisfactorily, but are they? Are they dis- 
ingenuous cserciscs in double elrte11dre.i Are the!. those kinds of 
definitions that  \vould make it quite impossible not to be "confes- 
sional" (and i f  the ivord can mean everything, it obviously rr~eans 
nothiny;? Let us 1wk at a few of them brieflg. ( 1 )  "Of course, we're 
confessional; clverything we do and say around here is confessjonal. 
How could anvoni possibly think otherwise?"--i.e., i f nrord-games 
are not bcing playrl, and if by their fruits we can know them. (2)  
"\\.elrc not denying the confessions, just adapting them to new situa- 
tions"-ct cpendin g upon whether the "translation" is really faithful 
or reductionistic. ( 3 )  "The confessions are no longer adequate for 
all our j~rob1ems"-which, of course, in one sense has always been 
the case in e\.ery slightly changed circumstance, since they were 
first ivrittcn, hut the question is whether or not they are still being 
considcred ?lorrnatit7e. Nor dare we forget that we have precisely 
the same problem \vith the Bible if it is understood as, in one sense, 
a product of history. (\'C!hat one often observes, then, in connection 
with slogans like this one, is that each tradition labors to explain or 
justify the current fads in  terms of its own traditional language, often 
out of context and understood differently.) (4 )  "We don't disagree 
with the confession's intention, merely with their exegesisv--where 
we must distinguish carehl ly  between, on the one hand, the mere 
details of the interpretation and application of isolated passages or 
precise way in which their thrust is restated, and, on the other hand, 
such material changes as .tvouJd simply constitute a different "confes- 
sion" of what we understand the Scriptures to be saying.' ( 5 )  "\'(re 



want an 'evangelical' not a 'legalistic' or 'scholastic' c . o ~ ~ t ' c ~ ~ i o ~ ~ ; i l i b l ~ i . "  
I-lere es~wcially \vc need careful defnitions if \\.e ~11.c. to ,r\.oiil ~ !~c . rc  
sloganecring Ivith code-n.ords. If those phrases i~np l \ .  C ~ I I C L , ~ - I I  t l~a t  
n o  precise terminolog!-, as such, be sanctificcl, or t i k i t  the \;~rious 
articles be approachc~cl holistically, not ritomistir~;illv, i .c.,  ;\J\\.n!.s 
seen as functions of the Gospel, one c,m onlv sn\  ".\n;c.~~." I lo\\ c\.cr, 
as we shall also note with respect to the Bible, thcl-c is c.\ust: to fc5ar 
that the slogans often may irnplv a reliztctiorrisir~ of eont'cssio11- 'I 1 '  1~111  

to "Gospel" in some miniinalistic stme. \\ 'hat must be cc~it~-;jl  I~cconies 
the sole survi\.or-if that. Indeed, therc is littlc justilicatio~~ for , 1 1 1 ~  

hue and cry about  confessionali is^^^," escept in -the con\-iction that 
it defends, defines, and upholds the Gospel. I-Io\\.c~\-cr, I bcslic\.c tile 
record ampl? denlonstratcs the fact that \vhcn the> confvssiot~s I ; I I I ~  
the Bibltr) no longer clefine thc Fulness of the Gosl~c.1 i r i  '111 its ~cspc'c~s, 
"Gospel" too tencis rapidly to \-aporize into \x.hatc\ cr one \\ ;i11ts i~ to 
mean-into the cause of the sveck, into J c s ~ i s  as ;In c \c~~l~l>l ;~t-  of ;I 

life-st).le which is "free" and "opcn" to otilcrs, an c s i s t c~~ t i ;~ l  ;111tl11.o- 
pology concerned \\-it11 personal relations rathcr tl1;ln \\.it11 tl~vological 
and historical facts. i i t  times one is c\.en tc.111ptc.rl to ask i f  "gosj~c'l" 
has not become a sort of magical incan tation ~vhicll is s c ~  pposctl to 
autoniaticallv stop the lnouths of a11 critics.' 

\Ire shO~11d also take a look at several ot11c.r current tcl-111s \\11ic.l1 
neecl careful definition if there is ally serious in tent to conl~~~unici i te .  
I mean terms like "fundamentalism," "biblicism ," "lcgalisl~l," "1itc.l-ill- 
ism," etc. There  can be little doubt that such ttbrms arc. usccl far r~~ol-c 
often to intimidate than to conlmunicate cvangclicalI\. l ' h c \ .  ci111 he 
used meaningfully only xvithin a mutually acccptcltl herm~r~cut ical  
contest. Otherir-ise, b\. cicstro\.ing that context, tl1~1s ol>c~iin:_: tlic. 
floodgates, they easil\- become code-words for nem-lv :~n!-thir~g ilnt.onc 
considers objectionable. They are generally uscd il; ridicule of horc  
conservative positions, but there is no reason unclcr t l ~ e  sun \\.h?. they 
cannot be used just as readily of a host of "liberal" strlnces: if " hibli- 
cism" implies preoccupation with a host of biblical c1ct:lils ~ L I  t 111issing 
the evangelical centcr, i t  surely \vould appl!; to a \.ast an~ouli t  of 
academic, "critical" study; antl if "literi~lisni" antl 'funda~l~cnti~lisrn" 
means making individuili points ivalk on all fours, as it \\-crcB, at the 
expense of the total context, it cmphaticallv also fits thc~ common 
critical magnification of clifl'ercnt accents or ;7ietvpoints into irrccon- 
cilable errors or inconlpatible t heo l~g i e s .~  

Even within 1,utheranisin it is plain that "literalisln" ;rnd 
"fundamentalism" sometinies imply anyone who takcs the cardinal 
doctrines of the Christian faith "literally," i.e., ivllo does not somcho~v 
demythologize them into ciphers for ethical values, who is not some 
sort of universalist, who still believes in a ycrsonal God, a boclily 
resurrection, etc. Or if those doctrines are not denied, i t  is l3liii11 
that many have been thoroughly cowed by the terms: thcv would 
apparently rather die than give anyone the slightest cause to suspect 
that  they were "fundies," so much so that the Gospel, cvcn in its 
most elementary dimensions, is scarcely enunciated at all. (One n~igh t  
also comment on the "illibcral liberals" who wouldn't be caught dead 
reading anything printed by Eerdmans, Christianity Todny, or any 



nc\\.sj);~l)ct- bc5iclc.s the X C Z I -  Yor-1: Tittles.) Tha t  there is a real da~lger  
of "bi l ) l~c~is~l~"  s h o ~ ~ l t l  be nppi~rent to an\onc ~ v h o  has been repcatcdly 
cxl~~5c"l  t o  "Tllc l3iblcr .\lone is thc \\'ord of God" type of sermon 
\\-ithot~t ; l r l \  glii11111cr of the Gospcl iwining through (not to speak of 
1 ; 1 r i o ~ 1 5  ; ~ t o ~ n i s t i c  ;111(1 1110ri11i~tic ~ ~ r o ~ ' e ~ I u r c s ) ,  hut  it is p1ai11 that the 
tern1 is oftc)n ~ ~ s c t l  of all!-onc \\.ho ~~ndcrs tands  the Bible as an objec- 
t i \c ,  i115pil-ctl Jlorln--~?s though t l ~ c :  Gospcl could profit from cmpha- 
siring th;it I (cE bclo\\.). "Lcfi.~lism" can easily mean that one 
t1oc.s 11ot ha\ c. ii "llcrn~cncutics" \\.hlch enables him to make the Bible 
nicnn \\ hntc\-cr he \\-isllc>s it to mcnn, or to disregard n-hate\.er he  
<lislilics. \ \ c  arc to illtcrprct the Ijihle "literally," but not "literal- 
istic,iill~ , "  that is l~cl!-oncl or more strictl!. than the writer's (and God's) 
in tent. C:ol-rclat i \  cl!., "libcralisn~" should be reserved for a ~ f r ~ ~ t l z n d o -  
logic,lrl i-c'rlrr~.tior1ist1r of l~iblical tcnching, not  for simple csternal 
Oe\-i.ltion t'l-on, tr;itlitionnl \ie\\.points when no doctrinal l~rinciplcs 
(inclutlil~g thc  cloctrinc of Scril~turc~) arc denied or subverted. 

Tllc 1;lttcr pc.)illt \\.ill he discussecl in greater detail helo\\:, hut it 
intlic.;~tc~s \\-]I\. 11-c c;111 b!- 110 m c m s  exculpate the right either from 
t 1 1 ~  charge. of s l o g ; ~ ~ ~ c c r i ~ l g  I\-ith its carc.lcss use of the term, "liberal." 
If onc is 1-cclilc~ssl\. condcmncd as "liberal" ~ilcrely becausc of the 
flcsibilit\. of liis lan~ilage or because of n o \ d  exegetical conclusions 
\\.itl~out c.~aillin:ition of his rcasons and context in llolding tllcm, 
\\-hat 1a1lgu:tgc. shall 11.e borrow to clescribe those who really do (1c.n~ 
Sc~ril't~~rc's ohjccti\,c authorit!. (surel\ the beginning of truc "lihcral- 
ism''). i t '  rlot the 1.c.i-v marro\v of the'faith. I am con\rinced that such 
;~l.~;lntlonctl i ~ s c  of "liberal" (not to speak of the simple heres\-111lrltirl.g 
ant1 irrcsl,a~~sihlc muckrac1;ing \\-11ich sometimes accoinpanies it) has 
ncti~;~ll\- r'o~rtribrftcrd much to the growth and popularization of real, 
llarel-core libernliriitjon. Onc  is reminded of the boy \\,ho cried "\volf 
too often! \\'hc)n the attacks come so lnalevolently and indiscrim- 
inatell\., such a "Hang together or hang separately" psychology easily 
scttlcs in, that all the normal processes of self-correction are paralyzed, 
tllc ~nidtllc t)ccomcs impotent to prelrent fr~rthcr polarization, and 
mall\ bccon~c so clesperate to disassociate themselves from the oppo- 
sitiol; thiit the ,  \\-nuld cmbrace the serpent himself in order to be 
" f rcc." 

If can rcturn to consider further a more precise definition 
of "c.onf'cssionalism," 1t.e must still analyze the concern that  it not 
111. iclcntifictl jvith an\- one theological svstem or any one philosophical 
11;lckgl-ount7. If no other hidden agendas hide behind those concerns, 
the!. contain n o  little merit. Like any g o d  teacher, the church must 
not forget t l ~ a t  familiar forms easily come to appear trite or are mis- 
u~lclcrstood in altcred circun~stances, and that  hence she \\.ill ha re  
to lunke certain cxtcrnal changes in vocabulary and approach in 
ortlcr to communicate faithfully. 

Confusion of symbolics and dogmatics easily can makc con- 
fcssionalism truly guiltv of "repristination," but  p e a t  care will also he 
nccrlcd lest that  approbrious term conceal contempt for the substance 
of the Symbols as well. \Ve can scarcely remind ourselves too much 
of the tenta t i~~eness  of all tkeologia a7iatormz-as long as we remain 
firmly on the l i T a y  God has revealed to us. From God's standpoint, 



indeed, all cartlily fo rm~~la t ions  ;Ire relati\ t s .  I ) L I ~  :\ I.: , i t  l: I I I C I I  ! i I I C ~  
Dells re17elaizis makcs hinisclf Iinoii-11 on l \  u11tlc1- r l > c s  n ! . i x i , k  o r  51 11~1)ols 
of anthropomorphic forms (cli~i~;ictici~ll(., ot ciiLll-\i. .  i i ~  l i ) ~ . '  il;c,lrnii- 

tion), but those "s\n~bols" arc: all \ye h ; ~ \ c !  .\I](!  I l i ,  ;:I-;~L,(. . ~ i ~ i I ; ~ . i c ~ i t  
for irs! 

Sinlilarly, e q ~ i a t i o ~ ~  of c~octri11i11 1~1r i t \  ;iri(i i i ~ i i  i ! j t - ~ ~ : i t ~  o f  /'or- 
mulations rnight \\-ell cn tail "cloctrinnl lc,.' ' ( ' ' 1  I .  14111 " - - , I \ . \ L I I ~ ~ I I I ~ [  . . ; I S ,  

hotvever, cannot alivat-s be clone) that css~s~) t i ;~i  t ~ l ~ i t \  i \  ~ l l ; ~ in t ;~ i~ i cd  
in the \-ariety of cspressions. \\ 'hen not u ~ ~ c ~ - - c m ~ ~ l r ; ~ r i ~ ~ ~ c l ,  t i ~ c  tlis- 
cot-cry of the  rich patentin1 in  thc. i-ariclt\- of ~ ~ r i j > t u r ; ~ l  fori;l~rI,~t~ons 
has, I think, becn one of thc  great cont;ibutions of ~ > ~ o d c r . r ~  l~il~!ic,,~l 
study. The t-erv csistencc of the subseclucnt crc'r'd5. r o ~ ~ f c ~ ~ i c ~ r i ~ ,  a11d 
clwtrinal treatises of the church testify to the fact tll;lt i t  11: i i  ;II~I .l\s 
bccn recognized that faitlifulness to "hil)!ic.,!l t l ~ t ~ o l o ~ ~ "  C . ; L I I I I O ~  I ) c  
measured simply by t.crba1 idcn tities. 

Of course, such anin~arl\-ersions arc r1s~1;111\- c i i r c s i t c . t l  ;ig;:i~!st 
Orthodosv, and specifically ~isunllv against I'icljc.l-'h ctug~~latic.~.  i i ~ : t \  c. 
no tloubtt11;lt there has been som'c truth in r11c.s~ conc.crr~\. 11 it11 tlic 
rcsult that somctinles wore than the confcssio~is h,cve I~c'cn rc .c j~~ircci  
for church union. Il 'hile such itlentificatic)~~~ 111115t 1 ) ~ '  c~o~- r i~~~ tc ( I .  of 
course, there is no doubt in m!- mind tl l i l t  ;In\ oric co~~fc%s>io!~i~ 11:. 
oriented tvill see far greater and more pers is tc~~t  ~1;lligcr.s in  tlic otlic~r 
dircction. T h c  vei-1. close genetic conncctior~ bc'tt~cen thc. I'orrllr~la 
of ConcorrI and ~0rthotlos!. shoulcl alone c n ~ i l ~ w l  ~-~'stl.ilir~t in 
clivorcing the two-and. indeed, impulscs to limit confc>siot~;~l suh- 
scription to only the Augsburg Confession :Ire oFtc,n :1111011g tlic fir.$t 
s!.mptoms of real confessional indifferent-e. Also slog;~rlccrin(_r ; i l )~ut  
"scholasticisrn" neecls to be very restrained it' t1a5ic ~ ~ I ; I I I ~ C  i l l  ~ b -  
stance is not to follotv change of expression. 1-uthct-'s o1i.n higll rc.y;rrd 
for 3leIanchthon (not  to speak of tlic latter's authorsliil) of the> 
Augsburg Confession) should also warn us of' tllc risli ot' ;tcting ;IS 

though we know the Reformer's mind better thiul IIC' c l i c l  lii~iisc.lf. 
Ancl since hy common consent Luther was not ;I s? s t c ~ ~ i ; \ t i c i a ~ ~ .  it \ t i l l  
scarcely do  to take him as a n~ode l  of \\.hat a s\.stt,nl;rtici;~n sIloul(l or 
should not do.  

T h e  litany of criticism of C)rthoclos!- is lons ;~ncl fan~ilii~l-.  'Ilicrc 
prohablv is some truth in most of them-if, again.  tllc supple~~lcnts  
and corkectives do not replace the substance.'! l'rol~iiblt. chief rwong 
these is the  charge of excessive intellectuslisni: ~1 tcn;lcrlc\ to \icw 
"Lalt:" prin~arily in terms of legal penalty rather than as "nc~n~olngici~l 
existence" (Elert);  to present faith as prirnarilk. intcllcctual assent to 
propositions; to understand the role of thc spirit not so mt~cj i  ;IS that 
of opening one's cyes to the message as of establishing tile truth of 
one's arguments; to see sin as basically a problem of the i~itellcct, ctc. 
\\!hat truth there is to such chargcs, hon-e~cr ,  tentls to bc srosslv 
exaggerated a t  the hands of modern exist~ntialists nl io Are guilty of 
the opposite extreme of cxalting persanal, subjectitre faith over intel- 
lectual unclers tanding (cf . below). T h a t  neither the thcologialis of 
the Orthodox p e r i d  nor the p-riotl in general neglucted pictv is 
clear if one has any acquaintance with the be;l~itiful hynins. d h -  
tional literature, ctc., which tvere also p r o d u c c d . ' 9 0  doubt, the 



\\-hole re\ '11 o t  I!IC ~ l~ct l ic \  ill Fi-ngclstcllrrrzg with its concern for the 
1'1-01)~:~ ~x ' l , i t io~~  i,c.r\\cscn rc;~son i111tl rcr.c.latioii led inevitably to a cer- 
t ;~in "1-;1t i r ,~l~i l i .11:  ." to ;I sllift of t , c i i t t~  of COIICC'I-II from evangelical 
contc>nt t o  1:l.coc.c ~ ~ l ' ~ t t j o ~ ~  I\ it11 tllc cstcrlii~ls of proof of the Bible's 
truth. ~ilniial-i\  , fo!lon.ing n~uc\ie\.aI ancl Greek precedents, so much 
i~c.c.~llt 1, , IS  \o~i;c.t~~llcs 1)ut oli C;od's I~cing and nature, on ot~tological 
strltli., .mtl rt:rrrlo$irr ~ ' , t t i s  that the soteriological anti fur~ctional actus, 
tlic alilrlogirl ~.clrltir;,ris of G d ' s  sal\.itic \\.ark and man's faith active 
il-1 101-c. c.~\ii\ .  ~ L I ~ ~ L ~ I - L Y ~  b\. tlefa~ilt, This, plus the need to establish 
biblic:~i ;ILlth"rit\. oicr ag;inst thc cli~irns of li011lC'. probabl!- led to a 
grc;~tcr c~~, r~ l i ,Sc . t i c .  ;~c.c.ciit upon the form;il principle (Scripture as 
:iutIiorit\.' ;rncl to  ;In effort to "pro\e" tlic Lutllrran faith true (to 
\\-llic.h tilt I ,i\\ -C,osj,cl di;~lcctic \\.as easil!. subordirlaterl) than might 
other\\ i 4 c b  I T ; , \  c, i~cen the case. ?llis contest also csplains the often 
stro~lgl\ l~olcnlic,i~l coloration \\.liich many today f i r i ~ l  SO unattractive. 
I-Ic11c.c. 110 ~io~11)t .  ~f out of s \ .~ii jx~th\  (311~'  ;~~q)roaclles the products of 
thi:; pcriocl "tir~ic~lc~~sl\-" al~cl absol~i.tizcs then), problems nrill arise. 
(.'on\crsc~l\. o ~ l c  r l l ~ l s t  ask \\-hy nliln! of the critics, ivho generally 
;Icccnt histor\ so I I I L I C I I  (often to the point of simple relati\isln) seem 
to f i ~ ~ c l  i t  so ;Iifficirlt to accord Ortliodos\. the same privilege. If seen 
:111cl c\-;~lu:~tc~cl s!n~pathetically, but in terins of its oiv~i historical 
c i r c u ~ i l s ~ ; ~ i ~ c ' c ~ ~  anil 1,ossibili ties, likc any other movement, \ve might 
e\.c.li begin to ht. i~blc. to use "scholasticism" in r i  neutral, rather than 
in its L I S L I ~ I I \  ~wiornti\.c., sense! 

;\notl~ibi- common charge has to do with Orthodoxv's local or 
toj)ic.;~l mcthotl, ;inti the subtle, abstract distinctions a112 mitiutcly 
struc.turccl subtli\ isions \vhich coinlnonly ensued. 14s frecluently 
h :~p j )~ns .  no clouht more often in\!oIuntarily than other~vise, clisti~rc- 
tiolrs c.nsil\. becnnlca scparations or tlii.orces, at least in practice: Law 
and G0s~e.1, faith and n-orks, justification and sanctification, ctc., and 
est~liatolog!., ra thcr than suffusing the whole, easily became simply 
the last ct1aptc.r or locus in the series (hence, often done less than 
justicc h~ thc rushcd professor at the end of the term)." KO doubt, 
this I)ror~cclLlrc is not quite ours today, and mav alrvays be driiren 
into thc grouncl. Elo\vever, assunling one is still interested in a 
S c r i p t ~ ~ r a l l ~  based pure doctrine (as nrelI as existential, personal 
faith), it is hard to see how the difference is not going to I)e nruch 
marc ;I matttar of s t ~ l e  rather than of substance. l ' h e  tyranny of the 
S).stelnz~t,alrg is a real one, but theological anarchy or an existentialist 
nirvana is not the alternative! If the old pedagogical adage, Qtr i  heue 
disting~rit herre cioctet is still i d i d ,  one suspects that the Orthodox \\rill 
not come off a t  a11 bad even today if used with any reasonable flexibil- 
ity and imagination. Furthermore, I think it is quite demonstrable that 
rnost of their topical discussions do not ~iltimately differ substantially, 
?~t~itnt is  nrzitrrirdis, from those of a modern history-oriented, but  topic- 
ally arranged "biblical the010 )I. 

r l  third criticism fau P. ts " the "proof-text method" current at  
thc times, and charges that in merely searching the Bible atomistically 
for needed d i rm l~robntitia rather than hearing it on its olvn terms it 
obtruded before the Bible and actuallv obscured it. Some of this 
criticism, whcre valid, is simply anachronistic, judging again on the 



basis of contemporary Ljpproaches n-hich \\-CI-c. not t 11~11  $1: ) 1 , , , 1 , ~ ~  

Converselv, this saine differcllce undoubtcdl\- accounts tot- ihc i ;> r t . I l , c  
fear at rnbderri historical approaches to the lljhlc c \  inccy! j l , ' l , , l -  

who are unfanliliar with it .  S o  doubt. once tllc o r  0 1  ~ i c ~ k l t l c i ! , ~  
doctrine from the Bible has been accornplishccl. thci t c , ~ l ) ~ t ; ~ r i ~ , ; l  i, .,t 
hand no longer to retrace those steps and hcncc no 1on:cr ~-cxa]I\ tc, 
hear the Bible in its own uniquer~ess it11d varic.t\-. It '  u.;c:tl :on t ' i , \ > h a n -  
all\* as szrylrZet~rerrts rather than alternatives, I thi~lk t l ~ c  \..tll~c of  Ill;In\- 
mddern historical im-otigations, esprcially of the '~bibl jc ,nl  t I I C ( ) I C , ~ , ' . <  
type can scarcelv be exalted too much. The old jest ahout I;.!llt;3t 
children going t i  Sundav-school with their Biblcs irf~i le  tirc I - ~ i t h ~ l - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

brought catechisms or leaflets is not totall! mirlending in 51 ~ ~ i ! , i , I i , i ~ ~  

the extent to which such supplementation is nt.c,tlctl p;-~*c.i\t.li i l l  

corlfessional churches. .It the same time, i f  \-ic\i.cct in 11i>toric,ll i.oll- 
test, the very prominence of the "proof-test mcttlotl" i1ltrlt1-ate5 t l l c  
extent to which the Orthodox \\,anted to bc "bib1ic;ll" t11coliyi;ins. ~f 
they did sornetimes use passages out of contest, t hc ~ ~ l - o b l c . l ~ ~  is 3 0 l l l ~ -  

times more apparent than real, and, in any e\-crlt, thc flagrirl~cc. i ~ i t h  
whicli one often notes the same thing todu)., cspcciall\. :tnlon(: tilt: 
"political theologians" makes one suggest that. .it bcst, tl;c pot sl~otlltl 
not call the kettle bIack.:' 

Inextricably bound up with any evaluation of OrthocIos~. i l l  rcla- 
tion to confessionalism is the issue of the formc.r's bc.holtlc;nness to 
Aristotelian logic and philosophy. Again, one r n ~ ~ s t  botli abiurc. ;III\ .  

suggestion of intrinsic connection and at-oid anachroniht ich judg1ilc111 ts. 
I t  is, no doubt. somewhat regrettable, el-en if int.1-itablc, tha t  his suc- 

. cessors often abandoned Luther's profound dislike of philosoph! and 
\velcomed liristoteIianisn~ as ung~~arclecll~~ as the\. did in thcir polcnl- 
ics. Severtheless, the\. clearly intendvd to use  i t  11s OJII!. a n  inert 
tool, and if the tool in;\-itablv did color the results at points, tcbntling 
toward a certain impersonal 'abstractionism, it sccrns vtjui~lly ccv-titin 
that no succeeding philosophy has ever-in practice, at 1c;ist - bccn 
even remotel\- as neutral as theirs, esyeciallv when the \.cr!- pri  nci pic 
of sola Scr ipkrn  Jras often abandoned as irell. Orlc prob:lhl\- must 
insist on principle that ever! philosophy \\.ill harc. strcngtlls ; ~ n d  
weaknesses in presenting the kaleidoscope of biblical truth. Thc 
important thing js that everv effort be made to see to it that Scripture., 
not the system and its presuppositions and structures, rcnll!. bc the 
norma norrrratzs. T h e  Bible has no metaphysical system, but certainly 
has metaphysical presuppositions and impIicatio11s which must bc 
"translated" faithfully. One probably ought to encourage confcssiorlal 
theologians today to experiment and produce more theologies with 
non-Aristotelian starting points-especially as an an tidotc to the 
''creative," inductive,I3 "constructive theology" with its horror of 
"authoritarian" approaches, often current elseu~herc. One 111 ight C\.CII 

muse on how salutary n good revival of Platonism (basicall\ tile 
philosophy of the church during the first millenium of its esistcncc) 
might be today in underscoring the supernatural and \.ertic;11 3spcl.t~ 
of the faith which are often so programnlaticalIy igx~nored, if not 
denied, today! 

If Aristotelian forms do not quite represent the mind of God 



itsclf, i t  cIc:~l-!\. is a cilsc ivherc. it is niucli easier to criticize than to 
tlc~nonstr;~tc \i;il~le ;11tei-r~ati\.c, antl the curcs are usually far worse 
tI1;111 111~' " d i ~ c i ~ s ~ . ' '  Sometinics, cspccialI!~ fro111 I~istoricists, I think, 
lxotcsfh ;is;] ills t "philosoph\:" ( i  .c. r\ristoteIianism), whether out of 
11:li\ctc 01- out  of so~l~ctliing less tlli~ll calidor. 1ein.c tlie impressioli of 
lmccc~ l i11~  fl-oln somc complctelv ~ieutral, a ~~hilosophical vie\qmint, 
r;~tJlc~r l,;~l-;~llcl to other claims to "scie~ltific objectivity." In actual 
practice, thc ;I] tcrnativc usually tends to be a collectioil of solipsistic 
ruininations. ;I cafctcria of corlflicting and competing systems in both 
for111 alld corltcnt-. Quot tlzeologi, tot  theologine, depending upon the 
currcnt fasllions or from \\-horn the teacher obtained his academic 
dcgrec. \\'c c~lnnot ~-c.\.ie\\- the histor\: of ~nodcrn pliilosopliv here, of 
coursc. but from Ucscartes throug? I&nt d o s n  to ~ e i d g ~ e r ,  one 
co~lltl casil\- doc.u~i~cnt a stcad\ drift in directions n.11ich make tlie 
rcluctirncc. -of confessional scliolc\rs to employ tlicn~ in an! version 
\vllntsoe\-c.r easil\ unclcrstanrlablc : the accunlnlating subjecti\,isrn ;~nd 
rationalisin bcgihning \\.it11 the re;ilitr of the niind or something clse 
in man r-atlicr than the external rcallty of God; the Cartesi:in p s t u -  
Iatcs that all conceptions are to be doubtecl until proved and that 
proof to bc aclcclu:~tc must have tlic certainty of mathematical demon- 
stration; I~>cssingls f;ilnous application of that axiom to the credibility 
of historical facts; Iiant's nssurllption of the unbridegeable disjunction 
hct\vc.cn the phenomenal and noumcnal realms, etc. 

Pliilosophies of the past century can probably be subsumed 
under t\vo headings: subjectivistic and immanentalistic. Schleier- 
~iiacl~cr ancl Hegcl probably stand as the nlajor exemplars of the two 
t!,l>es. 'Thc first banishes God into the privacv of the individual soul, 
the second identifies Him with the ordinari historical and natural 
process. Botlr tcr~d to reject what tvas absolutely central to biblical 
faith's struggle \\.it11 paganism (thus betraying the pngnzlizing ten- 
clcncics of tlicir i~iodern counterparts!), viz., a p~ersorlnl God who 
acti\-cly intcr\.encs in and jiuides both nature and history. Both 
agrce in skepticism toward, if not outright rejection of, any objec- 
tive, supernatural revelation, as in a11 inspired Scripture. I f  one does 
~ i o t  haw nlo-c "\vitncsses" to "revelation" more or less apart from 
historv ("kcr~gmatic theology"), one has external history plus its 
~ubjccti\-c "interpretation" (Pannenberg) . 

Since \\'orld \'liar I1 some brand of existentialist philosophv 
(the subjectivistic type) has been dominant, and by my lights it to 
a large extent defines the nature of heresy in our time. I n  recent years, 
activlsni, among other impulses, has led to a certain revival of 
imnianerltalis~n, but, at  Ieast so far, reports of the death of cxisten- 
tialisnl appear to be slightly exaggerated. As we noted above, existen- 
tialism ]nay be helpful in delineating the fides qzrn creditzir and thus 
in maintaining a balance, but  its value as an instrument i n  describing 
tIic f ines qzine remains to be  demonstrated. Perhaps its pivotal pre- 
supposition is that revelation is an eltcounter, not an assertion. Faith 
is a matter of a "meaningful relationship" with the deity, often 
virtually can tentless and allegedly sel f-authenticating, and any 
volitional assent to intellectual information is, at  best, secondary. 
"Truth" is simplv Christ's address to man, and in that light "theology" 



is reduced to an open-eildecl "scarcli for truth.' '  \\' l lCi t i . \  i.1. c l o i  tri11;11 
vocabulary is ret;rine<l is gi\.cn such con\-cnic:n!-. c1 '1bt ic .  clc.fiiiitio!ls 
that, indeed, no onc is encumbered! l'robnb1~- ]I(.) nloI-cnicllt i : ~  i-:Y c n t  
times is as resl~onsiblc for thc  doctrinal ~ i i i n i n ~ a l i s ~ ~ ;  or itidi ffcrco~is~n 
as this one (]lor has it  contributed to an! raising of tlici :r;iilitio~~;\llv 
none too high acatlemic standards in man!, sc~~i inar i~ : ,  .111~1 rc,i iSioh 
departments!) i\nything "objectifyini' is colisidcrctl :I p~.1-icl-5io:1. II 

stance which tends to be :~pplicd not'onlt- to d n t l - i n : , l  ' 'pl-opo\itiii~~s+' 
(virtually an obscene word in this contest!:;, hilt to I~i . to~ic;~l  f';lt.t.;. 

to ontology, and to all estcfrnal authority. (.\lcldufian I\ it11 hi. "tllc 
medium is the ~nessage" (= contcntlcss rni~dirin;;: is p i , i - I i ; i p >  otic of 
thc best known current e sa~~ lp l c s  of tlic anti-intcllc~ctu,11 1.vt1~;c.t ionis111 
here, but he  is on]\  one!) 30 school of thought that. I i;lio?i- ot' l1;lc 

such a penchant for word-games, transmutiny \ . i r t~~a l l \ .  tlic. c,lllir-c 
religio~ls vocabulary into what it likes to st1.I~ "dvnanlic." i n h r c a ( l  of 
"static" categories, 

Thus, the trelnendous assinlilatiol~ of csi~tcntialislii tu ~ t ~ i ~ t ~ l i i r .  

~s>chological and sociological catcgorics illso bccolnc.4 ~~ l i ( l c r s t ;~~ id -  
able.' ' "Gospel" easily comes to illcan the possibilit\. of f111l rc;tlii;ltinli 
of h u l ~ l n ~ l  potential which all forms of "orthodos!.," i t  is ;11\11111('<1, 

arc bound to frustrate. ("When I decide to lo\.c. the C;ospcl I1il11- 

yens.") "Confessionalism" is reduced to thc nicse 'ict of "c.o1it'c\5iny" 
--ncl-er mind ivhat! One should "helie\.c 111 pcop1c"-irl thc d2.c. to 
day goodness of human nature. \Yorship, and particr~li~rl\. thc 1.u; 113- 

rist, -become a "celebration of lifc." Jes~ ls  hccolncs n ;~icta!,l~or or 
n1:lnifestation of the feelings people have in their dccpcst sc1i.c~: ct'. 
Inany current youth cults. ( S O  doubt tllerc arc lliorc "co~lseri.;lti\.c" 
versio~ls of some of these slogans, retaining some of thc. tsatlition,~l. 
objective substance-but one nc\.er knows, and isn't supposcil to 
3sk!) The "mission" of the church beconics ollc of helping ci1lturc.s 
and inclividuals to construct or retain thcir o\vn "n~yth"  o r  1-nluc 
systc~n and thus fulfill their o\vn unique potential. Ii\.cr\day Iiuman 
encounters rate as "celebrations" of the esyerie~lcc of' cte;~tIl ;inti rcslrr- 
rection, In Lutheran circles thc experiential sidc of " l_~!~\~-Gos~~cl"  is 
all that is talked about ( if  the forn~ula is heard at all), nnrl tlic "ccIc- 
bration" of the Sacrament is oriented far morc tolv;lrtl intrapcl-son;tl 
relationships than to the judgment and grace of God. .An\. 1;inil of 
"hereafter theologv" is con\-eniently forgotten about. i f  not snccrcd 
at. T h e  reference'pint  for understanding Scripture is not the test. 
but  the testinionies to classical personal encounters with God rccordcd 
therc. Xaturrlllp, a more or  less situationalistic ethic soon folio\\-s; 
ethics is not a nlatter of obeying lan-s and instructions, bu t  of bcing 
totally bound to a person. "Symbols" become almost totally tlcrn!.th- 
ologized, retaining value only according to the ps~'cI~oIo@ci~l asefuI- 
ness. Or "rexnytliologization" is undertaken almost without batting 
an eyelash, i.e., a change or reinterpretation of tllc referents of the 
traditional sy t~bols  to justifv the retention of the symbols tl~emsclvcs. 
\Vhatever "myth" appears 'to serve one's self-expression is thereby 
authenticated as "true," and hence many of our more radical s t~~der l t s  
feel quite free to savor the entire ganiut--quite literally from A to 2, 
from astrologv to Zen. Hence, whether the appro;lch is redrrcti~-c to 



1 ' I I ;~llcgrtl 1>rcs!-mbolic or csistcntial meaning (Freud, 
l:~ilt~ll;!~i~l 01- ~ - ~ " ; t ! ) l . i ? l i ~ ^ ~  to  the: ;ircl~ct\-p;ll mcclning presumed to be 
f0~111(1 in ,\ i:ll~)(:iic 1);)rticipation ( j uns ,  -1illicli j, \YC stiIl plainl!. hare 
ncit (:(IIIC l~c\olicl tlic Ic\.cl ot' thu subjcctivc and ps!-chological to 
;I I I \  ~ l ~ i ~ i ;  t I :IIL (ol)ic~cti\-cl!. > sac.l-:til~c.~~tnl :und l.c\-eIator!,. 

111 i:l(j>i of tlk ~ l ~ o ~ i l  ilist;i~lccs, of' co~lrse, one c;ui frequently 
i lo~u I1;1lf- t r t i t l l ~ .  o r  ~15ct'uI s~j)plc~l lents  to n l c ~ c  inteII~ctu;1lis111, if 
tllat \\ C I . ~ .  , I >  I'AL- . I >  tllc n~a t tc r  nornial11. \vent. 3.Ic~lcrn biblical I~ord-  
stuciicr h;i\ c unc1crzco1-ucl tlic d!namic :md functioni~l content of many 

.I I .  " .< I\-ortlr 1iLv "I~IIc>\\  lcdgc. riglltco~~s11~ss; glorv," etc., but, under 
C : Z ~ ~ ~ C I I  t i ; l l i h t  ~ I I ~ ~ L I C I I C C .  illis \\-;IS ~ i ~ ~ i l ! .  o\erstateci or c;tricatul-ecl. If 
tl~c.~.c i5  i t  C;oc\ \\llo ac.ts-rmd in  cclrtain consistent 11-ays-there 
111ust illso be a Gorl of it ccrtain ~rntrrl-c. Saving faith (not mere f ides 
iris!oric.aj niusr inclucir inforlnation iIs I\-cll as cncounter and corn- 
~1litlnc.n t. (I)~ic botll bc1ic.1-cs i l l  ancl hclic\.cs that. The  "kno\vlec\ge" 
ot: Gocl is oftcn colnparcd to the m;~rrjage relationship: far nlore is 
i~l\-ol\.cd t linn mcl-cl\- krio\\-ing sl>ousc's me:-lsurcments or finallci~~l 
\\.ortli, but nc.ithcll- is i t  ;I mrttter of sheer emotionalism! And this 
point3 u p  one of t!ic t>izgcst anomalies uf all in 111~. judgment, nan~elv, 
that cs is tc~i t ia l is~~l ,  for all its theoretical accent on l ~ e r s o n a l i s ~ ,  
;tct~lall!- accomplis11c.s far less of it than the traditional, c\-angelical 
proc>l;tmatio~~ of a "~~c~rsonal  Sallior"! 

Thc tinw 11.e ll;~\.c devoted to esistentialisri~ here \vould not be 
justified except for thc fantastic cstent to ~vhich  it has contributecl 
to the c\.itl)oration of the Christian substance. In fact, one must ask 
i f  it is not a spccificallv Lzltlzeralc type of heresy, which is always 
ternptcd to nlisunc1crsta1;d faith iis fideisrn, as mere faith in faith itself 
(riIthoi~gh others ha\-e certainly pro\-ed very tulnerable to i t  too). 
I'crhal~s it is just ;I ~ n ~ t t t e r  of primarily Gcrnian scholars couching their 
czistt'nti:ilism in  tr:lditionr~l Luthcran categories that has often nlade 
i t  so irrcsistihlc to Lutherans on this side of the AtIaiitic as n-ell. In 
311y C V C I I ~ ,  one 11cltr-s tlie tremendous extent to which Luthrans tend 
to iustify it hv appeal to Luther (often in more or less conscious 
opfiositiu~i to brthodosy and soinetinics tlie For~nula  of Concord as 
~vcll) .  Surely, n countcr accent on Luther's stress on reason (in the 
"ministerial" sense) is long ovcrduc, in contrast to the currently pop- 
ular portrait of him :IS an existentialist irrationalist. Furthermore, 
;ippt.nl to J,uther's "existentialism" appears to confuse hopelessly that 
mc~lcrn philosophy n.ith Luther's "existential" accents as a rlorl- 

svstcmcltician in picty and preaching (every nian must believe for 
l;in~sclf, ctc.). 

r\lm\.e all ,  appeal to Luther's alleged "subjecti~~e" approach 
rccjuircs thc most careful definition if simple niisrepresentation is not 
to ensue. Of coursc the very objective-subjective problematic is a 
moclcrn (post-Iiantian) one that  Luther hiinself would scarcely even 
ha1.c rccognizcd. Indeed, if "objective" is dcfined in some quasi- 
magical n.n!. 3s denoting that existing outside of and hence irrelevant 
to us, ohviousl\- a corrective accent is required on the "subjective," 
or fnitlz as the i ~ a n d  that receives what is offered lrru rzobis and which 
cannot ultinintcly hc proved objectively or empiricallr like objects 

sight, as I.uthcr could scarcely stress too much. -Ho\~ever, in 



actual practice, the contelnporary accent us~r;~ll?,  ( ~ i l l ~ ,  s~rl)jccti\-c 
faith above any objective referent, not only col11111on1\. c l c , l i \  inq an 
inspirer1 Scripture, but also thc czistence '(01- a t  Ic&t intillcctu,rl 
apprehension) of anything objoctivc "up therc." T'hcn, o t '  c ourw, 
~l lore  word-games ensue: "eschntolog\~" is c>ithcr jn\\.arclnc.ss o r  \vI~nt 

> is immanentally "out thrre"; "trallscbndcncr. ( \ \  11ic11 ;1gai11 js sup- 
posecl to be "in") turns out to he 110 Inore thnli pcrsonal : ~ r ~ t l  C ~ I ~ L L I I . ; I ~  

non-selfishness, c tc. 
Before we leave the topic of philosoph!., LI \ \  ortl is In o~-tlc~r also 

about the immanentalistic line, lrhich ma!. bc. ~lir~king ;L co11~c11;1cl; 
as a major colllpetitor to esist~ntialisi11 (and \\.hicli, in :mi- cb\.c.l1t, 
often coexists in some uneasy synlbiosis ~vi th  it]:. .-\g;~in, no ; ) r~c  \ \ . i l l  
dena that, in total contest, i t  represents onc intlisp~nsnbtc asj~cct of 
the ' ~h r i s t i an  verity: the "providence" of C;od 011 1-lis "left h;rllrl," 
His colltrol of even "natural la~v," even perliiipsia xC)hristi:~~i p ;~n t !~c -  
ism." Ho\ae\.er? thc uniclucncss of the Christian fi1it11 ccrtaini\ tlovh 
not lie in those areas, and, hence, i n  111). jutlgmc.l~t, this trend lias c1.c.n 
less claim to the title "confessiol~nl" than ;I o~l~-si<lc(I c~ i s t~~ ; t i ; \ l i s t  
acccnt. Thus, it is entirely to be c.spectcc1 that onc clcgl-cc. or  ;~t~otl lcr  
of uni~~ersalism is nearly al\vays prcscnt, n.hilc t11c "sc.nntl;~l of' par- 
tioularitv" (or, if you will, the sola's of the Iicformation) hns r:~tl~er 
rough sIedding. T h e  usual depersonalization nt' thc dcit!, to onc 
esten t or another, folloivs just as naturally : "C;otl" tcbntls to hcc.olnc a 
mere cipher for the historical process, the rlnlz ~'i trr l ,  or "C'llangc~" 
(whereby "religious" men, presuming to know \\.hat d i rcct io~~ cliangtc~ 
should go-nearly always left~rrard!-, can, in cffcct, pla!. Got1 I)!- 
trying to direct that change). \\'ith such n vic\vl>oint I s u l ~ n ~ i t  o ~ l c  
has co1i1e close to reverting to the classical mythology 01- ~xrganisnl 
(Baa l im)  against which Yalln.isn~ first esertetl itsclf -a pcrsorinl 
God irs. mere personifications of natural forces and iclcals! I n  ~iloclcrn 
times, Hegel has been the fountainhead of much t l i co lo~ic~~l  irn111i1- 
nentalism, and his influence is scarcely concealccl in thc. \\.arks of 
Pannenberg and other "theologians of hope," a1 thougli in tllc 111;lin 

their position is more conscraative than that rt.prese~~tccl }I\.  thc 
"process" theologians or discipIes of Teilhard do Cllartljn, \\.it11 ,\.Ilom 
they hove much in common. 

This first section was entitled "Con fessionnlism ant1 Frecrior~l," 
because the latter is so often the rallying cry of thc 1noi-c "lit>crt~l." 
I have no doubt that  "freedom" can be-and probably alival-s \\.ill 
and  must be -a legitimate concern, also within confcssionnl co'ntvsts. 
because of the tendency precisely therc to bccomu Inore l)rc.cisc. than 
can rightly be insisted upon, and, above all, to judge thc correctncss 
of positions mercly by their f o rn~a l  agreement with tradition, \\.ithout 
regard for essential theological content, the underlrinq prasuplx)si- 
tions, etc. Hence also this paper's concern for "outside lunits." I-Iow- 
ever, if it is true that  "conservatives" are easily too indiscriminatu in 
their conservation, "liberals" are certainly not  known for their restraint 
in recognizing when to stop liberalizing. (The common dcnomil3ntor 
in the  varior~s understandings of "fundamentalism" often appears to 
be simply any refusal to accept a completely "free inqniry.") Hcnrc, 
if there is g o d  faith, both sides should be working together toward 



n co1111llo1l ~r~ lc lc~ .%t ; l~ l~ l i~ ig  of "frecclom" \~ . i th in  ;I confcssional con- 
test.  I f  t1lc.l-c i h  m ~ ~ t ~ ~ i l l  clcsirc to retain thc confcssional substance 
at all c.c~sts. t l ~  i s  i\ i l l  concen trilte, 1 tllink, primarily on permissihlc 
\.arict!. of C ' S ~ > I . C S S ~ ~ I I ,  011 exegesis 1-5. cloctrinc, etc. liho\,e all, if any 
agrccnlcilt is to 1x1 \i.ortll more than thC paper it is lvrittcn on, the 
self-c\itlci~t 11c'ccb5it!. of clisciplinc 011 its basis will :rlso ha\-c to he 
assun1c.d. 

Tt c;111 sc:isccl!. hc forgotten that "froctlom" \\.as a major cry of 
rationirlisrn irncl the Enlightenment from thc outset. The human mind 
was rc~l~cllil~g agaiilst 1711 csteriial authorit!---that of Scripture ccr- 
t;linl\- not Ic;lst of id1. Onel must be\\.arc of assulning "guilt by nsso- 
ciation." 0 I but ncithcr rim oiic forget the slogan's usual 
patrimon!. t le~lci ' ,  sor:lc rcccnt tlcfinitions of confcssionalisni and 
the1 C~o5pc.l i~lnlost colnplctcl?, in tcrms of some undifferentiated "frcc- 
(loii~" cannot I)~it  lccritilnntcl!. arouse s o n ~  s~ispicion.!"(\Ve \\ill not 

? 
coni l~~cl l t  a t  this p o ~ n t  on the frightfuI cstcnt to \\-hicli theological 
"frcctloil~" 1l;rs oftcv hccn assimilntcd rccen tly to social and political 
ideals---c,cstai~~l\-, one of thC nli~jor s!.mptoms in our times of con- 
fcssion;il conf~ii ion ancl indiffercncc!) \ve are also onl!? too ;\\\.Arc 
of thc cxtcilt to \vllich the companion slogan "ol3enness" is \vic.Icly 
1lsct1. i t i t l l .  at bcst, tllc samc fatal anibiguit!.. 

T!lc f)ib!ical ancl confcssionnl dcflnitions of "freedom," "truth." 
ctc.,  iirc prc~fi~cccl bv thc condition "if !,ou continue in my \vord. . . ." 
The!- assume thc  fill ,  orifii~lal sill, ctc. (also among theologians!) - 
prccisclv tIlc areas \\.llcrc "liberalism" of almost all varieties has r~l\vays 
been ;rt its \\-cakest. It has certain in\-iolable axioms or itbsolutcs, 
\ r l~ ich ,  as in thc area of ethics, it confesses do not bind ancl rcstrict, 
hut articulate tllc nature and clircction of trzie freedom. Evcn psycho- 
logicall!- i t  is l>I;~in that a \,ast variety of circumstances, cvcn Ilighly 
structurccl it~ld disciplined oncs, can bc "liberating,? clel7uiding on a 
l'crson's hnckgrounc1 and contest. \Ye confess that both subjecti\,el!. 
and objccti\-el\- our confessions and inspired Scriptures clcscribe the 
frcct~oili i\-c hi;\-c j l i  thc Gospel."' 

~Tllc ti\.o ;rn tipodal concepts of freedolll take institutional form 
cspclcialI\, in cduc:~tion:ll institutions. I'irtually absolute intcllcctual 
f rccclonl 'hclo~~~s to the \-cry idea of the secular university. I doubt if 
an!.onc, even \\-ithi11 the church, would challenge the uscfulncss of 
such institutions also for thc church, including that of their divinity 
schools or rcligion departmcrits-even if sometimes for no  other 
reason thnil  bccausc of the general value of competition. However, 
something is scriouslv awry if  denonlinational schools begiu to model 
thcn1sclr~cs ;~lmost r\clusircl!- after their secular counterparts, and 
allotv the lnttcr's Fmgeste l l t t~zg  to determine how they approach their 
subject-innttcr (priniariI\,, of course, in the area of theology). If not 
by design, thcn b! default, the properly theological increasingly 
recedes into the backgro~~nd.';  It is no misguided zeal which focuses 
espcciallv ~1l1011 colleges and seminaries in the struggle to retain con- 
fessional' intcgritv!" At the other extreme, there is, indeed, the 
rigidity (or lloor teaching) which we characterize (or caricature) 
with ierius likc "defender of the  faith," "indoctrination ," etc. How- 
cvcr, in the modern context, I think the danger is far  greater of the 



infiltrntiorl o f  non-confcisional or anti-col~ t'c-,ic;:;,!i t i ; i r i ! ,  I! .. i~i t !-L.,._ 
dam. In an\. c\ cnt. thcrc is ccinsidernblc miii~il~: < . : l . : i ~ r ~ - : , i  ! ~ ~ t \ : .  i, 1; 

two es t rwes .  -4mc.ric;in hig11c.r utluintiorl is i i ~ i  trct-:,i ii .:ii , . , \ * . i l l l l / L . 3  

of t.rstn.hilt. co~lfcss;ional collcges ijntl s e ~ n i ~ ~ , l l - i ~ ? .  \ t  i i c ! > i .  j::: i: i r t  i : l a l i l l .  

ing church-relatcdni~ss todn!-, i f  .~II!.. is i i ?  riic .i!.i',i? !,i c i l l ~ f c l l t  

recruitment and fund  r~tising. -1s concerti5 > i ~ i ~ ~ i ~ l . i l - i c ~ \ ,  iiic ; l i ! , i , lc l l l  

lnav \sell be approaching ;i critical stage in r c.ln!lcL ~i i :~ .  1: t!:,. il.c.tltl 
to "clustcr" aroulltf scc~tfar  uniscrsitic~. .Ili,~ t 3 t 1 t ~  il r t . i o c  . ~ C ~ ( I I I  , l lc , \  . . 

]la\-e great henc.fic.iiil ~~otentiill  (at lcnst for qr,~clu,!tt, \\c,ri;, :lo 

1viI1 deny, but the detrilllc~lt \\-ill surt.l\- iw L ~ c : , I : ~ I -  i f  ; I I ~ ~ ! - ,  i ,  Jlo 

greater conccrn to mairlti~irl corlf~ssio~lai idc.~ltiti~s\ t!~.i l l  c q v l l -  
erally to ]la\-c been the c ~ s c  so far. In gc.llc.~-,il. i f .  . i ,  i ?  i11 I I , ~  j~jc,lr,~ 
uncommon tocli~!,, thc scniinarie:;' systc111:1tics r l~ l>~i r r~ l l i :~~ t ,  .:,lit :,\ 

pi\-otaI in a confet.siona1 situation!) champio~i thc :!:-ior~\ l l l - ~ ~ i ~ t  

ncaciemic hcrocs (tod~i! oftc'n some thcoJog1 ~. of c L I I  tu t -C.  ? o i i ~ ) i i ) q  of 
reIi$ion, or social :lnthropology, rather r l l ; t ~ ~  r i ~ c i r  ifogll,:tic tradi- 
tions) ; i f .  in addition, confcssional conccsrn5 ;II-c c otl.itlcl-e(l i l l  \ ,\lid 
in their "scientific" csc$rsis {often then rnc.rc  hilo lo lor\ i)r hii tor\  LInd 
ps!.cholog\- of religion); a n d  i f ,  finally, t I i cb  pr.lctic;~l c l c 1 ? ; t ~ ~ t ~ l ~ ~ ~ l t ~  
proceed G; a quite ntheo1ogic:ll inanncr ( b ~ ~ t .  in rft'c~t. \\it11 i>a\iI,ol- 
og! rwc1 socioIog!-! rcally supplying the "thc.olog\ " of tllc irlst i tr;  tion's 
graduates;, one is bound to ask what justificatiotl for inclcpcndcnt 
csistencc still remains. ' ! '  

Of course, in\-01%-cd in the n-ho1c issuc af "frct.r!olll." is t I lc  

mvth of scientific "objretivitv," 11-hich t>cc.omcs cbpcciilll\ pc'rnicious 
\\-hen applied to thc "social .scic~lccs." i l l l ~ l  to rc1i~i011 it ;  p:irticular. 
11-e ha\.e discussecl this elsc1.c-here, and need not rcpcitt. I ~ u t  i n  oils 
culture \\-it11 its ncarlv blind faith in scicncc, thca fact t h ~ t  it c,ln,Jr 
of faiths is in\-ol\-cd scarccl\- bc c~nphasirc'tl too n3i1cI1. " \ ;~ t~ t r e  
abhors a 1-acunm," and if confcssional as io~ns arc. :ii~:intlo~~ccl {or 
even "taken for granted";. others---allcgcdI\. "scicrltific." but rcall!. 
just RS I I I U U ~  a "fai t11"- \\.ill inel-itahl ,. rush ill to rc,pli~cc t l l c s ~ l , .  There 
~vil l  aElt.a\.s bc some "heremenutical circle," a frame\\-01-ii \\.hich 11-ilI 
inevitabl! norm tIlc results somc\\,hat. The morc: one Icn\cs tlic 
initial phiIoIogica1 concerrls anti thc closer oncb comcs to tllc center 
of ultimate tl~eological import, tIic rnorc this \\-ill IIC truc. 1.I1c. "ller- 
mrncutical circle" \\-ill either be the 0bjccti1.c one of Sct-ipt~~rc ;IS its 
own interpreter, or <as that phrase is commonly usc(l in  tocIn\-'s "nc'~\- 
herrnent.utic"> onc suppIicci out of the rcadcr's o\vn sul>iecti\.ity, 
esegeting the esegete nlorc than the test, ;mcl prohahI\ idcntjficd 
with some positivit!. behind the text purlmrted to hc diiA\-c.rnhlc by 
"scientific" dc\-iccs. If such claims to "science'' arc not chcrllc~i~gctl and 
repudiated. in our culture thev soall become \vcll-nigh irresisti blc. 

PreciseIv because no "scientific" objccti1.i t\. is ~ n s i  blc in the 
area of rcliiion, confessionnlism chanlpionh its confc5sion of 
freedowl in order to prevent the clornination of the lnatci-in! h!- alien. 
secular vie\[-points." Even  some ecclesiastical figures h a \ c  ;iccuscd 
me of anti-intellectual attitudes in this emphasis, \\,llich ellarge. nt:cd- 
less to rag, I reject out of hand. The  point, rather, is that scilolars 
too, indiviLjuallv and collci.tivelv. nrr I~lcnlnll,  ~vi th  feet of cIn:-, and 



\r.itll. t l ~ c  ~ 1 1 1 1 ~ :  r ,~tlci '  of S ~ L - C ' I I ~ ~ ~ S  ;111c1 ic.eakncsscs that arc con~nion  
to tlicv rc'st of 111;11>l,incl 1)orii of ,\oiii:~ri. T h e  imiigc of a u n i v c r s i t ~  3s 
a c o l l ~ ~ c t i i ~ ~ ~  01' ~lc$ ; i i . l \ .  supel-11~111inn scarchcsrs nftcl- t r~ i t l i  and devotees 
of \ \ i i i r : i \ . t  iiofi. J : L I I I I I ~ I \ .  l i s tc~l ing to :111d I ~ i 1 ~ 1 1 i l l ~ .  fro111 one another, 
ctc.. i5  'I 101 1.11 i,i)c. of ' cwrseI  but "pi.ofcssional ~dvological conlhat"  
or tllc like \ \  o~ll i l  ot'tc'n 1)c mucll c1oc;c.r to rc.alit!,, csccpt perhaps for 
thc "ll;l~.tl" c i c n c e s .  C;on~etimcs it \ \o~11d scciii that thc allegecl "free 
incjui~-\" of tlie "l11nn come of agc" is mow akin to tlic adolescents' 
f ~ o n d ; ~ y c  to tllc f;ii;lliolis of his peer group, ;lnci tllc comparisons somc- 
tiil~cts ~ttc~ilj , tccl \\.it11 gang \\.a]-fare 01- \\.ith thc ~e l ig ious  sectarian 
strifes of c;irlic>l- pcriotls arc. not  cntirt ' l \  gratuitous. 1i7ithin a common 
prcq~l>jw>it  ioil;~? f ~-;llllc\\.orl;. s c a t  1 v o g r c ~ ~ d  \.- o i \ - ~ l ~ i  . thcir nssumytions) 
n i n .  o t ' t c ~ ~  l,cl r ~ ~ i s t c ~ - e c l ,  of c o u r s c - b ~ ~ t  tills is just thc p i n t :  ~017- 
fcssio~iali>lll ~ ) ~ - o c l a i ~ ~ ~ s  t t ~ i ~ t  fran~cn.orl i  n-liich offers tllc greatest frcc- 
cloiil, I~otli i r i  t i l ~ ~ c .  i111rl in c>tcrnit,.. If \ \ c  clo not bclic\-c it, and cannot 
~01ifc5s i t  ~ ~ ~ l , ~ ~ ~ ~ l i i ~ ~ t i c , ~ l l \ .  \\c ;ire, ~IIcIc('cI, of' all lilcn rllost misc:rahlc! 

FOOTXOTES 
I .  St:c r l l ?  r- t . \ . ic . \ \  ;~rticlc of l:;llpJ~ Hohlni ;~~i~l ' s  Pri t~cipl i~s  of Biblicnl 171t~1.- 

prct(7tio11 ~ J I  t17t, ~ - I I ~ / I C Y ~ I ~ I  C o ~ ~ f ~ s s i o ~ l  (Concordia, 1968)  in  Dio/o:, 
\\.hcscs 1 iirst csprc~ssc~cl my clismay at thc cstent to which :\mcrican 
L ~ t h ~ r n n i s r n  ;is jncrcasing1y ignoring this concern, or giving only nom- 
inal nttcntion to it. 'Phcrc folio\\-ed nl!. article, " S o  Other Gospcl" i n  thc 
I . l l t~l~'~l7~1 FOI-1011, Oct. 1969  (and the eschanges in Dcc. 1969,  l'cb. 
1970, ; ~ n t l  . \ l ;~rch 197O), polcmicizing especially ;it the estent to \\.hiell 
thc. cntirc issuc \\.as simply bcing swept under the rug in thc intcrcsts 
of i~tl\cnlogic;il activism ant1 ccumenism at any price. FinaIly, there was 
tlic rnorc. thcorc.tical stud!., "Is Therc a Lutheran J'icw of the  BihIe?", 
' T ~ I L '  1 2 ~ i t l ~ c ~ n t r  Srlrolar, Tan. and  April 1970. (Sincc I never personally 
$a\\. thc.  roofs of thc liittcr article, I must disassociate myself from the 
sathcr \\.rc~tclied copy at points-but I trust that thc thrust of my argu- 
~ n ~ ~ n t s  ca111c3 t h s o ~ ~ g h ,  rrcvcrthcless.) Some of my accents i n  this article 
\ \ - i l l  parallel thosc matlc, c.g., by Sverre M e n  in his helpful article, 
"Thcb Rc~c la t ion  of Christ and Scientific Research" i n  the Dec. 1970 
Sl~ringlicl~lt-r,  pp. 202-271. However, I hope to rclatc my discussion more 
rlircctlv to thc scene in ;\incrican Lutheranism than h c  could, as well 
its to d\\.c-ll more on thc Old  Testament aspects of the problem, \vhcrc 
i11\. o\\.n rni~jor cspcrtisc. (or fate) Iies. 

2 .  \iTithin the ZC:\IS contcst, i t  seems to me, this mea11s that, as thc lin- 
gt~istic and ethnic factors which once rvorkrd toward solidarity fadc, 
~ i t t c n t i o ~  shoultl bc givcn to the development of new structures ~vhcrc  
" t l . i ;~ l  lxilloons" can be floated without fundamental challenge to yrrblicrz 
tioctr-ins, or \\.here self-criticism may he encouraged without its degcn- 
<.rating into self-hatc (as has plainly often happened), ctc. 

'Phc. entire issuc of viable structures for  discipline is closclp relatcd. 
Xonc. will n.orl;, of course, if a majority d l  to make them work is 
al~scnt.  I'rcsumjng that is not the case, ho\vcver, just how does one pro- 
ceed in a Lutheran contest? Ideally, of conrse, there will be evangelical 
interaction among all scgmcnts of the church. Pope Paul  recently insisted 
tliiit i t  was the business of the bishops-not of the  theologians, as such- 
to instruct the church. Cnn-or should-one translate that into a con- 
temporary Lutheran context? (Cf. A C  XXVIII, 20-23 where the "office 
of the bishop" is to "judge doctrine and condemn doctrine that  is  con- 
trary to tllc Gospel.") If councils, church conventions, and hierarchies 
h i~ \ -c  often erred, seminaries and theologians certainly often h a r e  too! If 
conventions a re  scarcely t h e  place to weigh a n d  decide complex doctrinal 
iss~lcs, t he  alternative certainly is not for them to  forget about theology 
and concern themselves primarily with social and political issues, as is 



oftell thc case toda!,! (Cf'. 11011. >I. C. liepp, " l h c  1:inclln; \i!ti~rc of 
Synodical Resol~itions for  a Pastor or l'rofessor of tlic I.atl~c:r.~!l ( ' I ~ I I I . c ~ I - -  
;\Iissouri S!.nod,'' CTJ1. XL1IjJ3 (3:. '71 j, pi>. 153-62) 

3. In  this rcsycct too one wjll recall tlint T CSIS \ : a s  f'c.l~,~~ilctl I : ]  cjuitc 
conscious distinction froni "nondcscrjpt Luthc:rn~l<." Orlc \ \ i l l  c<,rtainl!, 
want to avoid any progra~nrnatic scparatism, ;111d \ . i ~ ~ : i ~ ) l i <  s (~i ,~ l ( l ; l l - ! .  shifts 
arc s~trcly called for, but, j11 ~ r ~ a i n  thrust, I \ \ - < l r l t  to iclcntif!. 111\scIf \\.it11 
a firin]\- confcssion;ll stancc. I have r cc~~ l l t l )  hc,!rcl i11.111! (.\l~r(.Ss thc 
opinion that  thc horror ; ~ t  thc rationalisnl inf'ccting th(. C ; ~ . ~ I I I ; ~ I I  cl lurchc~~ 
in  the ninctcenth ccntur!., from which stcnin~c~tl I)otl~ thc con~c~csionnI 
revival thcrc and niuch religions cniigratiun to :\nlc>~ic,i, is \ \ ; ~ t c : r  long 
since ovcr the dam. I suggest that the!, merely open tlicir c.\.cs to scc to 
what a great cstcut, ~lrrttntis rnutarrdis, i t  is still \\it11 11s. ; I \   IS I ) C C O I I ~ C  
cspccially apparciit thc past fc\r ?cars. Somctirncs, I~ i~rr icu :ar l~ .  ~ I I  LCSIS, 
as things havc rc,lasctl jn recent years, one is ;11111ost rc~niridc~cl of' , I  ~n;liclcn 
who has too long bcen shcltcrcd and isol;~tccl ;~n t l  \\.]lo, ; IS  :I r c , s~~ l t ,  is  no\\. 
just hit too cager and willing! (Onc  recalls occasional icsts ( I ?  ) th ;~ t  somc 
(lay LClIS might turn out to bc tbc most liber;~l of i111 . \nlcric;r~i 1 utl~craii 
bodies.: 

4. If ;I nlorc personal notch n.ill bc. allowcd, p c r h ; ~ j ~  I m;r! t)c g~llo\\.ctl to 
csplain that this especially has bccn thc poilit of d~'l>;~rtlll-(' fo r  111) o\\.n 
recent rage and pnlemical stance! 1 find thc Inck of cantlor i ~ r l t l  t l i c )  pro- 
posed fcllo\vship of T..utherans on tlic basis of ;in ";lgrc,c~ncnt" o r 1  the 
confessions which they all  interpret and ~~ndcrstrlntl  tliA'ercntl\ cntircl!. 
objcctionablc. Otherwise, of course, \vc can  cordiall!. agrce to tlisngrcc 
and cheerfull!, go our separate ways, Iiopef~ill!~ \vithout n111ch i ) f  t l ~ e  
polcmics of thc past, S o  one will l a n ~ r n t  the channe in atnlospl~crc from 
t l i s p ~ ~ t c  to dialogue, from polemics to irenics, 1)ut i t  is ;I tliffcl-enr nl;~ttc.r 
when ccumenics of thc "Doctrinc di\.ides; scl-\ice unites" t! 1-x. licconic.~ 
a juggernaut that crushes cvcry other conccrll. 

At this point I fear I must record sonlc dissatisfaction \ \ i th  thc rcccnt 
s t a t c ~ l ~ c n t  by thc majority of the St. Louis faculty rcitcratinr: its confcs- 
sional loyalty !L\tf I<eyortcr, Sov .  1 5 ,  19 70). I do not 11-ish to bc mis- 
undcrstoorl as challenging the sincerity of tha t  statemcnt's profession of 
confessional loyality, nor do I carc to rntcr  hcrc into thc sul~stance of 
that thcologico-political controversy about ~vh ich  I nnl not even f~illy 
informed. J I y  only point hcrc is to aver that,  in In! juclgmcnt, such ;I 

simple reaffirmation of confessional loyalty ~vithout  relating i t  to  thc issues 
of the day \\.ill not suffice. 1 am slirc this is not  its intcnt. 1)ut t h ; ~ t  iippcars 
t o  mc to be parallel to a purely thcorutical yrcachmcnt of J_;IIV ant1 Gospel 
without concrete aljplication. Therc surely is some ~n idd lc  ~ r u u n c l  bet\vccn 
such n stancc (ant1 one has only to look at the LC.1 to scv ]lo\\. littlc that 
call mcan;  cf. I~elo~v) and some formal, offici;~l addition to the  Tlook of 
Concord; the church surely has a right to make 171-o fcrl~ juclgmcnts of 
what confcssion;ll faithfulness means today ant1 to enforce discipline on 
the  basis of them. Cf. E. Schlink, Thcolog?. of t k ~ ,  Lltthcr-c~i~ Co l r f c~s~ i i~~zs ,  
P. 3 1  : "Even thc most solemn rcaffirmation of the Confessions  mi^) hc a 
tlcnial of them, if the errors of the da! arc passctl ovcr in siIcncc. HCIICC 
no confession of the church may bc regarded as definitive in  t hc  scnsc of 
precIutling thc possibility of further confessions." 

And, while I am at it, I think one has to fault the 1965 "3lission 
Affirmations" along similar Iincs for not suffrring froin any esccss of 
unanlbiguity. Take at face value, they appear to bc quitc uncxrep- 
tionablc, bu t  not surprisingly, i t  is plain that  they arc being given radically 
varying interprct;~tions in different quarters-most objcctionahl!-, I think, 
by some quite athcological activists, who appear to have no  further regard 
far the  La\\.-Gospel or twtrkingdom distinctions. 

5. T h e  practical upshot of a11 this i s  that  I, regretfully, have coolcd almost 
entirely tolvard the ecumenical enterprise, also within Lutheranism, at 
ieast as presently oriented. Some of the  progress recorded in thc  various 
dialogues appears almost too glib to be credible; other aspects seem much 
more promising, but, i n  either event, i t  all seems quite irrele\.ant when 
much of the actual lifc and thought of all  the churches in~olvcc l  procceds 



I I I I i I a .  I lie catr~r~irtrl reasons \vhc- i l l 1  I,l~tlicrans should 
1111jt( ; I I ~ ( ,  ' 1 %  < ~ o ~ ~ i l ~ ~ , l l i ~ i g  ; I %  cvcr, 1)~1t  ;11i\. 1-irilc: corifcssionirlis~~i \\.ill also 
!.cni;lili \ it,tIi! i~ltcr.t.\tc(l i n  i i l tcri~nl utiit!.. S o  doul)t, i t  is t ruc that, on 
t I ~ c  \ : I i r i I L , .  1.11tI1crnn.s i n  \mc r i c ' ~  ; ~ r c  ;iIrc;lti\ more doctrinally united 
t l 1 . 1 ~ 1  . i l l \ -  ot l~c 4. tr:,(litil,n;iI gro~lping-11~1t I su1)lnit that that isn't sa!-ing 
\ el.\ 111 itc 1 1 :  

1 ( 1 0  ~ i o t  !ic.~.e \ \ j s h  to speak to 1 1 1 ~  ibsuc of LC\IS-:ALC fcllo~vship, 
I I . \ I ) \ -onv  \ \  I I O  A11o\\ s hot11 l)odicy> \\ill, [ thil~l,, testif!- to the fact 
~ I ) < I L  ~ i ) t ,  .lJ-C' I > ,  I > \  t11c lai-gc, a S~II .  111ol.c c ~ i i s c r \ ~ ~ t j \ c  org;rnis111 than the 
1 (-' \ .  . Inc\ i t , i l l l \ .  , ~ ~ ~ t o l ~ i o ~ ~ - ; ~ ~ ~ l i i c ~ ~ l  clc~nciits clitcr into these judgments, 
\\!iici! I tlo i l i , r  k.11~ to  ,~c.ccnt as s ~ ~ c l i ,  hut ho\\- cuuld i t  bc othcr\vise?) 
I l l ; i \ c .  11;1tl o~l i !  llliniiiii~l ~ ~ c ~ ~ s o I ~ ; ~ I  cont;lc*t \\ . i t11 the -\LC in recent !cars, 
1)ut . I L  I ( . .~st t \ \ o  t,!ctors clo not alqx.irr to nlc to augur \\-ell for its confcs- 
~ i o n ; ~ l  f'ut~!i.c.: : 1 \ its ;~pp; l rcnt  Iic;~d-long ilight into thc arms of the 
I.<' 1, I.L.<:\C<~!<.>> 01' \\ l l ~ t  ~ h c ~ l i \ ~ i i g : r ~ l ~  t r :~~isp i rc  tlIcrc; ; \ lI~l (2)  its i\1313L\l'Cllt 
t'rccl~lc n t  1 . : ~ ; ;  01' c . , ~ ~ . e f i ~ [  corifcssic~nill sc'l.utin\ i r i  statfing its 0n.n institu- 
tion>. 

t I o \ \ c . \  c,r, 1 clo I\ 'lnt to  c,lnpliasi/c :IS cmpliaticall! ;IS possibIc that, in 
ni\ i ~ i t l ~ ~ l i ~ : ~ : ,  i t '  1~111(:1i of tlic I.C:\ ;)11e1 its i n s t i l ~ t i ~ n s  arc  "confcssionnl," 
I c;l,i s ~ ~ ~ r c c ~ i !  c , \ c ' r i  irriilgine \vh;rt non-confcssio~ialism i\.oultl IIC! (C,f. 
1~ I I ~ - ~ I - c \ *  )'I.,:>>: I I O \ \  c \ c r  l i ~ l ~ ~ l ~ ~ b l e  its offcrjligs ma!- be from the pcrspcc- 
t i \ ( .  o f  ; i t  .\tic'~nic \ \ ' i~s~')1sclroft;  it j s  plain th'lt championshjp of ;I cnn- 
I ' M J I I I I ; I ~  pc:>itinti h ; ~ s  liardl!. an! prio~.it!. ;it all. Or one coultl comn~cnt  
011 t f i t ,  extent to \\-liich l)c.ing ; ~ n t i - p , ~ r o c h i d  sch001s is a siniplc, 1)ut 
~ n i l j t ; ~ l ~ t l \  Iic.!cl tlos~1ia in xvitlc itrcils of thc LC:\. j If \\hat often goes on  
tlicrc rc,lvcscnts thc futul-c of  "Luthcr;~nisrn," I, for one, simply am not 
intcrc:>tctl! 111 ni!- jutlg~ncnt,  ttic I-(:;I still remains very much  t h e  p;iratiico- 
logic,~I or  >~~bthcologicaI  organization i t  has long hcen judged to bc-~-and 
I clctcct n o  p,~rtic.ular concern thcrc to [lo an!.tl~ing about it. ( O n e  c;cn, of 
course, jintl ,I fen. in  tlicir o\\-11 midst \vho Ialncnt that state of ;ltl ' ,~i~-s.) 
I tlli~il, one  c.oult1 ;~ l so  doc~ln icn t  .I clcar tcndcnc!. to send its fe\v peoplc 
\ \ h o  arc, clc,~rl!. confessional to intcr-Lutheran discussions, thus giving 
this i l ~ ~ p r c s i o n  tlint thcy a r c  reall!. rcprcscntativc. 'The classical I.C.4 
in4istcanc.c t h ~ t  no iic.\\. confc~ssions beyond t h e  "historic" ones a rc  neccssiir! 
f n r  I . \ ~ t l i c r ;~n  ~lnit!. ]night h ; ~ v e  niuch nicrit if  i t  did no t  appear to 111c to 
c10;11; .I \\ idt,s1>l.cacl indisposition to implc'mcnt and apply t h r i r  full con- 
tents to tlic c~ l r r cn t  sccnc. ;Is a result. "confcssionalisni" is  often n o  longer 
[,\.en gooc! tc~rlii to "conjure" b!., but at  best conies to  imply only the  
~iiol-c, o r  lchs '~ccidcntal ccclcsiastical identifications t).pical of much  of 
currc11t l ' ~ - o t ~ ~ s t . ~ n t i s ~ n ,  i ~ n d  \.cr!. oftell 1)ccomrs a codcn.ord for  all that is 
~ . c ; ~ c t i o n a ~ . \ ,  mctlic\.al, nnrro\\--1nindct1, ctc. 

I'hcrc \\ . IS oncc. a t ime, i n  thc far Inore congenial atnlospherc. of nco- 
ortlio(lo\!. ;in0 1)il)lical theology, ivhcn I \\.as optimistic that ,  if I-C>lS 
\voulcl on l \ -  ~-cl,lx ;I hit I I I  various nun-csscntial rrrcas, a n d  t he  LC.4 \\o~ilcl 
;irtuall! p u t  its hcart  \\-liere its mouth was, \vc rliight actually achict.c truc 
c o ~ ~ t ' c s ~ i o n ; ~ I  unit!-. 1 emphatically no longer rctain such optiniisnl! In 
m!. j~ltlgnicnt,  the LC::\, as a \\.liolc, simply Iacks t h e  dcsirc o r  will (or  
l~ot l l )  to m o \ e  cl~.cisi\-cl!. i n  ;my such direction, a n d  many ccrltrifugal 
forccs ,ire ol)viously at n a r k  in LC3IS. (In fact, I have myself becn 
i~cc~lsct i  rc.cc'~itl!- of allegedly "nlo\.ing" ill ;I confessional direction a t  
the C I I I ~ ~  tirnc. that the LChlS is ~lnderstood to bc m o ~ i n g  t hc  oppositc 
\\.a!..: I n  all! c\.cnt, external uniorl unclcr current  circumstances \vould. 
in nl! opinion, bc more akin to total capitulation of c v e n t h i n g  that  1-CAIS 
has traclitinnall! 5tood for (and I a111 not  among those who  think tha t  
the Inttc,l- c \ c r  rcprc,scntcd eschatological perfection). I hope that  my 
profntlnd rogrct-if not disillusionment-also comes through as  I find 
it iicccsr;ir!. to \\.rjtc. lints such as thcsc. 

In  t l ~ c  ~iiicldlc~ generations I think t he  gap still often is not vcr) wide, 
but  I 1 1 a ~ c  sccn too many of the  old LCX "liberals" come ou t  of t he  wood- 
\vorli n-it11 uttcr i n ~ p u i t y  in recent years-and most recent  graduates 
( ~ i t h  a n  oftcn i~lmost fanatically held "neiv conccpt of E m  "tl1c"!!l 
~ninis t ry"  j arc  anything but devoted to anything like traditional confcs- 
sioiirtlisni. (Cf. thc  cditoriaI "What Are Seminaries For?" (Chr. T o d ( ~ \ . ~  



1/1.5!71, 11. 211 ,  ~3oilltillg Ollt 119\v ~1l~olllillctlL O i l  t l l~ l l .  '!2:.!>(l;l\ ~ t ~ l l ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ -  

i s i r z  of their 0n.n stutlcnts shol~ltl  oftcbn he. 1 h c  < ~ ! t i i . I c ,  it(:< I spc~c~i;ill!. 
Garrett (.\lcthodist), 1)11t I submit that jt oftc.11 \\ ; l t~!i!  . - h l . l > ! i  t r ~  \(!11lc 
Lutheran seminaries ;i.s \ \ e l l .  I'or ;it 1c;rst p;rrti:~l c t ~ ~ : ~ i ; ~ - ~ ; ~  i:ioil r!li~llt 
citc, "Your S c s t  Pastor," ThL' J , I I ~ ~ Z C ' I - N I I  ? -!->',, j ~ l : ,  t,-Li: ti ' .  . I I ~ O  
reaction i n  sr~bscc~~~ccn t issr~cq.) 
At the samc timc, \I-hcthcr o r  not I J I I C  thin1,i in 1~:1-111, 0 1 '  j l ! l \ \ i l ~ l :  11 t , \ \  

alignments, I belicvc that nlorc. s h o ~ ~ l t l  I)c (lone. to l i r i n ~  , : : I I~ :  coll\cr\ .ltivc 
and  confessional-n~indcd i11 all hrnnchcs of :Irllc.rii.;~n I~!!ti lci . . i~li>n~ to- 
gcther. I suspect that the initiative i n  this r,.';l>c>ct lil-4 111111.1; 1 1 )  I (..\IS-- 
if for no other rvason than hccnl~sv of thc  t i ' l l l \ ! l l i !  ? ~ c . I . :  fo :!lillli too 
strictly along cstcrna! ~rrg;~nizntional li\-cs , ~ n d  to t , ! i  c \  C. r \ orii in  tllc 
other Lutlicran botlics \ \-i th tllc sirmc l)1.t1sh. 1 i l a ~ \ ~  r l i i t i i i i l ~ :  \ ( I  gr-;ln(lios~ 
o r  official as "scIccti\c fillo\\.ship" j r l  1lliiir1, 1)tlt \ i ~ l l l ~ l \   ti!^ f l . , ! t t t~ . ! l ; i l  ~ 0 1 1 1 -  

munion, in  \vliate\cr c x t ~ r n a l  form, of those o n  I):lsic.crll~ t i ) (  , ' I I I I C  \ \ : ( \ c -  
length. Sccc~ndirry I ) c ~ ~ ~ , t i t s  lniglit inclt~rlc clixli~ii~llt~(! ~ L J : I ~ ~ , I ~ ~ ~ O I I  ['or 
individual confcssion.~l g r o ~ ~ p s  to ;~(loj>t o~l l !  t l t  i c n k i !  c . !)cti.:::liL . I !  51i1llcc.s 
;tlid;'oi- to bccome lit1 lc i~igl-on n. intro>pccti\ c s  , t ~ i r i l l ! ~  ( I c  vat( !'I t c 11!11-\i1ll: 

and justif\ing 1n;r\irn;1ll\ thcil- J l i ~ r ~ l c ' i - l ~ c ~ i t c i z r , i 1 ! ~ 1 l c  \ 

6. T\vo recent esnmplvs of this sol-t of c\nsivcnc~>\ or ~ c ( ! ~ ! e : i t ) r ~ i ~ ~ i i  \ \ I l i ih  
hnvc coluc to nl!. ;rttcl~tion ;Ire: / , I )  t hc  asscrtjorl tIl.tt ; I l l \  i:ltcrl3rrt,1tion 
of "La\\.-Gospel" from fundarncntnl iw to 13~11tm~~1~11i , rnizi1~ is  c o ~ n ~ ; ~ t i b l c  
\\.ith the  confessions. \\-hilc c\c.r!onc is :1\\.1rc: tI1.1: t1lt.r-c , ! \ \ \ . I \ >  Ir,~vc 
Ixcn ccrtilin ininor variirtions in cvcn the  "ortlli)iIi>\" i l c  l'li)? l ~ l ( , r l r  of  that 
formula, the spiritualistic and  suhjcct i~is t ic  ~vdtrct i r~n oi' t l r ; + t  f ( ~ s ~ l l r ~ l a  
in  much  modern hyper-T_~~thernn thought of :hc, ! i u l t n ~ . ~ ~ ~ r l i , i n  \ <!ri~.:\ is 
sttrcl! outsiclc thc "outsirlc limits" I)c.causcx it 1 t , n \ t 5 \  I ; >  \ \ i t h  11!i1\ t l ~ c  
shcll minus the unto!ogic;~l ;\ntl ot)jcc.ti\.c sul>starlc.c, the forrn 01' <otllirrc.ss 
rvithout thc po\vcr t l~crcof ,  o r  n "fonnuln non-hiitnr!" # ' to  cluotc Ge.l-rnn~~ 
scholar's phrase in  anothcr connection). S11c.h ;in aiscrtion \ ~ . o ~ ~ l t l  ,ilnlost 
appear to say thirt an!.onc \\-lie uses the 1ll:1gici11 t'ot.nl111i1. ' .I.;~\\-(;ospcI." 
must I)c adj i~dged confessional, no nlnttcr ])or\. hc~  ~111dcl~t;111cls it---\\.hich. 
cven if that wcrc corrcct, forgcts or  01-crlooks the \;rst c\tt,rlt t i 1  11hicli 
much of . \~ncricnn I-uthcr;~nism is total l \  ig:lc~r;~nt ot' thiit 1ll'Innc.l. of 
thought a n d / o r  scorrrf'ull!- disniisscs it a s  "not :imonr: t l l c .  q ~ ~ c s t i n ~ ) . ;  L % I ~ I . ! . -  

bod!. is asliing thesc d i ~ ~ s . "  ( 2 )  Tllc ~ i r ~ i n  birth is hcltl 111, a s  .In c ~ \ ; I I I I ~ I I ~ ,  
of clis~wnsablc confcssionnl cxcgcsis--n-Iiich? ;rt 1c;tst t'or t l l v  \,11i(a of 
argument, one might c.or~cc.iv;rl~l! etrnccdc ns t l l c .  csxtlx.nlc o~ltsitlc lirllits 
o t  prrmissablc doctrin;~l variation, csccpt tha t  on tht: l) ;~si . ;  n f  con\jstcnc!. 
i t  is hard  to sct! hot\- it should hc csccptccl t,c.!'n~.c, 0thc.1-5 !~cspcc-i;rll!. 
whc>n o ~ ~ e  recognize, it ; IS  ;I guardia11 of the  jnc ;~ l -n ;~ t io~l , .  or  1 1 0 \ \ -  it can 
ultimately bc clr~cstionc.tl OI I  othcl- than rationnlistic ,grouncls , , I I I ~ ~  c~:r- 
tainly not  cscl t~ding "form-critical" ;II-guments j r i  ; I  circle.--ct. b ~ l ( ) i \ . ) .  
O n c  recalls Luther's obscar\.ation that, a l though it ]night th(~o~-ctic;rl l \  11c 
clcnietl n.ithout an!. apparent  loss to thc GospcI, ho\ \  c a n  i t  I IC  I!-hcn i t  is 
so plainl! taught in Scripture.? 

7 .  i l ' i thin my own Obser\iition a t  points in .4lnr~rici1n L ~ ~ t h c l ~ ; r n i s n ~  1 think 
that I coulcl cstahlish such  a t!.pology of thc  cvaporirtion of confcssionnl 
substance: in  thc first stage "Gospcl" ant1 "Christ" I-cpli~cc. "l3il)lc~" , ~ n d  
Confessions" as ra l l \ ing crics. and in thc  folIo\ving gcnc.r;~tio~l on<, h ; ~ s  
thorough-going tohu ~c:n-hol~zf ,  including some n-ho shn\\. not c\.c.rl the 
remotest signs of knon.ing lvhat the Gospel i s  all about-or, i f  ; ~n t l  \ I  Ilcn 
it is present, one \vould need  Diogcnes' lantern to tint1 it. Such ;I  "Gospel 
reductionism" appears of ten to It~rli  bc.hini1 the  cnlnmon practice \\.ithi11 
cspcciall!- the  LC:\ of spcillitig i~bout  " the Luthcrnn confession" instcad 
of "the Lutheran Confessions." M'ithin LCllS 1 thinli c ;~u t ions  arc in 
orclcr t h a t  hcarts (10 not leap tvith joy evrrytimr. thc \r-ord ''Gosl>c.l" (or 
"Cliristology" or "justification b!. faith") is hcard, l)c~c.;~u.cc. it i s  no 
mcans self-c.\.iclent thict it i s  undcrstoood i n  iinythinr: :~ppro:~ching t11c 
traditional sense. 

8. In a syncticatcct ( U Y l )  article appcaring in thc SolctJ~ I l r ~ ~ r l l  Tr-ib~.l,~c, 
Feb. I 1, 197 1, ("13aclical Theories About Christ Offcr Quick Fame for 
Authors"), Louis Casscls scores what h c  calls t hc  "sclccti~cl funtlamcntal- 
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I . ' I I ~ ~ > ~ > G '  ,cr~rlnic~tit tI1.1t , ~ \ I I \  \\.;I.; m:rrrictl. ("1'11~ curious thing about all 
I I O \ , . I  Ic.i;ls-t!ic.ol.ic. j s  that their prollc~ncnts fccl free, to ignorc an!. part 
, ) f '  t I ~ v  C;c~.~>cl I.( c or-(\ \ \ . l ~ i c . l l  l>lai~lly contrridjcts thcir idea, \vhiIc plilcing 
c o ~ j l j ~ I ~ t t ~  ~ c . i i ; ~ l i c . ~ '  i i l l  t i l l '  Iitcr,lI nccurac!. of :niy minor tlctail \vhicll nlay 
\c,cnl to , r ~ l > l l : l : . t  thc,ir vic\\.."j . \ny Iinanlc~dgeablc stutlent of Riblc,-study 
\ \ i l l  I , ! ? r r \ \ -  th.jt ;!I< crjticisnl 1s I)!. no Illcans inapplicnblc to much less crass 
~tic.oyi;li~ic! 1 \ \11t11(1 ol)scr\.e hcrc that I think both "conscrvrttivcs' and 
" ~ i i o t l c ~ - , ~ t ~ , \ "  i n  I.C\IS ncc.(l to clefinc carefull\. thcir use of these terms if 
tll(. ,-  ;rrc! I-L,;!II!, intcrestccl in  more than being right, the forlncr to sho\v 
e.~c~sc ~{h!.  tile! sl~otrld not at times 1)c chi ir j i~t l  with mcchaiiic;~ll~. up- 
holtlillr: t~.~i t l i t ion;~l  cs\c~cscs, itntl the lattcr to clcmonstratc ho\\. they 
pr~)lv]>c. ro prc.\cbnt ~ t h c r s  from using their slogans to nlovc far  further to 
the " I c s f t "  t11,11l 111ost OF them thcmscI~~e.; 1la1.e mowd.  

9. So111c of  ti,!- ciisc~~s<ion hcre js 1~1l;c.d on R. Prc>us' T11c lt~spii.(~ti(~li  of 
Scr.ij,trl, c,, \\.liicli \ \ . l~i ic  ccrtainl!. synlp;tthctic to the Ortll(~101 ~Ioglna- 
ticj,i~l\ is 1)y IIO 11ic;111s cntircly uncritical eithcr. Unfortunately, at this 
11-I-iting, I ]la\ c )lot !.ct fount1 time to stucll- his more recent ~ r o r k ,  Thc 
' r l l~ .~ , Io :~  ( , j  l ' o \ t - l i ~ f ~ / - i i l ~ r t i ~ t l  L z ~ i J ~ c m i l i s ~ ~ ~ .  Also Yery illuminating in its 
tlisct~ssio~i ( ~ i  ni~ictccnth century t1el)atcs is G.  Forde, the Ln~c.-C;osl~cl 
/ ~ c ~ ~ ~ / t ~ ~  ( . \ l ~ g s l ) i : ~ . ~ ,  1 9 h 8  1. 

10. S(11llc of' t l ~ c  cors(:cti\.c. r~i i~tcr ial  of this sort is collected and evaluatccl in 
T'.  1;;\11), T11c I l ~ ~ ~ r ~ l o g ? ~  of \i701-ship ill Sc~.entcrnth-Centt t r~~ Lrlthcrrll~icri~ 
C,tl.. H. I-Ianlnnn). C'crtainly, one of tllc major foci for a cor rec t i~c  to ovcr- 
jlltc.IItctu;~lis~n stlo~rld he the  Eucharist and  the liturgical cercnlonics 
clc\.clol)i~lg ;rrol~ncl it. BCC~ILISC of the polemical situation vis-a-vis Rome, 
( . \ C I I  I - l ~ t h c ~ - ; ~ n  confcssion;~lism esploitcd this arca only minimijlly 11ntil 
rt.cr,ntl!.. In the chnngcd atmosphere, one ~r -ould  hope it  \vould comc nlore 
i111d 111or~' into its own. However, jt sccms to me that the problem of thc 
prnpcr h;~lnncc het\vccn emotion ant1 reason is one of those perennial 
oncs t o  \ \-hich no final answer \rill ever bc given; rather, as thc  tcrn1)t.r 
o f  thc tilnvs constantly changcs, the perennial problem will much more 
be tlli~t of t r ! . i~~g to keep the l>entlulum sometvherc near the center. 

11. \ \ i th  rc,spcct to eschatology, thc superb study of James Martin, Thc  Lrrst 
lr~ilgi~lcitt  iiz 1'1-otrstnlrt Theology Front Orthorlc~sy to Ritschl (Ecrdmans, 
1063)  shoultl not 1)c o\-crlooked. 3Iartin amply dcmonstratcs that  \vIlilc 
Orthotlos!- cil~lnot escapc censure i n  all respects, nos t  suhscqucnt thco- 
Io~ica l  Illn\.~:rncnts nlissccl the mark fa r  more. 

12. One of the most frightful examples to comc to 111y attention rcccntl!. is: 
1 '. H c r r o ~ ,  "Thc Politiciil Gospel," Tllc Chris t inl~ Ctlrlitir?., S o v .  18 ,  1970, 
PP. I 380- 1 38 3. The, csa~nplcs ,  ho\ve\.cr, arc legion. One  I recently 11cnrd 
ori111!- brgan I)\. protesting thc common tendency to downplay or i ~ n o r e  
thc. s ~ ~ H I ~ >  clualism of church a n d  ~vorlcl in  the  Gospel of John, but prompt- 
I!. continued b\. transposing the theme cis a110 genos (sociological) : the 
hippic coInnIttncs, by ivithdrnwing from the "world" and  protesting 
iigninst thc  c~tnl) l is l in~cnt ,  were thus, allegedly, faithful to the "gospel"! 

13. I n  proper contcst, onc certainly does not wish to dcprccatc "crcativit!.." 
I must confess, however, to having hcen exposed to so much virtual 
;~pothc~osization of that ideal, that I almost cringe at its mention. And I 
cilnnot rcsist rccounting the  cartoon I saw recently: one convict tells his 
ccll~natc, "But I didn't think of i t  ;is embczzelment. T o  m e  it was just 
crcbiitivi. h o ~ k k ~ c p i n g . "  Adaptation to the theological enterprise should 
not bc too difficult. 

13.  1 11clic1.c that  conscrvatives would do  well t o  direct much more attention 
in  this arca. In many church  colleges a n d  seminaries one suspects that 
so much coriccrn is aimed a t  the biblical teachers (rightly or wrongly) 
that the often far  more serious defncto undermining of traditional 
Christianity in othcr departments, especially the "behavioral sciences," 
goes virtually unnoticed. If one is going to speak of "faith" or the like, 
one cannot  help but observe how many who seem unable accept any 
traditional Christian axioms any more can  scarcely relatc t o  t he  world a t  
all  cucopt in  tc'rlns of Freud, Marx, ct nl. One must not protest too much, 



lxrt I \voultl submit th;rt \.cr!. oftc.11 i n  th r  mirlist~;. roi1;i.t i ~ ~ t r ~ c i t  i n  
~sycliolog!., ctc., rises i n  tlircct l)roportion to t l ~ c :  cl;icl,c.t?i~,< 0 1  i~?l(.l-t:\t it1 

solicl csegrsis, tcstnal prciwhing, ;rnil collCi,i\io11;,1 ti!colri~\ . 111 tlit, 

fletlgiiig continuing vilucation ]>rVRl.61mS of t l ~ c  1 i' \ ; 1 1 1 ( 1  : ) f  c r t  1,c.l. L ~ I ~ L I ~ c J ~ c ' s  
as \\.ell, which oncc proniiscrl to r c * s u ~ i t : ~ t , ,  t11c: ~noril~!iiitl tllt'oic~:\- of 
many parsons, scnsiti\.it!' training ;1nt1 t hc  lil,c ~ I : I \ L >  ( i l ! ? . : l  ; i l l  1)ut tn1;cll 
over. Of course, thc ~>rol)lcm rc;~chcs !);rc\l< irito t11c \ stt tlct~ll.c~ of 
Scmin;rr!. cllrriculn, nntl, intlc~~cl,  into rhc conlii-nl,~~irt,? .!IIC! crt1ic.1. I Y ! L I ~ . ; L -  

tion;rl programs of the local parish ;IS \\.ell. 1 1 1  ; l i t  thcs,: . I I . ~ , ; I , .  I I)clic\c: 
t h ~ t  tlic o\.era)l impact of c\-istcr?ti;~lis~ii has  I~ccn r:loct I)nnckt'u I .  ' lliglit 
I also suggest that the. commentary on the I1,icIi ( I F  (.:1'I~I'5 " I  octti Rtrl- 
Ictins" niight I~car  some c;~rc.ful scrutin!. iilonl: I 1i(,\c linc k )  ; 

13.  I-lcncc,, c ntircly apart f r i~n l  the merits of t l lc .  C J \ ~ . .  1 !inti 1 1 1 ~ .  I ' ~ c ~ c ~ ~ ~ c n t  
appc ,~ l \  to "academic frcctlo~ii" i n  nl;rn!- 01' t h ( %  c\~l.l-cnt 1 ( ' \ I S  i~riti- 
tlisciplinc petitions to I)(. llot a littlc d i s conc i r t i~~g .  \ t  11c:st. the\ ( 1 0  not 
appc;lr to  I>c very tvell tho~rgllt  O I I I .  Hcrcs i t  \ \ . c r ~ ~ l t l  I)ca I lc . l i~f~l l  il' t l i c .  CI-iticl; 
\voultl thcniscl~cs  1)c 111o1.1. ~ o s i t i \ c  irlicl specif'! just  Iio\\. \ \ ! I ~ : I I .  ; ~ r l t l  I\ 11crc 
the? thinl; ~ ' o ~ ? f c ' ~ . i i ~ l l ~ l l  tlisc,iplinc s l i o~~ l t l  hc c\c:i.cisc*tl. \I-c. t l ~ c \ -  tIct'c.ritling 
those. untlcr suspicion / ~ c . c a ~ ~ s c ~  thcv agree \ \ i t 1 1  tIic.111, 01- I I ( . C ; I I I C C .  the!. 
i11-c. o p ~ o s c t l  ill 1 ) i - i ~ l c i l ~ l ~  to doctriniil cliscipli~ic~'r I J ;lrc t lit,!. 1.1.<11 I! clccitlc.cl 
tli;lt tlic chi~os i ~ t ~ t l  tlisarr.~\. of moht 1n:ri111ir?c clc1io11ii1l;11jo11~ tr)(l;l! is 
prcfcrablc to the occasional ~~npleasan t r !  ot' tlir c\carciic of tllcc~logical 
tlisciplinc? Do t h q .  reall!- f ;~vor  ; ~ t l t l i n ~  on:. Ir1orc. I ; r t i : ~ i d i ~ ~ . ~ ~ . i ; ~ n  c l ~ u r c l ~  
hod!. (albeit with a littlc Luthcr:!n spice or  "hc~~ i t ;~gc" )  to  tllc. I i>t ? IC.:f. 
the Inan!. self-tlescriptions toda!. about being "J.uthi.1.;1ns of $ol-ts,'' o r  11;rlf- 
jol\ca.; to the effect th;tt the  L(:hlS i s  t h c  onl!. 1>1;1cc \ v i t l ~ i ~ i  I . ~ r t I~c r ;~~ i i s l~ i  
1r1ic1-c it is still possible* to start 21 good tlicc,l(~gical ;~l.guillc~r~t,  ( 1 1 .  t h ~ .  
LU'1;'s decision "not to \ \ - i t i t "  for LC.\IS an!- I(111:c.r.) Intlcctl, cont'cs>itrn- 
d i s m  is dead if \vc. too 1ia1.c rcacllcd the point \ ~ h c r c  tlic onl! hel.cs! is 
to suggest that thc,rc is such a thing ;IS hcrcs). (11ot to ;ic,c(>nt t l lc -  1 ~ 1 . 1 1 1  ;15 

such, ho\\:cver!), whcrc tllc only orthodox!. is tliirt tllc91.c.  is no \ alicl 
orthodox!-, the only ;rhsolute t h ~ t  tlicrc a r c  no ;~ l ) so l~~ t c s .  t,tc.. "\\'lic,n tlrc 
cat's ;I\\-ay, the mice \rill pl;r!."--also thcologi;lnc! I I ~ ; I \  C, 13o:cd \I  it11 In!. 
o\\-n cars the explicit relish \\.it11 \rhich some I~:r \c  c;rst c~ir  . ~ l l  ru.,tr;rints, 
oncc the!. Irere s i ~ r c  thcrc \\.as no f3rthc.r danger of ;In! oflicial ccc1csi;isti- 

displcasurt,. 111 general, tlierc is amplc  e\illcncc \\.itllin I t ~ t I i c r i ~ ~ i i ~ r l ~  
to clcnionst~atc hen. easily Ic~nrjng it for c\-cr!.olic to intcr~l-c.t  ('or igni~rc) 
his confcssional s ~ r h s c r i ~ ~ t i o l ~  ;is hc sccs fit c a n  conic to mc~;rn-- ' \O~~'H1SC~! 

16. Cf .  Schlink, 01,. cir., p. 24: "Thus thc  C:onfcwio~i sho\vs 11o\\ to tlis- 
tinguish bct\vcerl thcologici~l movements \\.ithin thc. c h ~ i r - t l ~ ,  on t l i v  one 
hand,  a n d  thc scparatcncss of church ancl hc~.c.s\- o n  tllc. ot11r.r. I11 c.\cr) 
cast, thc Confessions cscludc the libcrt! to  tcach itnythjng ;rnrl c.\(.r!.thili,g. 
;1nt1 the!. rnakc the concc.pt 'confcssional frccrtlo~l~' jnipossiblc: C I S  ;I slogan 
for t hc  church, in;rsmllch ;IS such ;I concept signjfirs not on]! f'rcctloln \\.ith 
rcspcct to t lw Colifcssions, but ;ilso ~ r i t h  ~-esp t~e t  to cat .c . r . \  (:ont'cssion. 
I ~ ; I I I I ~ I ! - ~  frc.c.dorn f~-orri colifcssion." 

17. 'Ihis \vould he sonic of m!. rcsaction to Leigh Jortlah's i,riticisms < in  a 
gcncrally favorable ref-ietv) of 1lol)crt Yrc~lrss' net\: \\.orli, u p  ('it., in the 
C I ' H  C : o t n r ~ l c ~ ~ t a t o r ,  iYintc,r, 1971, p. 9, ~ r i s h i n g  that  more tirnu hat1 
hccn spent  on "the central t11cologic;il jssucs of our day" (~.c.l jgir~i~ \ s .  
revelation, etc,) rather than  the doctrine of Scripture. 3or that the 
fa rmer  arc  not \\lorth!- topics, bu t  in a confcssionnl contcxt \\-ill not tlc 
Scriytzrr-n remain a central issue of cvcr! (lay? Sometimes thc best that  
c an  I)c said for much motlcrn theology, i t  sc.t,ms to  me, is prc.cibcly its 
preoccupation wi th  ayoIogctics, as acadcmc has posed t l t c .  isstrc~s, to tllc 
virtual neglcct of "the u.holc! counscl of God.'' 

18. This  appears to me to be abotit the  0111) point reall!- ni;iclc (cxccpt for  
obscure warnings about "confcssional imperialism" ) 1,). H. Dic111 i n  11 is 
diffuse article, "Is doctrinal discipline possible?", Lzt th~r(uz  k'oi.11111, L . " i l ,  
pp. l l f f .  LV. Kiinneth makes thc same point i n  liis coln13nnion ant1 (to 
me) f a r  Illore substantial piccc. "Editor's Ambo" on  p. 5 characterizes 
t he  latter's contribution a s  a "massive rcjcction of ~ii;tssi\.cl! rndic;tl 



posit ic.in\," < , l > l ~ i ~ ~ . ( , u t l \ .  ;~lmost  ns though J<iin~ieth's :~ntjthcscs did not  rcally 
;1ppc.,n1- ill .\rllc.ric,~n I _ i ~ t J l c r ; ~ ~ ~ i s ~ i i  to nliy tlcgrcc. T wish I could IIC cvcn 
rL~l~lotcl\ 5 0  s,l!l~~lillc! 

I 9 .  I \\is11 t o  c ~ ~ i ; > l ~ ; ~ i i / ~  tll;,t thcsc clcsc~riptions arc I)!: no li~calls theoretical, 
t~o t  1j.j t1iir1 .\mcricnn Li~thcr;~nisnl ,  and Ivith rcspcct to 110th colleges 
;lntl sc,~uin;r~.ic..;. I-11e scntimcnt is also \\.idesprcad that the "\va\.c of the 
t 'i~tul.~." is tllc t~ltimatc. disappcarancc of denominational seminaries, 
Ica\.jiig ;:t ~l iost  ;I chair or trvo at uni\.crsit!' divinity schools to  deal with 
ititli\iciu;ii hcriti1gc.s itncl politics. l'hc LCNS probably \\.;is impnvcrished 
somr.\~-l~,lt  in  cs;lrlicr.ycnrs b!- t hc  un\vrittcn la\v that  futurc teachers should 
sc;~rc:cl\. c j - c l ~  crposr thcniscl\-es to thc thcolog!, or  ideology of othcr insti- 
tution, 01: higher lci~rning, h u t  thc solution is no t  to drop all scrutiny ant1 
lc ;~ \c  c.;~ch 11c\\. 1'11.11. "free" to ccho 1111critically all the grcat ideas of his 
lllcl~tor. 

20. -111 ( . . \ c c . ! I ~ I ~ ~  ;~tlmission ( a n d  sonicn.hat agonizing rcapprais;~l) that the 
"oljj(,cti\it!" of 11ia1i!. colIegc rcligior~ departments is really a countcr- 
f'aitli ;ippcnred rcccntl!. in:  13. S .  RellaIl, "Confessions nf ;I Formcr 
I :~t .~l , I is t~mcnt  Fu~itlnlncntnlist," ilzillcti~r of  tllc Corlllcil O H  tilt Stuilx of  
i<c.li,gior,, 11 '3  (Dee., 1970) pp. 3-6. lust  ono choice quote: "Thc cstab- 
l i s h m c ~ ~ t  \ ic \ \ -  of  religion jn :\mrrican univcrsitics today is what  1 have 
c;~llcd 'c~iliglltnicllt fundamcntalisrn.' This  is thc vie\\- that scicncc and 
llistoi-ici~l s c l ~ o l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l l i ~  h a v ~ '  effcctivcl!. disposed of fallacious beliefs. If 
thc. stc~tl\. ot' rcligion has any  placc in the  university at all, \\.hicli is 
cloul)tt'ul to c ~ ~ i l i g h t ~ i ~ c n t  fundamentalists, i t  i s  to  disclose the t rue reasons 
\\-I)!. ~ . c l i ~ i o u s  l)elic\.crs have bcen so misguided." Of course, the contest 
of tllc ;trticlc is tlwt part of recent student disturhanccs which hat-c Iwcn 
tlirc.r.tc<l against thc university itself, especially its failure to inculcate c\.t8n 
hu~i~,l~iistic-Ict nlonc metaphysical-values. Comparable to Bcllah's 
I ;111guagc, s o ~ ~ ~ c .  hnvc spoken of an  "inverse fundamentalism" \\-hich svcnls 
t o  ilssulllc th;+t,  gi\-cn cnnugh time and money, all scholars will e\-cntually 
;1$!rcc! 

Theological Refractions 
110 \\'I: S E E D  8lSHOPS SO\\'? 

Is'or st1!11c. rea.;or1 or other ,  t he  thoughts of ]laving 1)ishoys quickells 
the 11ulso o f  I I I ; L I I \ .  Lutllel-ans. 2 ' 1 1 ~  I,i,tll r t . i r?~ I l~t i , - l /T.  the officially en- 
clol,.-;c!tl thoologic.:il ~)csiodical  of  t h c  L u t h e s ; ~ ~ l  1Vorld Federat ion.  devoted 
all c.nti1.t. s tr ics of issues t o  t h i s  question in c:onnect.ion rvith negotiat ions 
\vith tilts A i ~ ~ g l i c z l r ~  Church. l;pi.sc*oljacy i,r t11r Lll t l le t . f~?~ ( ' T i  lrt'r'lt (For t ress  
1'1.c5.;.;. 1!)71) J goeb over 11iueh of t h e  salne ground without t u rn ing  1111 any-  
thlri;: r sss t*nt~:~ l ly  ~ P M - .  There  a r e  the  argullients froni the  h i s to ry  of the  
chuscll n ~ l d  fr'oni re r - ta~n  L u t h e r a n  Sta te  churches  where t he  chu rch  is 
s t i l l  s r ~ p ~ l , v i s e d  by hishops. T h e n  there i s  a general  type of disr:ussion on 
\\.hat n hishop should do. i T h i s   night be a simple question, but  it  is 
ha.rdly clcar  s ince  bishops in  different  churches have different t a s k s . )  

I!!it. h a s  anyl)ody really answered  the  quest ion of whe the r  anyone 
really wnlits bishol)s today? T h e  opinion of t h e  clergy is s o ~ n e w h a t  un- 
importallt s ince  numerically t h e  pastors account  for only .0001 of t he  
riie1111)el.ship. ( T h i s  figure is open to ll iatheniatical correct ion.)  Unless 
sor~ieor~e  is g r ea t ly  deceiving us, t he  great  t h r u s t  today is aga ins t  t he  
establishnlent.  A n d  the ecclesiastical establ ishment  is t ak ing  i t  on t he  
chin aIonE wi th  the  political estabIjshment. Wouldn't  tlie current prob- 


