Héf,bdeSf"—It Mean Taday
o Be The Church?

ReEcIN PRENTER

'Conﬂlct To Renew Lutheranism
Hans-Luiz Porrscn

he- Role Of Conservatives
y Ant ‘Age of Revolution
3 RarLpy MOELLERING

\re We Getting Through
With The Gospel In Our Liturgy?
REINHART TRAUTMANN

orship In The USA
’ ReinsHARD MUuMM

uther Ecclesmlogcal Significance
‘or. Th enticth Century
fcumenica 'Movement

Harry ] McSorLEY C. 9 P .

gnoraﬁ ce About Preaching

W ILLI:AM F. ‘M"EYE}( .

[Theological Refractions
§Book Reviews




This Issue

FTER THE VARIOUS articles began to come
in for publication in a somewhat indiscrim-
inatc way, a very clear pattern nevertheless devel-
oped. Professor Regin Prenter, a former
chairman of the L\WF's theological commission,
has contributed an article clarifying the
Lutheran doctrine of the church especially for
the present dav. Pastor Hans-Lutz Poctsch, the
regular speaker on the German Lutheran Hour,
describes the struggles of confessional Lutheran-
ism on the continent. Only the future will tell
whether these are the last sparks of a dying church
or the sceds of a new birth. Dr. Ralph Mocllering
lays down scveral principles for the church in a
time of revolution. Two articles on the practice of
liturgics in the church take differing slants. Pastor
Reinhart Trautmann questions the sanctity of the
forms most frequently used. Pastor Reinhard
Mumm, also a German pastor, gives a very favor-
able review of the Worship Supplement. Father
Harvey J. McSorley, a Luther scholar in the
Church of Rome, interprets Luther’s concept of
the church in such a way as to make it compatible
to current Roman Catholic theology. William
Mever of our faculty has some pertinent remarks
on whether original languages are really guaran-
tees in understanding the Bible. Most contempo-
rary articles on the church are negative. For-
tunately all of these contributions are positive and
are therefore also eminently practical.



What Does It Mean Today
To Be The Church?

REGIN PRENTER, University of Aarhus, Denmark
Translation by Professor Otto Stahlke

HE PURELY DOGMATIC QUESTION, what the church is,
appears to be answered with comparative ease within the Refor-
mation framework. The Reformers gave a thoroughly researched
answer to this question in their dialog with the papal church. On,e,
is reminded for instance of Luther’s “Von den Konziliis und Kirch%‘n.
Also the confessional writings, especially the Augsburg Confession.,
have their specitic articles-on the church, which clearly describe the
essence and the functions of the church according to evangelical
doctrine.

But is the question, what the church is, at all to be posed as
a purely dogmatic question?> The doctrine of the church distinguishes
itself in its content from other dogmatic articles in that the teach-
ing church has itself as the object in ecclesiology.

When the evangelical church defines a pure doctrine of the
church, it puts itself to the test. It must ask itself, as soon as the
pure doctrine of the church is put into practice, “To what extent
does she as the evangelical church correspond in fact to its own
teaching regarding the church®” It is indeed entirely possible that a
church which calls itself evangelical openly contradicts in practice
its evangelical doctrine regarding the church. Therefore the true
doctrine concerning the church, which is simply a part of the es-
sence of eeclesiology, can never be a so-called “pure dogmatics™. The
doctrine of the church alwavs involves at the same time church
cthics and church faw. When we develop our evangelical doctrine
concerning the church we are asked whether we are today ethically
and egably “church™ in that sense, or whether we can and want to be
that.

We must remember that the world in which the cvangelical
church is and must be chureh today is a different world from that

late medieval Christendem in which the reformers cstablished their
contession regarding the church.

€4

The modern world is not “a
Christian world”. "This does not mean that it has now already be-
come a “pagan” world. On the contrany! It is—here 1 am actually
thinking of our West European world—a world, which in its cul-
tural heritage. in its institutions, and in its moral and legal principles
is still deeplyinfluenced by Christianity. But now the decisive issue
is that Christianity remains only as a cultural heritage, and the
church no longer sets the tone in the public life of the people. It
has become one “private society of religion” among other private
socictios of religion. The chureh’s former high position is now only
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historical, and no longer remains grounded in the earlier principle.
Society as such has become religionless, filled only with multi-private
societies of religcion. Now the statc stands above all religious and
confessional differences. Its constitution is democratic. The gov-
ernment in the old sense of the word has passed and can no longer
exist.

Then one might be led to ask if it is more difficult to be the
church in our secularized world than it was in the medieval world
with a Christian veneer. This question should not be answered too
hastily as self-evident. It would no doubt be tempting to affirm
unanimously the secularization of the church from the Lutheran
viewpoint. The Lutheran emphasis on the doctrine of the two king-
doms and the sharp distinction between Law and Gospel seem to
provide the basis to legitimatizc the desecularization and sanctifica-
tion (Verkirchlichung) of evangelical Christendom. The separa-
tion of the two kingdoms naturally brings in its train the autonomy
of both the secular and the ccclesiastical life. Sccularization appears
to be the logical consequence of that well known teaching of the two
kingdoms. Furthermore, after this secularization has been carried
out and the church has consequently been unburdened of an cn-
tire series of mundane and semi-mundanc tasks, it is thereby simul-
taneously freed for the purc proclamation of the Gospel as its sole
and proper task. After all, the accomplishment of this was hindered
especially through the very legality of all those mundane tasks. It
seems only logical that this should occur.

But let there be caution! Especially today we must carnestly
consider whether these traditional Lutheran dogmas at our disposal
do not represent also an almost irresistable temptation for the Evan-
gelical Lutheran Church at present, to contradict in practice its own
genuine doctrine of the church instead of actively corresponding
to it in its existence.

We must likewise caution against the too easy cvangelical
legitimazation of the status quo of the evangclical churches in the
modern world. To distinguish between the external “empirical”
church as a sociological entity on the one hand from the “truc” church
as an object of faith on the other hand must likewise be cautioned
against. The church as an established institution is indeed a socio-
logical entity and its external constitution is in no wise an object
of faith in the same sense as in its inner spiritual essence. But once
more: caution is imperative! The church, which we believe and
confess as the holy church, as the people of God, is none other than
the so-called empirical church. She is a sociological entity. She it
is which has and must have an external constitution. Therefore,
one can and must distinguish between the external constitution as
such from the inner fellowship of the belicvers. But one cannot
and may not separate the external, constituted church from the

inner, purelv spiritual church. For through this latter improper
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distinction, the evangelical church withdraws itself from the testing
of its actually being the church it professes doctrinally to be. It
takes flight then from its own empirical character into a supposed
superempirical church, whose reality is dependent on faith.

Thus, the question: What does it mean today to be church?
must be rephrased in the following manner to be adequate: To
what extent does the actual character of the church, whose respon-
sible members, clergy and laity, we ourselves are, correspond to thi:
doctrine which it is obliged to teach concerning itself as church?
The question is hereby of double thrust. It is on the one hand a
dogmatic question: How arc we as an evangelical church to teac_h
concerning the church we profess to be> On the other hand it is
also an ethical and legal one: Are we, can we, and do we actually
wish to be precisely that church which our dogmatics designates as
the true church?

The matter under consideration then is of concretizing and
actualizing the traditional dogmatic teaching rcgarding the “marks
of the church” in cthics and church law.

According to cvangelical doctrine the church is the people of
God. The gracious God has chosen and called the church by the
Gospel out of the world into His fellowship under the royal and
priestly Lordship of Jesus Christ. Because this gracious call of God
occurs through the promise of His Gospel, it is a holy church.
[ts holiness is gained through the faith as she gratefully accepts God'’s
predestinating call. This church, this believing people of God under
the Lordship of Jesus Christ, now exists in the world through the
public confession of its faith. This Christian faith, the faith of the
Christian people of God in its acceptance of the predestinating
gracious call of God is a confessing faith which declares itself publicly
betore the world.

Although the Christian faith is indeed hidden in its acceptance
of the predestinating call of God—God alone knows them that are
His! —vet it cannot be silent in its hiddenness. It must speak, and
while it speaks the praise of the Lord of the church with its mouth,
it must also accompany and confirm the words of its mouth with
the deed of its hands. Through the confession by the people of God
which is made by all members of this people together, the church is
recognizable in the world as the holy people of God. As a holy people
it is indeed hidden before the world, for its holiness is not of its own
doing but by the holiness of Jesus Christ which she receives through
faith in the Gospel as her own. Thus the church’s holiness by faith
remains deeply hidden under the remaining sin of all the individual
members of the people of God. Precisely as the holy church of sinners
is this people of God constantly exposed to the mockery of the world.
But the holy church is nevertheless recognizable by the confession
of its faith betore the world. It should be so recognizable that the
world can persecute it where and when it wishes. For the confession
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of the church in word and dced puts it, so to say, within the reach
of the encmics. It cannot flece from the grasp of the persecutors into
the safe unseizability of the so-called ecclesia invisibilis. The audible
word and the visible word of the confession of its faith makes it unfail-
ingly recognizable in and before the world. The existence of the
church, which believes and teaches that it is the hidden, holy church,
is one of such an unmistakable character by virtuc of its obligation
to confess its faith. ‘Through this obligation its catholocity comes
into evidence. It is this obhvdtlon of thc church to its own nature
through the unmistakable character of its confession in word and
deed which is expressed in the doctrine of the marks of the church,
the notae ecclesiae.

This did not appear with suflicient clarity in the early ccclesio-
logical expressions of Luther in, for instance, “Von dem Papsttum zu
Rom.” In this book Luther says: “The signs, by which one can
externally obscerve, where the church itself is in the world, are bap-
tism, holy communion, and thce Gospel, and not Rome, or this or
that place.” To this corresponds Article VII of the Augsburg Con-
fession: “. . . one holy Christian church . . ., which is the gathering
of all believers, among whom the Gospel is purely preached and the
holy sacraments are administered in accordance with the Gospel.”
Here the marks of the church can be interpreted purely institutionally.
Wherever a pastor actually functions in the proclamation of the
Gospel and the administration of the sacraments, there a believing
congregation must also be found. This means that one can ascribe
invisibility to the belicving people of God and visibility to the insti-
tution of the office. Such an institutionalized interpretation of the
doctrine of the notac ecclesiac is in conformity with a national church
and its corresponding national-church ideologv. The state which
is cminently visible provides for the institution of the church to
which also the officc of the ministry belongs. Then the truth or
result of the function of the institution of the spiritual office, the
real, true church of the believers, disappears into spiritual invisibility
behind the imposing visibility of the institutionalized state church.
The tellowship of the believers does not come into view. It has no
share in the external recognizability of the church, which emerges
through the notace ecclesiae.

Later expressions of Luther are different regarding the marks of
the church. In his “Von den Konziliis und Kirchen” the marks of the
church are not ascribed to the office as such but to the entire congre-
gation and arc interpreted as its confession. This is true also of those
marks which arc most intimately bound with the function of the
office: the Gospel, baptism, hol\ communion, the absolution, and
the calling of the servants of the Word. This becomes Lspccmlly
clear and dutifully evident in his work, “Von den Konziliis und
Kirchen”. “Where you hear such Word or see it preached, believed,
confessed, and acted according to, there have no doubt, that a true
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ecclesia sancta catholica, a Christian, holy people must surely be
there, even if their number is very small.” Here one sces how the
institutionalized interpretation of the nota of the Gospel begins to
expand. The verb predigen—which designates the function of the
office is explained by the three verbs: glauben, bekennen, and danach
tun. This places the entire people of God under the Gospel. This
is also well expressed in the following sentence of Luther: “For God’s
Word cannot be without God’s people, again God’s people cannot be
without God’s Word; who would want to preach or hear it preached,
if none of the people of God were present? and what could or would
God’s people believe, if God’s Word were not there?” (Miinchener
Ausgabe, pp. 114). Again on baptism: “Sccondly, one recognizes
God’s people or the Christian, holy people by the holy sacrament of
baptism, where it is rightly taught according to Christ’s command,
believed, and used” (p. 115). By usc of the verbs, geglaubt und
gebraucht, 1o cxplain the function of the Gospel, the people are
included in the action of baptism as notae ecclesiae. For, as we read
further, “ . . . baptism does not belong to the baptizer, nor is given to
him, but to the one who is baptized, for whom God has instituted and
given it, just as the Word of God is not the preacher’s (except that
he also wants to hear and believe), but to the disciple, who hears it
and believes, to him it is given.” The same shift of emphasis from
the institution of the office (“in which the holy sacraments are admin-
istered in accordance with the Gospel”, function of the office!) to the
fellowship of the people again becomes clear when holy communion
is discussed: “Thirdly, one recognizes the people of God for a Chris-
tian, holy people by the holy sacrament of the altar, where it is
rightly administered according to Christ’s institution, believed, and
received; for it is also a public sign and a precious means of salvation,
given by Christ as a bequest, by which His people are hallowed that
they should practice and publicly confess, that they are Christians, as
they doin the case of the Word and baptism™ (p.p. 115f). Here it
becomes exceedingly clear that Word and Sacrament are not exclu-
sively functions of the office as a mere preached word or a mere
administered sacrament but are the marks of the church as the Word
that is preached and believed and witnessed in the confession and in
deed. and the sacrament as a sacrament administered, believed, prac-
ticed, and thereby witnessed. The Word and Sacrament are thus not
primarily bound up with the office which administers them, but
primarily with the people who receive and give testimony to them.
“The Word of God is not the preacher’s Cexcept that he himself
wishes to hear and believe), but it belongs to the disciple, who hears
and believes”
Atis no wonder that the fourth and fifth signs, the keys and the
Slccn(_)n ot ('hlll'("h officers, are interpreted in the same manner.
-« tor where God's people are not, there the kevs are not, and
where the kevs are not, there God's people arc not; for Christ has
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left them as a bequest, that there should be a public mark and means
of salvation, by which the Holy Spirit (through the merit of Christ’s
death) again hallows the fallen sinners, and that the Christians
should thereby confess, that they are a holy people under Christ in
this world . . .” (p. 117). “Wherever you sce therefore such offices
or office holders, there vou may know, that surely a holy, Christian
people must be present, for the church cannot be without such
bishops, pastors, prcachers, priests, and again, it cannot be without
the church, they must be side by side” (p. 125).

The last two notae praver and the Holy Cross, are very par-
ticularly signs of the confession of the people who receive the Gospel
in faith. Qucnth]\ onc recognizes the holy Christian people out-
wardly by this mcans ot hmllno the Holy Cross, under which it must
suffer every misfortune and persecution, all manner of tribulation and
evil Cas the Lord's Praver prays) at the hands of the devil, the world,
and the flesh, must mourn inwardly, be embarrassed, be frightened,
be outwardly poor, despised, sick, and w cak, in order that it might
be like unto its Head Christ, and the cause of all must be this alone,
that it holds fast to Christ and God’s Word and thus sutfers for the
sake of Christ, Matthew 5: ‘Blessed arc they who are persecuted for
my sake’ " (p. 1257.

Thus all seven notae ecclesiae in “Von den Konvriliis und Kir-
chen” are interpreted as necessary outward forms of the confession of
the faith in the Gospel which are offered in Word and Sacrament. The
onc-sided, institutionalized emphasis upon the Word without faith,
the office without the congregation, the ‘bcinv»prcachul -at’ without
the confession of the faith in thc \Word, in deed, and in suffering, is
excluded here from the start. It is in this spirit that we must attempt
today to make the doctrine of the marks of the church concrete and
actual in ethics and church Jaw.

But how is it possible todav to be the church of the Gospel in
this scnse? Here our concern is not exclusively regarding the pure
doctrine of the pastors in the pulpits but also reoards the confession
of the faith of the entire congregation in word and deed.

What docs this imply? This means that the purity of doctrine,
the Gospel to be preached to the people in the service can never be
assured by legislation over doctrine.  Self-evidently I am not main-
taining that no order, thus no law, can be brought to bear in the
area of proclamation. There is in the church truly a “law of grace”.
The pastor must make a vow at his ordination. There must be some
kind of ccclesiastical board before which he makes this vow. The
board on its part through the acceptance of the vow likewise takes up-
on itsclf the co- responSJblhtV for its fulfillment. Let us call this board
or authority by the traditional name “bishop.” The co-responsibility of
the bishop for the conduct in office of those ordained under him does
not mean, certainly not in the first instance, that he is to be interested

as a spiritual police chief only in the eventual transgressions of the
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vow and to correct and punish them in some manner. Doctrinal
discipline is then not the primary method by which the bishop active-
ly assumes the above named co-responsibility. His co-responsibility
is primarily a positive one. He is the helper, teacher, counsellor,
pastor, and brother in relation to those ordained under him. And
only in the measure that he has been able to excrcise this positive
co-responsibility actively will he be able to apply the right discipline
in the case of a doctrinal conflict. Wherc order and law are valid, it
must also be possible to exercise discipline. But since the Gospel is
not a law, and the pure proclamation of the Gospel accordingly not
an obedience under the law but a gift of gracc—as it must become
cvident in the ordination prayer—this discipline cannot be carried
out in a legalistic manner.

But what does it mean to carry out an evangelical discipline?
This means that the bishop—or the ccclesiastical court eventually
called together by him—will not seck to decide the matter exclusively
with the aid of some church law, i.e. the confessional writings inter-
preted legalistically. Indeed, the confession of the church is the
norm according to which churchly proclamation must be cvaluated.
But in the word confession one must not understand primarily a law
of doctrine put into writing but the evangelical confession orally
delivered by the congregation in its act of worship. In its content
this living confession is self-evidently identical with the confessional
writing because both express the truth of the onc Gospel as it is
cxpressed in Holy Scripture. But in their form they arce different.
The living confession is the confession of the church in actu while
the confessional writings are the record and the explication of the
content of the living confession. To apply doctrinal discipline cvan-
gelically then would mean, to let the matter be decided in the local
congregation through the mutual worshipful confession of the bishop
and the local church. This is then in contrast to all legalistic pro-
cedure in which the matter is left to a standing court outside the
local congregation which judges according to a valid law of doctrine.
The heretic, should he truly be a herctic and not merely an opponent
or critic of some traditional thelogy, must be so convinced that he
himselt understands that he no longer shares, nor can share the con-
fession of the church, and therefore must take leave from the pulpit
of his own accord.

Of course many will cry out, “That is a Utopial We do not
have such bishops :und such congregations. The bishops are not
theologically trustworthy, and the congregations are not at all mature
enough for such vesponsibility.” So be it! If we are not sufficiently
mature to carry out such evangelical doctrinal discipline neither are
the bishops nor the lavmen in the congregation. Is it then evident
that we must necessarily apply such discipline legalistically? Dare
we actually ever do this? And if we assert this, are we then actually
willing to be the church in accord with our own doctrine of the
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church? Perhaps we desire it, but unfortunately we cannot attain
it. Let us sav that we arc members of a Volkskirche supported by the
state.  Will the state give further support to a church which in this
manner manifests its character as church? Will it be able to tolerate
an evangelically applied doctrinal discipline? The pastors in such
a church are ofﬁccm of the state, who cannot or mav not be deposed
in this “private” matter. As an officer of the statc an cvangelical
pastor practicallv cannot be deposed for false doctrine. Neither does
it occur any longer in practice, although the solemn ordination vow
is still maintained— as a bcautlfu] traditional fiction. Is it possible
to be an cvangelical church in such a church-state relationship, if
the important matter is to spread the Gospel, the first mark of the
church, in the world in a truly unmistakable manner? What shalt we
sayv to this? Arc we then an evangelical church in accord with our
doctrine of the church, or have we become something entirely differ-
ent trom what our doctrine demands of us?

Can this bccome different? As 1 sce it, the renewal of the
evangelical church never begins with legalistic measures applied by
a higher authority. It will not suffice to call for stricter discipline.
If so, who shall exercise it? Will it be done under the conditions
actuallv existing in our church todav? Certainly onc cannot expect
cverything from the theologians. I am here thinking of the professors
of theology. They arc tcachers of the church. Certainly! But they
will not become better theologians. The congregations will sooner
improve in whose midst they receive the means of grace and with
whom they unite in person to confess their faith. It must begin in
the congregations—1 mcan in the worshipping congregations. Here
pastors and lay people must together knock at the door, pray, and
seek. And this they can do with great confidence and in jovful hope,
because the God of the Gospel is gracious and the Holy Spirit is
stronger and wiser than all men. One can, therefore, not begin any-
where but in the Jocal w orshipping congregation. There the renewal
must begin. Of course, this can bring conflicts with it. But then
we should perhaps for a moment think of the seventh mark of the
church in “Von den Konziliis und Kirchen”.

How docs the second mark, baptism relate to this? 1f baptism
is also to be a confession, can we then maintain our present practice
of infant baptism? Is not infant baptism the most institutionalized
part of our entire church life? 1 am thinking of the circumstances
in my own church where we have received such a beautiful and rich
tradition in the doctrine of baptism from the Grundtvig movement.
But the practice appears somewhat different. One “makes reservation”
for baptism with the chureh warden as one would order other mer-
chandise. Onec is entitled to it because one is a “paying member” of
the Volkskirche. \What happens then if a naive pastor wants to in-
struct the parents more diligently regarding their obligation? What
happens if he, as Pastor Husum, requires that the parents must
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attend the services regularly and bring their child to the same in
order to baptize the child? The pastor must then be prepared to be
compelled to perform the baptism in spite of his condition. For the
members of the Volkskirche are entitled unconditionally to the so-
called “services” by the “functionaries” of the church. Under such
circumstances how can baptism be a mark of the church? There is,
of course, a popular infant baptism theology, which sees an especially
impressive proclamation of the unconditional grace of God precisely
in the indiscriminate administration of baptism to all, good and evil.
believers and unbelievers, churched and unchurched. s it the preci-
ous grace of God or the cheap grace of the state which is proclaimed
in this manner> Does not the precious grace in baptism intend to
assure the baptized of cternal salvation? Can this genuine blessing
of baptism be preserved and strengthened without the Gospel, withou}
faith, without holy communion, without the fellowship of the saints?
Can the gift of baptism be given to thosc, who in their freedom say
“no thanks!” precisely to the Gospel, to faith, to holy communion, to
the fellowship of the saints, insofar as it can be known by men?

The two marks of the church which we have discussed so far,
Gospel and baptism, unite in the mark of the office. For although, as
Luther emphasized in “Von den Konziliis und Kirchen”, neither the
Gospel nor baptism is the property of the office bearer since they
have been given to all the people, the office is nevertheless responsible
for the proclamation of the Gospel and for the administration of the
sacraments. \Without the office the Gospel and the sacraments cannot
become cvident as divine institutions, as the gifts which have been
offercd by Christ Himself through His messengers.

We are here then concerned with the apostolic character of
the ceclesiastical office. The ordination of women to the apostolic
office, considered by itself, may appear as something wholly insig-
nificant. “Why can a woman not proclaim the pure Gospel and
administer the sacraments according to Christ’s institution? Excgeti-
cally the question seems not wholly clear. Ts there any point in raising
protests against it? And can one truly find theologically sound bases
tor such a protest>” This matter offers questions enough which have
to be considered.  But once thing seems clear to me. The justification
ol the departure from the common church tradition is here usually
bound up with a disregard of the apostolic character of the office and
the Gospel and with a corresponding avoidance of public opinion and
the wish of the political majority. At least this was the case in my
church. Therefore this innovation places us before the question as
to whether we as the church are still prepared to assert the apostolic
character of the office today. For by vielding to the pressure of public
opinion and the political majority in a point, be it as insignificant as
possible, we reveal a new attitude regarding the authority and the

responsibility of the office. The adherence to the traditions which
Luther formulates in “Von den Konziliis und Kirchen” in this man-

o agl
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ner: “But it is true, that in this matter the Holy Ghost has excluded
women, children, and incompetent people and has chosen only com-
petent male persons for this (except in case of need)”, can perhaps
be the required testimony for the apostolic character of the office in
this situation.

Thus the observations which we have made as we have tried
to concretize and actualize the evangelical doctrine of the marks of
the church in ethics and church law all point in the same direction.
They are all directed to the local worshipping congregation in which
the apostolic office and the baptized, believing people arc united in
the proclamation and in the response of the distribution and in the
receiving of the sacrament. Only in the new experience of the
spiritual unity of office and congregation in every individual worship-
ping congregation should the source of a rencwal of the church be
sought, by which we might be permitted to learn in an unexpected
manner how to be a church today, as an undeserved gift of God.

And here emerges the mark which we have not so far mentionced,
holy communion. The unity between clergy and laity—and the orig-
inal meaning must be given to the word “laity”: royal and priestly
member of the people of God!—-is indeed manifested in holy com-
munion as nowhere elsc. Martin Luther fought a hard battle in the
arca of doctrine for the proper understanding of the gift of the
sacrament. But in worship practice his followers succeeded only in
a very incomplete manner to safeguard the proper position for holy
communion. Luther himself alwavs emphasized that the preaching
of the Gospel and the celebration of holy communion are inseparably
related to cach other. But the Lutheran churches first became
preaching churches and celebration of holy communion declined. So
was the case also to an even higher degree in the Reformed churches.
As a consequence of this in clergy centered churches, the Iaity of the
church were more or less condemned to silence and passivity. But
the Holy Supper finds its proper place anew —precisely as communion
table, not as “privatc mass”!— there pastors and laity will also nced
to tind their relation to each other in a new manner.

In order to sum up briefly what I have said, “to be a church”
means to be a vitally worshipping congregation. There, in the
service where the Gospel is purely proclaimed and the people gather
every Sundav about the table of the Lord, there the people of God
come into view. There the church becomes visible to the world.
There it also takes the strength to live as the church in the world
and for the world.

In the course of time this obviously cannot happen without all
kinds of conflict. There are unavoidable powers in the world which
resist the Gospel. These can even hide behind public opinion and
behind political majorities. But preciscly when the church receives
the power to resist such world powers, it lives for the world, it serves
the world. Conversely, it betravs the world if it vields to such powers




108 THE SPRINGFIELDER

without resistance. This is the temptation of the evangelical church
in the modern world in which it has entirely lost every external
power and all official influence. The church today then has fallen
into the fortunate and promising situation of being thrown back
solely upon the promises of its Lord. This is the confident, brave,
joyful “solely” in which the church today, as always, can and wants

to be church. Indeed, then it always and actually continues to be
the church through the grace of its Lord.




