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"What is the Sacrament of the Altar?" 

'rhc following, with some small alterations, is repri~zted wi th  
pern~issioi~ of the  azithor ni~cl the editor (Dr.  H .  1'. Harrzniciz) frolrz 
LUTHERAN THEOI,OGICAI, J A ~ i g ~ i ~ t  1 9 6 7 ,  Adelaide, 
Azrstralin. 

1, 

T he Luthern Church of Australia accepts unanimously and whole- 
heartedly the doctrine of the Lutheran Confessions on the Lord's 

Supper.' I t  coilfesses unambiguously, in the sense in which Luther 
understood the words, concerning the Sacraillent of the Altar: "It 
is the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ under the bread 
and wine, given to us Christians to eat and to drink, instituted by 
Christ Himself ." It is not conservatisin and theological tradition- 
alism which causes us to take this stand. W e  are fully aware of the 
problems, exegetical and historical, dogmatical and ecclesiastical, im- 
plied in such a confession in our time. \Vc have learned to regard 
this consensus not only as a great inheritance of our history, but as a 
gift of divinc grace. We are a sillall church, a minority within a 
small nation at  the fringe of the vast world of the non-Christian 
nations of Asia. LVe havc grown together out of many traditions. 
Our  early fathers caine froin Prussia to find a country where they 
were able to live, without the interference by the state, according to 
the dictates of their c o n s c i c n c e, and to build up the 1,uthcran 
Church. They Lvere later joined by immigrants who for different 
reasons were seeking a new home but who had a Lutheran back- 
ground in Germany or Scandinavia. When our church had become 
English speaking, Christians who came froill other denominations 
joined us. Our first pastors came from Prussia. They wcre joined by 
inen \vho had been trained at great illission centres such as Her- 
mannsburg, Bascl and Neuendettelsau. Others came froin America, 
part11, after of missionarv scrvice in India. The great conserva- 
tive synods of the American Middle \Vest also exercised 3 strong in- 
fluence, such as Missouri, Iowa and Ohio. This variety of back- 
clroun<ls ant1 theological traclitions explains why deep theological dif- C: 
tcrcnces havc often divided us. These differences, however, have not 
destroyed our loyalty to the Lutheran doctrine of the sacrament. 
Luther's simple and (as we believe) Biblical doctrine on the Sacra- 
ment of the Altar in thc words of the Small Catechism, as our chil- 
dren learned them and as they even belonged to the act of confession 
with which many of our synods wcre opened, has proved to be one of 
the great unifying factors in our history, as also men who came from 
other ecclesiastical traclitions, among then1 Refor~llecl pastors, have 
accepted it. T h e  comnlon understanding of the sacrament and its 
meaning for the church has also been a strong bond of spiritual unity 
with our brethren in the faith abroad. In our long striving for true 
unity we have learnt to understand what the Seventh Article of the 



Augsburg Co~lfcssion teaches about what  is sufficient and necessary 
for the truc unity of thc church, naillcly that  "thc Gospcl hc preached 
with great unanimity ill its purity and that the si~criloicnts be ;idniill- 
istercd in accordance with tlic divine word."' If anywhere in  t h e  
world this great doctrine has been tried ant, thcn it  was in ilustralin- 
I t  has proved to be the only means of establishing true unity among 
Christians and of preserving the Gospel and the sacramcllts of Christ. 

2 .  
Now we arc making the perturbing experience that  we arc m o r e  

ant1 more isolated from the rest of the Lutheran world llot on ac- 
count of what me are doing or not doing, but  hy the fact that t h e  
Sacrament of the Altar, as lt has been celebrated in  our churcllcs? 
is vanishing in inany arts of the Lutheran world and with it  t h e  
unity of thc Church w R ich it has helped to yrescrve. 'The Lu the ran  
sacrament is being replaced by semi-Catholic masses or by ecumeni-  
cal mystery rites, \vhich neithcr Ronic nor thc Christian Bast ~ v o u l d  
rccognim, on 111c one hand, and I)!, l~cformcd communion rites, on 
the other. \\'hilt the Roman nlass is today of an almost p~l r i tanica l  
sin1p]icity, the liturgical tinsel of ages past fincls a in Lutl lcran 
churclics. But thc clouds of incense which p r ~ \ ~ c n t  us from see ing  
exactly \vh;~t is going 011 ilt t h ~  altar cannot hide the fact that  the 
nat~l rc  of the sncra~nent has changed. If we ask these what 
tlic Sacrament of tlw Altar is, \ \c  no longer get the  simple answ7er 
of I ,uthcr's Catccliisln, hut 3 long discourse on the rcprcscntation 
of thr. ~~icri l icc oT Christ and 011 oLlr particil~ition in this sacrifice a s  
tllc II-LIC ~ ~ ; ~ t u l - c  of this sacl-anlcnt. If  we aslc the cjucstion \vhethcr the 
I)rc.atl is thc hocl\, ant1 t l ~ c  \\ inc is tllc blood, \ye rccei\lc various a n -  
\\\*el-\. Solllc. \vo;~lcl sa) Yes, otllcrs \\.oultl sa!- "Yes, 1711t'' \vhich is  the 
faslliol~ahlc su1,stitute for So. i11trotlucc.d 1):. I<arl Barth. In any c a s e  
tllc\ \ \  oi11cI fi~icl tlw ;IIISWCT 01' the Catcchis111 too simple, insufficicnt 
ancl i l l  nccd of n rc.-intcrpret:~tio~~ in the light of modcrn though t .  
1:or \vc '11-c tolcl c.\c11 todn\ 111. an  o\.cr-cnligl~tcnctl Dutch Ca tho l i c  
I'rofcsselr of llog1lli1t1c~: "I;\ cr\ human statement, including t h a t  of 

~ \ ( I Z I ~ ~ : I  i <  t i l i i c >  co11c11 tio~~ccl. I t  i \  lirll itccl 1)) the l~ossil~ilitics of I a n -  
~ L I I I ~ ~ '  '11lt l  41\lc. I ) \  1 1 1 ~ 5  \~~l~lc l ic- \  tl1,il c'ln or cannot 1)c adccluatel\~ .. 1 c\l)~'cs\ccl . . . 111.1t I\(. l ~ n ~ c  to use human language in theology 
i\ ,I trui\lii I hat I l t~~nall  Ia1igt1,1gc sl~oulcl bc unable to express ob- 
jcc'th-c 1rt1th \ ~ o ~ l l ( l  ~neiiti thC encl not o11l;. of thecllogy, but  of all 
wicncc 

3. 
1,1h(, c ' \cbr \  grcilt ch'lllgc i l l  tllc. Ilistor\ of-' the Church, so also 

thl\ o n c  I r c . g . ~ ~ ~  \lo\\l) :~rl t l  ,lhllost i ~ l l ~ ~ c r c ~ t i l > l ~ .  But  nojv the resulb 
arc. ~ ( ) l 1 \ l N c t l O t 1 \  in  thc' cntire T-~ltheran worli]. \-\7hcn Church 
Of q\\.c(lc~l In 1'122 ;l~ccptc(I 1ntcrcomlnunion \vitll the Church 
I-~lgland 11 l ~ l d  IWCII prol)oseti by [,nmlletll Confcrcnce of 
1920. Soclt.rl)lo~li I\'I(I 10 tlcfend tliic agaillst what  ca]lcrl n a r  
0 I I t i o r l ~ i i "  the confrssion;ll protest 
1 1  1 f 1 \ 1 \\'llcn u)lnc lilne ago S\\ edell cstab 
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lished ill the most solell111 way Interconli~~union with the Church of 
Scotland, e1~e11 Bishop Giertz, thc leader of the Kyrkliq S a ~ n l i n q  had 
no objection. None of the Lutheran churchcs of Scandinavia seeins 
to have been ablc and ~~r~il l ing to maintain the basic requirements of 
the Augsburg Confession for altar and church fellowship. Consen- 
sus concerning the Gospel and the Sacraments is no longer required 
as a condition of church fe l lo~~~shiy.  The  American Lutherans of 
Scandinavian background obviously had no objection to raise against 
the flagrant violation of the Augsburg Confession in their home 
churches. So thc first pillar of the Lutheran Church of the world 
collapsed. T h e  other churches of Europe followed. The customary 
intcrcommunion bctivcen the Reformed (Hervormde) and the Lu- 
theran Church in the Nctl~erlands was justified in 1 9 5 3 by an agree- 
illent which leaves the clifferencc between the sacramental doctrines 
~~nrcsolvcd. The  Lutherans "ask1' the Kcformed whcther they can 
maintain what is taught in cluestion 47 of the Heidclberg Catechism 
about Christ's human nature being in heaven and not on earth. The  
Ilefornled "ask" the T,utherans whethcr "a11 onlnipresence (ubiquity) 
of thc l ~ ~ u n a n  nature of Christ does not actually mean an abolition 
of the incarnation." Obviously the Lutherans were not quite clear 
about their own doctrine, other~vise they would have answcred that 
the "ubicluity" is not a dogma of the Lutheran Church and that thcir 
doctrine that the body of Christ has nlorc ways of being in one place 
than the local presence, docs not deny the reality of thc incarnation. 
But the level of this cliscussion obviously did not pcrmit an intelligent 
investigation of the problen~s. The aim was not to solvc the problem, 
but to have a document which could be uscd to justify what had been 
practised through ignorancc for so long a tirnc. 

R4uch more serious was the attempt made in Gerillany ih the 
so-called Arnoldshain Theses." When in 1948  the new "Evangelical 
Church in Gcrmany" was established which comprises all territorial 
churches of Gcri1l;lny-l,utheran, Ilcformcd and United- -the de- 
cisive hour of the C ~ ~ L I ~ C ~ I C S  of t h ~ '  13cfonnation in the liorld had 
struck. 'l'hcse arc thc I,uthcran antl thc Ileformcd Presbyterian 
churches, for iii~glicanisjl~ ccascd to be a Church of the Reformation 
when it ~ l e  jacto abolished the Articles of licligion, and the majority 
of the l'rotcstr~nt churches of Amc.rica arc only indirectly related to 
tllc licfori~~ation or arc thc descendants of the Radical Reformation 
in Iluropc ~vhich could not dcvclop in thc Old World. I t  was 
German-sl~ealtiilg E:uropc, nrhere Lutheranism and Calvinism had 
first met in that tragic encounter-, which has pro\lcd so fateful for 
thc hjstory of the Church. It is undc.rstandable that time and again 
attempts have been made to overcome the great s~hisi11 of thc Rcfor- 
mation. But the theological incans of thc 16th antl 17th centuries 
wcrc insufficient for a settlement of the great controversy. And the 
18th and 19th centuries could find nothing but political solutions, 
basccl on the ignorancc of thc churchmen and the indifference of the 



masses in these territorial cl~urchcs.  Not l~ ing  is ~ ~ l o r e  si~11ific;lnt of 
thc  tragic situation than the fact t11ilt th r  ~iilions which llegall ill 

18 17 in Nassau, 18 17-36 in Prussi;~, 1 8  18 in thc Pillatinate, 182 1 
i n  Baden aild \\'alcleck and s i m ~ ~ l t i i n c o l ~ s l ~  or s m n  after in other ter- 
ritories, harl a lnerelv territorial character. Each of the lle\vl?' cir- 
cllnlscribed states of ' ~ c r m a n ~  \j,:lntccl to 11;ruc its 0n.n cll~ircll, i ts  
confess io~ l~ l  character being mcrcl\l IlesecI on the local coi~ditions ;lllc1 

not on n real tllcologicnl consensus: I lcnce in the il~icldlc of tile 1 9 t h  
ccnturv Gcrlnanv had about scvcn tliffcrcnt union ch~irchcs  wi th  
r~iffcrc;lt thm1ogic;rl b;lscs, the l;lrgst being the Liniol1 ~ h ~ l r c h  of 
I r ~ s s i i  \ \hich t11coretic;lllv c l i ( l  not ;~bolisli the al~thori tv the old 
collfcssions i l l  the inclividI;;ll congregations, but cle fact0 so011 becallle 
the grcat unifying factor in G c r ~ n e ~ l ~ ,  cspcciillly sincc the inajority of 
the i~~livcrsitics and their thn)lodc;ll faculties \\,as in  tllc 11;inds of the 
l'r~~ssi;in State. 'l'hc l2utIlcr;ll~ Churcllcs joillcd forces ill 1 8 6 8 by 
forming the "General [I\~:li~~clic:~I i.lltllcr;ll~ Coilfcrcncc" i n  close ~ 1 1 -  

ncction ivit11 S\\1crlcn ant1 the. C;cncral Council in the U.S.11. In 1 9 3 3  
Hitlcr forced all territorial Churches into the "German ~ 1 7 a n ~ e l i c a l  
ChurchVwhich in 1948  transfor~ned itself into thc present EIGD af te r  
the last attempts of Lutherans in Germany to maintain their i d e l l t i 9  
in a federation between n Lutheran, a Reformed and ;I U n i t e d  
C h ~ ~ r c h  hat1 been defeated. 'The new body with an  ambiguous con-- 
stitutjon, which could and can be interpreted ns a feclcratio~l or as a 
llnificd churcll, (lecidc(1 that ;l colloqu!. on the Lord's Suppcr s h o u l d  
hc Ilcl(1 with the aim of bringing ahout a colnmon statement on the 
sacrulncnt whjch would justih full intcrcominunion bct~vecn all 

arts of tllc I:KiI). Thus  thc ~;iloldsllaill  Theses wcre written ina in -  c1 h! thcolo~i i~ns  of the Union 1:aculties of Heidelberg and  B o n n .  
Among thcm were outstanding rcprcsentativcs of Lutl~eranism w i t h i n  
the. L[nion, namely, I'cter Brunner and Edmund Schlinl<, the l a t t e r ,  
howel cr, heing more ant1 more inf ucnced bv the I'cun~cnical Rlovc- 
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mcnt. Lhcologians from I,uthcr;~n churches; like \j7. Elcrt, rlcclined 
thc invitation I ) c c i i ~ s ~  t l l q  kllcl\. notlring clsc bu t  a formula of co in -  
~ " ~ l l l i ~  c0~1ltl bc thc result. Tllc autlior of this article refused to 
take lx~r t  I)C 'C ' ; I I IS~~  he co~lltl not rccogni/c the right of the EI<iT) to 
~Irrangc' a n  oRiciiil colloqu\ o n  the sacraincnt. E. Sommerlath ac- 
crpterl the invitatioil, t~ t coul(1 not accept tllr result. I Io\veucr, f o r  
thcb majorit\ of thc Ccrinan churches, their leaders, and their t h c o -  
logionr. thr tllrscs an. tlie wflicient basis for establishing full i n t e r -  
co~nrllunion hc t~~cc 'n  all ],art\ of' the l;:l(iI), \v]licll then ~ ~ ~ ~ l d  bcconle 
the Sr(';lt llnioll churclr 01' Gcrln;rn!. \\'llilr tllcsc lines ore b e i n g  
written, the bishop and sbnod of II;l\.ari;l, tllc last of ~ ~ t l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
tcrrltoriill cllurrhcs in Gcrhan\  a-hirh tlllls /;Ir ~ l f i ~ i ; ~ ] l ~  
(0 (lcc1*11-(' I I ) I C ' I . C ~ I I I I I I L I I ~ ~ ~ I ~  \ \  i t 1 1  1 1 0 1 ~ - 1 , ~ 1 t 1 1 ~ 1 ~ ; ~ 1 1 ~ ,  (Ic'C.idc(l tllilt Ilcnce- 
fort11 :111 ~ l l ~ l l l t ~ ! r ~  Of  all\. ~11urcli \\itllin tIrc EKiD \ \ i l l  jn\.ited 
to 1 IOI \  C:olllmllnion in b:l\ .lrja, ('I.hey (leclnrcd thZlt lloctrillc 
onlcr of tllc s:lrr:lnlcn t rlioi~lrl rcmain 1 ,lltllcr;ln. l)Llt ]lr)rr can you 
retail1 the J.lltIlcr;ln dwt r i~ lc  of tllc <arrilnlcn+ tllc , i f  ,,ou 
tlvl1.111' 111:11 I \ I I I l)r]ic\ c t l r r \  r ~ c c i \  t l l r  t r l l r  l,;c,y 
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and blood of Christ, and regards this as llonscnse, are in\  itcd to join 
in  the sacrament?) \Vith this decision the bordcl-lille l,ct,\ cc,, I ,,I- 
tIlcr;ln ;lnd i<eformecl Churches ~j'ithill the EIciD h ns ~,~w,]js~lcd 
and "The Evangelical Church in Gcrlllall~" has becolllc tile Ssrat 
ullion church in wllicll the old churchcs of t h e  R ~ E ~ ~ , ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  I ~ ~ ~ , , ~  
becolne one church in the theological scllse of the ,io,.d c ~ ~ ~ ~ , . ~ J ~  
according to Conf. Aug. VII. 

5 .  
What do the theses of Arnoldshsin teach?  ~ h ,  ll l~,i l l  tllrsis 

which is ineant to settle the old controversy is Tlzcsis 4 mllicll reds: 

T h e  words which our Lord Jesus C h r i s t  ,\illen Ile 
offers the bread and the cup tell us w h a t  he hinlsclf gl\cs to 
all who collie to this supper: He, the c ruc i f ied  and risc.[l J arc]. 
permits Hiinself to be taken in His body a n d  bloo~l gi\cn 
shed for all, through His word of' promise, with the l~lcnd ; ~ n d  
winc, and grants us participation, by v i r tue  of  thc IIolr Sl>il.lt, 
in the victory of His lordship, SO that  w e ,  belic\linp ill ~ { i s  
promise, may receive forgiveness of sills, l i fe  and  salr.ation.' 

This thesis  nus st be read together with t h e  rejection of cct.tail> 
erroneous views in Thesis 5 :  

Therefore, what happens in the Lord's Supper is ]lot ade- 
quately described, 
(a) when i t  is taught that, by incans of t h c  words o f  i ~ ~ s t ~ t u -  

tion, bread and wine are changed in to  a sul>c~.li:~ttl~.al sub- 
stance, thus ceasing to be breacl a n d  xvinc; 

(b) whcn it is taught that a repetition of t h e  act o f  \ a [ \  ation 
takes place in the Lord's Supper; 

(c) when it is taught that in the Lord's Suppcr eithcr :\ n ; l t ~ ~ i  '11 
or a supernatural 'matter' is distributed; 

(d) whcn i t  is taught that there are two parallel 1x1 t wpas,~ tc 
processes, one an eating on the pa r t  of t h c  l ~ o d ~  a n d  the 
other an eating on the part of the soul;  

(e) when it is taught !hat the eating on  t h e  part of  tllc botl~ 
as such saws us, or that participation in thc I)od~ 
blood of Christ is a purely nlental process.  

These theses contain a clear rejectioll of t h c  Roman ;md thr 
Zwinglian doctrines. But what about the doc t r ine  of the Lutl~cran 
and of the l<cforined Churches? The Reformctl h a ~ r e  givcri LIP the 
idea of two parallel, but separate processes of eating-:I bo(liI\ a n ~ l  
a spiritual one. They admit that \ h a t  is given i n  t h c  Lord's S u ] ) l ~ r  
is given with the bread and \vine. The  Lutherans have gii'en 1 1 ~  

doctrine that the consecrated bre2d is the body of Chr i s t  ilncl the cml- 
secrated wine is thc blood of Cllrist. Tile words ''through his ~ ~ o r c ~  of' 
promise" cannot hide the fact tllat the Lutheran  cloctrlnc Of consc- 
cration has been abandoned. For if by "rvord of p")n1i~e" the 
words of the institution are meant, for JJuthcr and  tllc l-,lltheran 



Church the words of institution are illore than that.  They are "the 
Word and institution of our almighty God and Saviour, Jes~ls  Christ,  
which always remain efficacious in Christendom" (FC,  Sol. Decl- 
V I I ,  89), "in \rirt~ic" of which (I.othcr in his lest offer at Rlarljurg 
-see below) the body and blood of Christ are prcscllt in the Sacra- 
ment. The  strict denial of the gift of thc sacraillent being either a 
natural or supernatural "matter" shows 110rv reinotc the new tlleor3' 
is from all previous doctrines of the sacrament, Catholic, I ~ l t h e r a n  
and Reformed. Even Calvin is nearer to Rome and  Luther than t o  
this new theory. If the body of Christ is not the body rvhich \\'as 
born by the Virgin Marv, \vl;ic11 hung on the Cross, was raised fro111 
the dead and sits at the ;ight hand of the Father, what,  then is m e a n t  
by "body" and "blood"? In what sense are these words being L I S ~ ~ ?  
FVould it not be mucll more honest to replace them by other words?  
What  is meant by the statement Christ "pern~its himself to be t aken  
in his body and blood . . . . .vvith the bread and ~vinc"  (German  : 
" . . . . liisst sich irr seinerrl fiir trns ill dell Tod gegehelle~~ Leib 
nnd seincnl fiir alle ~~ergossencr~ B b t  durclr sein verheisse~ldes Wort 
mit Srot ztnd Weir2 ~ l o n  Z L I Z S  llekmelz . . . .")? \Vhat we receive is 
"llc," tllc Iwrson, "in Ilis bod) and I,lood." 'l'liis is ob\/iously a colll- 
~"omise between the view that the gift in the Lord's S u l ~ l ~ e r  is tile 
hod\. and blood of Christ and the 1ricnr that the gift is H e  Himsclf ,  
I l i ~  person. The  r2rnoldsl1~in Theses helong together ~\rjtll man)' 
modern statrmcnts o n  the Lord's Suppcr rrhich tru to substitute t h e  
lnescncc of tbc perxln for the prescncc of hodg and blood. Arno ld-  
s h i n  agrees suhstai~tinl l~ with the statement in the rcport of an  
l~merican IYaith ant1 Ordcr Confcl-cnce of 19 5 7 011 "The Tab le  of 
the 1,ortl" where ~ y c  read: 

( 2 )  Jesus Christ on the night in which he was hctra),ed chose 
I>rcatl and wine ;is thc clcmcnts of thc first Eucharist  at 
the 1,ast Suppel-. 1:cjccting 3111~ one-sidecl preoccupation 
\\:it11 t l 1 ~  e1~11ic11ts i n  isolatioii, I\C' agree that in the c n t i r e  
euc1i,irist i~ction tllc I\ llolc Christ is personally present as 
t~ath subivct ant1 ob jc~ t ,  i.e. as the 011e 1~110 is at thc  same 
tinlc the G i ~ c r  ,mtl tllc Gift. 

( 3 ) I n  \ i c \ ~  of our I~clicf in C;hrist7s acti1.e presence in  the 
\\hole cucllaristic action, ~1.c iigrec that this action is o u r  
~):lrticipation in h i \  rise11 life ancl thc fulfillmcnt of his 
proinisc. to his cllurch. 

i d  Chriqt's prcscncc ;it I1i5 table follo\\s fronl his promise and 
o i l .  i t  1 4  o1i1\ 111 r c ~ e i i t a n c ~  allel faith that  t h e  
bel~cvcr . . . rrcc~\.cs' the fruits of redemption, i n c l u d i n g  
thc f ~ r g ~ \  c11c\\ of \itis, justification, sanctification, netv- 
ncs5 of' life and c o ~ n i ~ u n i o ~ l  \\it11 his hrctlircn . . . ' T h e  
llol\ C 1 o ~ n n ~ ~ i n ~ o n  ir  a nlcalir of placing us in the p r e s e n c e  

C'liri\t in .i tot.11 \ r a y .  I n  his Prcsence rrc arc judged as 
\\ell ns t'orql\cn / 1 Cor. 1 1 : 17-34). '  
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such a statcmcnt, this might be ui~dcrstanclablc Lecause most of them 
h n \ ~  never tau511t the 1:eal P~.csencc of the body and blood of Christ, 
thougli it is neltlicr untlcrstandable nor pardonable that the  Angli- 
cans ant1 the 1,~1thcrans (ilmcrican 1,uthernn Church, Augustana 
I,uthcran Cliurcli, United I ~ t h c r a n  Church) failed to follow the 
cxamlde of the Quakers u.ho did not taltc part in tlie negotiations 
of this Section, I ~ u t  confcsscd later in a statement adtlcd to the rc- 
port, their "l~elicf in the non-necessity of the out\varcl elements of 
bread and \vine to inccliatc thc living presence of Christ to thc be- 
liever in the act of communion with him."" 

But how is it  to be esldaincd that the German thcologians with 
their thorough historical training do not unc1erst:incl thc connection 
bctwccn the presence of body and blood of Christ ant1 the prcscncc 
of the \vholc tlivinc-11uman person? Do they not know the Roman 
doctrine of the conco~nitancc? I)o they not Itnoby any longer the 
eucharistic hymns and pra!,crs,-the greatest of which are common 
to Catholics and l utl~crans-in ~11icli the prcscncc of body ant1 
blood is always urlderstood as includilig, the presence of the person? 
Does not at least l\lo7art1s (since most of them are Rarthians, Rlo~ar t  
must belong to their saints) Ave verzlnz ring in thcir cars: Ave vcrrirrz 
c o r ~ ~ z ~ w ~ a t ~ l ~ ~ z / e x  A4nria Virgi~~c/Vere passllm, ivrzr~zolatunz irz crzlce 
pro Izo~~zi~ze/ . . . . 0 J C S ~ L  ~iztlcis/O , / C S ~ L  pie/Fili Patris et A4ariae. 
O r  do we no longer remember tlic German version of rlquinas' Lazlda 
Sio~z Salvntore1~z 11.1iich is to be founcl in ciTcr)r Gcrinan hymnbook: 
Sch~~ziicke ~Zich, o liche Seele? The  consequence of the Arnoldshain 
Thcscs, with their clear rcjcction of tlie oltl Keforn~ed as well as of 
the Lutheran doctrine, \vould bc that ~ v c  should have to givc up our 
Catechism. \Vilhelm Nicscl (Lelzrgespriich, ed. Nicmeier, 13. 293)  
discusses the question ~~r l i c t l~e r  tlie acceptance of thc 'Theses ~v i th  
thcir rejection of the tloctriiie of cluestion 47  of the Heitlclberg Cat- 
ecliisln does iiot necessitate an  alteration of this Catechism. Thc  
same has to be said concerning 1,uther's Catechism. Its clear confcs- 
sion of the 12eal l'rescncc of the true body and blood of Christ, its 
afbrmation of the oltl "Substantialisin" in favor of a mcrc "l'crson- 
alisin", the reaffirniation of the Lutheran Est in tlie ~vords "It is the 
true body and blood of Christ" cannot bc reconciled ~vit l i  Arnold- 
shain. Honesty woultl dcinand that wc give up  J,uther's Catechism, 
but  thcologians ha\lc long ago lcarned to coilfcss with the mouth what 
they do not believe with their hcart. For what is the dccyest reason 
for this new attempt to find a new doctrinc of the sacraii~cnt? It is 
not respect for thc \Vord of God. For evervbody kno~vs that thc lit- 
eral understancliiig of "this is my body" is the simplcst way of doing 
justice to the text. It  is not l>ossihle to deny that according to 1 Cor. 
1 0 :  15f. the eating and drinking of bread and winc constitutes the 
participation of the body and blood of the Lord. It  cannot be denied 
that 1 Cor. 1 1  :27ff. has thc same realistic meaning. One  could 
argue: This is Paul's view, but what did Jesus mean? Can we really 
assume that Paul ivho is so careful in rendering the genuine yaradosis 
( 1 1 : 2 3 ,  cf. 1 5 : 1 ff .) should have smuggled in  a different, "Hellen- 



istic" interpretation of the words of Jesus? \Vould none of his ad- 
versaries have noticed this, even if could assume that Paul was 
capable of what amounts to a forgcrv? But Jesus as a Jew could no t  
have meant that, we are told.  hi not? In this most solemn mo- 
ment he  did not speak as a Jew only, but 3s the God-Man. And i f  
he  really meant something different, \\.hat did he mean? Up to this 
very day no oilc has been able to give another explanation which 
would be acceptable to all New Testament scholars, to speak only of 
them. Even the Inen of Arnoldshain have not found a comlllon exe 
planation. For their theses arc differently understood even by their  
authors. As to the respect for the \\lord of God: Havc we not in 
Holy Scripture a \Vord of God which is not onlv thc word of Jesus o r  
the word of Paul or thc word of ;lnothcr apostle; but the \Vord which 
may find its expression in different terminologies ( 1 Car. 3 : 5ff; 
4 :  lff.), but is essentially one in tllc ~vhole Nc\v Testii~nent? B u t  
thc scl~olars of Arnoldsl~ain have obviously lost this \Vord. Let u s  
bc quite frank: I~ehind this chaos of opinions there is not historical 
"scholarship," but unbelief. 111 the discussion of the tllescs it hap -  
pened that sonle naive readers understood the \\lords of Thesis 1 ,  
"The Lord's Sul,pcr \vhich \vc cclcl>ratc is 1)ascd on its having been  
institl~tetl urld coin~nandcd by Jesus Cllrist,'' as referring to the in- 
stitution at the l ~ s t  Supper. 'Theu  had to learn that thc authors of 
thc thesis \\.lire 1)) 110 n lw~ls  agreed on this. Somc find the roots of 
the sncrnmcllt in prc\?ious nlcals, others regard it 3s instituted by the 
Riscn TJord in the carliest church. \\T1l~t kind of historical scholar- 
ship is this? ln all cllurcl~cs OF Christcndon~, in cvcr) mass, in e v e r y  
: t i  o l o  C'onlmunion since the ~Zpostolic ~ \ g e  the w o r d s  
occur q l r i  prir l ic~ q;irrnl ptl terctl ir ,  "in the night in \\hich he was be- 
trayed." Rl~lst C:hristc~ldom rlo\\. stop s:rving this I~ccausc somc Ger- 
mail "schol;~rs" thi111~ that this s;lcr;in~cni is ; ~ n  in\~cntion of the  f i r s t  
c l l l~rc l~?  Uut the churches \\ill prol~al~l\ not he convinced that  f o r  
nl~no\t 2,000 \cars i l l  tllc nlobt solemn \\orship oC the Church t h e y  
haw toltl ir stor! \vhich is not true. k'or this st:ltement is the u n a n i -  

? ?  

1llou5 statcincnt 01' the Xc\\ 'Ccstnnlcnt. I his is not historical schol -  
L~r s l~ ip  hilt ;I Ibri\ oIoi13 pIa\ ing \ \ i l l )  tllc !\'OI-~ of Gocl. 

X o  orlc \\ ho I \ I ~ ( I \ v s  C~r111ii11 cllurch life ancl German theology- 
noultl ha\,c cxpcctcd an~th ing  bcttcr. \\'e kno\v the tragedy of Ger- 

* ,  

111rtii 1'rotcst;rntism. I'hcrc arc faith t'ul pastors, tllcl-c arc also profes-  
sors \\.ho slill tilkc thc i r  chil~-chl\ ol)liAation.; seriously. There  a r e  
some bishops \vl1osc c\ c< I ln \  c ~ i o t  \.ct J~ceii b]in(lcd bt. tllc bri]]ian t 
stars in thcir I'acultlcs 'antl 11v thc. fi;c\\c!rl,s of tllc l<cu&cnical hliove- 
lncnt. :\nd thcrc .rrc. ; I (  I ,  1 S t  j , , ,  pray for 
t l l ~  Church ;~rld \\.ho sollictlnlcs C . C ~ S C  to 11c. Si]ellt ;Inti Illakc a l o u d  
]"ll)llc collfc\\ion. 11111 ]lo\\ Luther's (.atccbirln can again beeome the 
conteq4iori of' thc Ctlri4ti311 ~1co~~1c  i l l  F ~ ~ I . o ~ ) ~  l ~ ~ ) b o d ~ .  can see.. 

1 I)cc.l'I\ \:~cltlcnc(l. tlloilgl~ not sur l~r i~cd .  13) tllc tlc\.clopment of 
tllc I u t I ~ c ~ . i ~ ~ l  Cllurcl~rs of t11c Old \Yorltl ac tu r f ]  t o  !\mcrirn to e x -  
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perience our deepest tlisappointn~ent. l f  we ask the great Lutheran 
Churches of America: "\\That is the Sacrament of thc Altar"? we 
hear confusctl voices which arc tanta~llount to the answer: MJe do not 
know exactly what it is cxccpt that it is not cj~iite wllat Luther 
belicvcd and what our fatllers have confessed it to bc. \Ye can no 
longer exprcss the inystery of this sacrament in the simple words of 
the Catechism : 

"It is the true hodv ;111d blood of our Lord Jesus Christ . . ." We 
have seen light, for we havc rcvisitetl Marburg. 

Marburg lievisited is the title of a book which appeared in 
1 9 6 6 at Minneapolis (Augsburg Publishing House), jointly edited 
by Janles I. McCord, President of Princcton Theological Seminary, 
and Paul C. Empic, Executive Director of the Natlonal Luthcran 
Council. It contains the official report (lectures and sunlmary state- 
ments with some additional statements) on "conversations between 
members of the Luthcran and the 13cformed traditions" (tradition 
is the new tcrnl for what fornlcrlv was called confession) undcr the 
auspices of the "North Amcrican'~rca of the IVorld Alliance of Rc- 
formeti Churches I-lolding the Presbyterian Orcler" and the U.S.A. 
National Colnnlittec of thc Luthcran \\rorld Federation from 1962 
to 1 966. Churches outside thesc two ecumenical organizations, such 
as the Orthodox Presbyterian, the Christian Refornled Church and 
the Luthcran Church-hllissoura Synod, had been invitcd and took 
part. "It was clear from the start that the individuals named to par- 
ticipate would speak for themselves, their conclusions neither ncces- 
sarily representing nor binding the respective churches which ap- 
pointed them" (Preface). "During these four mcctings we havc ex- 
amined carefully the major issues." At some points it was "discovered 
that our respective views of each other havc hecn inhcrited cari- 
catures, initially caused by misunderstanding or poleinical 7eal." In 
other instanccs the tliffcrcnccs arc in fact coinple~nentary. Some dif- 
ficulties remain, but "we havc recogni~ed in each other's teachings 
a conlmon understanding of thc Gospcl and have concludccl that thc 
issucs which divided the t\vo major branches of the Rcfornlation can 
no longer be regardctl as constituting obstacles to mutual understand- 
ing and fellowship." 'This is then confirmed in thc final Report to the 
Sponsoring Confessional Organimtions (p. 190)  " . . . we see no  in- 
superable obstacles to pulpit and altar fellowship and, thcrcforc, we 
recommcnd to our parent bodies that they encouragc their constituent 
churches to cntcr into discussions looking forward to intercommunion 
and thc fuller recognitioil of one another's ministries." 

h4ay it bc understood from the outsct that, whatever has to be 
said about this clocumcnt, we regard the split bctwccn the two great 
churches of thc Reformation as onc of the inajor catastrophcs of 
Christendom, in its consequences comparable only to the split be- 
tween Romc and the East and between the Orthodox and the Mono- 
physitic Churchcs in the Orient. For this split has been and is still 
the great obstaclc which has prevented the message of the Rcforma- 
tion to penetrate the whole of Christendom. This split was especially 



fateful for America. One may well ask whether the absence of one 
great Church of the Rcforrnation has not made ~Zincrica the land of 
innumerable groups and sects in which the Gospel of Jes~ls  Christ 
and the sacraments of thc New Testament were boulld to be lost. 
And we must cxarninc ourselves and ask whether this split has no t  
made the Lutheran as well as the Reforincd churches in F;~lrop" and 
in America the playground of an unbiblicnl, sectarian enth~lsiasn1. 
What  would Luther and Calvin say about the claim that the discus- 
sion in A~ncrica has been a "confrontation under the g~iidallcc of the 
Holy Spirit" ;md that God is praised "for the cvidcnt working of h is  
Spirit in our midst"? Is i t  an unbiblical enthusiasm which speaks 
hcrc and not thc Reformation. For to the reforillers thc Holy Spirit  
was always nil object of faith and not of observation. There  illey be ,  
and thcre is indeed, in the world an unrcpcntant, stubborn confes- 
sionalisin. But IYC \vould not find it in a church which faithfully? 
and not only nominally, holds tllc confession of the Rcforination, bc 
it the l~cformation of n'ittenbcrg or that of Geneva, because these 
confessions know of thc authority of the \Vorcl of God which judges 
us all and rcvcals to us all the nlcrcifL1l Savior. T h c  word " ~ u t h e r a n ? '  
does not appcar in the Book of Concord exccpt in a passage of t h e  
llpology where Rlclanchthon makes thc conlplaiilt that the advcr- 
sarics call the dear holy Gospcl "1,~ltheran." T h e  Church \vhich we 
belicvc and confess is never our clenomillation, but the one c h u r c h  
of Christ which is not identical \yith any illcli\rid~lal denomination. 
Our Ileformcrs (lied as ex-com~nunicateci mclllbcrs of the Cathol ic  
Cl~urch,  they wcrc not conscious of bcing mcmbcrs of a ne1v c h u r c h ,  
although they hat1 to org;iiii/e their emergency churches. N o  o n e  
would dclly thc grave sins that haye bccil col~ll~littecl in the polemics 
bct~rccn thi- confessions. But it nla) well be ;~sked whcther t h e y  
wcrc greater than the sins \vhich are toclay committed on behalf of 
ecuinenicity: thc dcstruc.tioil of thc rloctrinnl substance of the Chr i s -  
tian faith b! our compl+on~ises, thc rn i s l ca~ l i i~~  of Christian souls by 
allo\~ing any hi~ltl of fnlsc teaching. \\'hat is \\orse, to fight aga ins t  
l~crcsic~s or to doc.l;irC that t l~crc are no licrcsics, but only d i f fe ren t  
"tra(litions"! Onc advnntagc the olcl C;encva 11~10 over thc Geneva of 
tod a) : thc 1';ltllc.r~ of thc lie forincd (:hurch kne\v the seriousness 
of the cluestion : \frhat i h  trutll? Tllc I-ut]lcran Fathers were 
to (lie for thc ctoctrillo they h:id confessed in the i\ugsburg Confes- 
sion. \I 'ho \\ o11Id dic for thc 'Tllescs of Arn~)]c~sllain? 

\\'hat \vc ha \c  to say bv \\;a? of critici/.ing the ne\v d o c u m e n t  
is not directcd against a scrious cliscussion of the issues that d i v i d e  
our churchcs, nor ag:linst the attumpt to find an agrecnlent. The 
author of this ;trticlc does not dcsyair of tlle possibility of r e a c h i n g  
unity hctwccn thc scp:irated churches of thc Reformation. 'CVhat 
\\lc arc criticizing is solely the iucthod. In four sessiolls the c o m n ~ i t -  
tee was able to sol\:c, or nearly solve, t1.w problcms of four cen tur ies .  
I11 four sessions rhcy covrrcd a l l  the iss~lcs that stood bctwcen our 



churches: Gospel, Col~fcssion and Scripture; Eucharist ancl Cliristol- 
ogy and all the problcms conncctcd with this topic; Justification and 
Sanctification; Liturgy and Ethics; Law and Gospel; Creation and 
I~eden~ption;  the problem of thC TWO I<ingdoms. 11s do~zzin~ sziper- 

(1 7 additztrn we get in the last part a pal)cr on Coilfessioilal Integrity 
and Ecumenical Dialogue" by Professor \I7. A. Quanbeck, who also 
wrote the opening chapter on "Gospcl, Confession and Scripture." 
'IVe take from this paper one example to illustrate our criticis111 of 
the method of these discussions. 'IVe read in p. 186 : 

" . . . we can see clcarly that the Nicene Crced uses the 
theological method aild vocabulary of the 4th century to assert 
the truth about Jesus Christ and to reject misunderstandings 
of his person and illission which threatened the clarity and 
power of the Gospcl. Those who drew up the Creed were corn- 
pelled to use non-Biblical language to assert the truth of the 
Biblical message. The language of the creed is not Biblical 
language, but that of fourth century philosophy." 

This staternent is crude dilettantism. The Creed of Nicea was a 
liturgical formula consisting of Biblical words (e.g. I Cor. S :  6 ;  Col. 
1, Hebr. 1, 1 : Cor. 15) .  The  Fathers of Nicea added the famous 
I~o?noousios, which is not a pl~ilosopl~ical term. It was used to ex- 
press the Biblical idea that Jesus Christ is Lord and God. Bishop 
Alexander was no pl~ilosophcr. His sole interest was to save the 
church. For if Christ is not God, the entire Christian liturgy which 
treats him as such becomes a sin against the First Comn~andment. 
The  Anathematismata which were added to the Creed in its first form 
said nothing else. And they do not contain philosophy. Professor 
Quanbeck is obviously a victiill of soille obsolete books 011 the history 
of dogma. If the Niccne Creed uscs coilcepts like ozisia, substance, it 
uscs words which were used already in the New Testament. Was the 
author of Hebrews a pl~ilosophcr? Athanasius did not go from exile 
to exile because of a love for the word homoousios; in fact, he did 
not like it and used it sparingly, and never in his early writings. 
But it summarized briefly the Biblical doctrine of the relationship 
between Father and Son. Quanbeck reveals the deepest reason for 
his criticism of the allegedly unbiblical language of the Nicene Creed 
in  the sentence: "The problems of theology have a certain consis- 
tency from age to age, and yet the shift from substantialist, static 
thinking to developmental, dynamic categories ineans that every pro- 
blem appears in a new light and from a different perspective." (p. 
1 8  7). This then is the philosophy of Prof. Quanbeck. His develop- 
mental, dynamic categories replace what he regards as the substan- 
tialist, static thinking of the past. A new philosophy produces a new 
theology. Every problem appears in a new light and from a differ- 
ent perspective. This, then, applies also to the problem of the Lord's 
Supper. The old understanding is accused of resting on a substan- 
tialist, ontological philosophy. Now we apply the philosophy of our 
time, Personalism and Existentialism, to the doctrine of the sacra- 



ment, in  Arnoldshain, in Oberlin, and now in Princeton and 3'jin- 
neapolis. The  gift of the Sacrament is not a "substance", but  the 
"person." A new philosophy has freed us from the sknndnlon which 
the words of our Lord, "This is my Body," must be to our human 
reason. 

Space does not permit us to discuss the entire content of the 
book. We must be satisfied with the question: How does this the- 
ology understand the one and only question of Marburg 1529? T h e  
title Marburg Revisited is inisleading in so far as the discussion covers 
the whole range of the issues between the Lutheran and the Re- 
formed Churches. Instead of travelling to Marburg and listening 
attentively to what was said there, these theologians have rather made 
a quick jet flight over the whole area between Wittenberg and  
Geneva, high up in the air. They have not seen very much of the  
issue of Marburg. Clouds seems to have sometimes obscured their 
sight. There are, of course, some good passages, especially in the Re- 
forniecl contributions. But the articles could not exhaust SO lllanY 
subjects. The  question which we have to ask is the question of 
Marburg: IVhat did Jesus mean when he  said, "This is my body" a n d  
\\.lien hc made the corresponding statement on his blood? 

The  answer is distrcssi~ipl~ weak. Christ is prcsent in the W o r d  
and in tlic S;lcraiiicnt. "The sacrament is a form of visible, enacted 
word. through rrliich Clirist and his saving bcncfits arc effectively 
oif't.rcd to men.'' (13. 104). "The assurance of his presence is given 
in thc self-~vitness of Christ ill the institlitin): rite: This  is 111~ body, 

r 7 this is iiiy b1000. 1 lie re;ilis;~tio~l O F  l i i ~  presence in the sacrament  
is cffcctcd by the 1101~ Spirit througli the \vord. "The s i~nif icancc of 
christology in thc Lortl's Supper is that it l>rovidcs assurance tha t  i t  
is the tot;rl Christ. thc rlivinc-human person who is present i n  t h e  
sac'ril~nciit, but it tloes riot explain ho\\ lic is present." This  is t he  an- 
swer. I ' h c  I,utlicran\ \vho have acc.c.l>ted this document arc n o  longer  
able to conSess !lit11 ;I rlr;lr cana-icilcc ronrer~iing the Sacrament of 
tlic Altar: "It is tlic. truc hotly ;lild I~lootl of Christ . . . ." ~ncl iv idua l  
pcrsoiis mil" bclicvc. that. 11ul i t  is not esst'ntial for the Sacrament.  
I t  cilnnot. *thcreforc, be tllc dogin:l of the Church. A11 that  the 
Church cijn tcach is thc l~-chcllcc of thc pcrson of Christ. "Chris- 
tologv" 111:ly gi\c 11\ tllc assur-once that tlic Christ llrcscnt is thc total 
(:hrist. 13ut "('llristolog)" is for I'rofc.ssor Quanbeck and his fol -  
lo\\cr\ tlicologjcal slwrulation. 50 \vcb arc left with the "consolations 
of philosol>h\'' :1nt1 I, ; l \c .  no lo11qc.1. tlic firm follndatiol1 of the 1Vol-d 
of thr 1 ,ortl Iliii~wlS. 1,~11hcr ntt\cr- basctl llis doctrine & philosoph- 
leal-thco10gi~;lI spccul:ltion\, nor 11;1\ ~ ] l c .  1 utllcrall Church after 
hllll. . r I l ~  0 1 1 ~  :11id O I I I \  b;l<is ot' the T_utllcr:ln tloctrillc of the Real 
I'rc\cllce O F  t l lcb  I)ocl! ilnd LIoocI of Cl1l.ist llils al\vays becll the \vords 
111 hl('h C ' l l r i5 t  1 iiril4clC once1 ,~nd  fol- all ga\c definition of this 
\:ic.rnincnt. "This is nl! l,od\; (hi< is 111c Illootl." 

j\Irit 1 1 7 0 ~  ~~cl . ib i te( l  \ \  it11 its I~nlxv- ;  an(] rc~o~lllllendations is now 
t)cfor-t' the 1 1 1 t l l ~ 1 ' i l f l  CIIIII .CIICS ot'.\llicric;1. c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~  has so far corn-  
~ l l i l t ( ~ \  f , 1 1  0 0 i t  . 11 II~]! P L I ~  into hands 
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of all students of theology in the Lutheran and Reformed churches. 
I t  will be discussed on a11 levels of the churches. I t  will have far- 
reaching effects. As these discussions will coincide with the discus- 
sions which arc now going on on a world-wide scale bet\vcen Lu- 
therans and Reformed, discussions in which the Lutheran churches 
in Europe have already surrendered thc Lutheran doctrine of the 
Confcssions, our brethren in America are facing a trcmcndous re- 
sponsibility. I t  seems that the Lutheran World Federation and thc 
Reformed World Alliance are-as far as their ecclesiastical and theo- 
logical leadership is conccrned-determined to carry out the great 
union in the spirit of modern ccumenism. So the hour of confcs- 
sion has come for thc Lutherans in America. T h e  hour of confession, 
and not of mere discussion. No one wants to discourage a serious and 
thorough-going dialogue between the L u t h e r a n and Reformed 
churches. 011 the contrary, we regard that as necessary. But this 
document cannot be the basis for such a dialogue. It can scrve as 
an instrument to stir up churches and theologians, to help them to 
realize the great task that lies before them. But it cannot do more. 
I t  takes up too many problems, each of which needs a much more 
elaborate treatment than it could receive here. JVhat we need for a 
real dialogue is, first of all, a clear statement on the issues to be dis- 
cussed, a frank reali~ation of the existing agrecillcnts and disagree- 
ments. What we need, further, is thorough research. I t  is not 
cnough that two men each write a paper and that these papers are 
then disc~~ssccl and a few theses set up. The  problems of sacramental 
theology must be inore thoroughly studied in Biblical, historical, and 
dogmatic research. The philosophical aspect, too, must be investi- 
gated much more thoroughly. What is thc use of basing our discus- 
sions and their result on modern Existentialism, if, as every philoso- 
pher knows, Existentialist philosophy is alrcady on the way out? 
There arc signs which iildicate that the future will belong. to a new 
metaphysics, and this would include a new Ontology. Christian the- 
ology can make use of many different philosophical systems, using 
what truth is contained ill each of them. But it should never be 
married to one system, which happens to be in fashion at the time. 

Hencc it is our considered opinion that, though Marhurg Re- 
visited should be read for a start, there should not be a formal dis- 
cussion of its findings. They have, by the way, no authority what- 
ever. The participants were prescnt as private theologians and not as 
representatives of their churches. No one knows who is responsible 
for the rcsults. There is a list of participants and consultants. But 
we do not know who was prescnt when a certain "summary state- 
ment" was accepted nor whether it was accepted unanimously. In  
the list of the participants we find names of men froill very conser- 
vative churches with dcep dogmatic convictions. Did these nlen ac- 
cept the results? If so, in what sense? I cannot imagine that any 
New Testament scholar is satisfied with the way in which the exe- 
getical problem, which was after all the problem of Marburg, was 
brushed aside. Whoever may be responsible, documents of this na- 



ture have no  validity in the Church ~lnlcss they are signed. This is a 
rule of the Church of all ages. T h e  the canons of Nicea 
had to be signed by all members of Council. Elw-yone kllows 
what the signatures under the confessions of thc Reformation have 
meant. Only in inodcrn ecunleilical coilfcrences ;Ire rc~olutiolls 
adopted for which nobody is responsible. 

IVhat in our opinion thc Lutheran Churches in Anicrica which 
were involved in these negotiations ought to do is to bring the semi- 
official discrasions out of the twilight of non-committal ecumenical 
conversation hetween private theologians into the daylight of re- 
sponsible discussions ;lnd negotiations fro111 Church to Church.  W e  
are not interested in what this or th;lt professor, presiclent or ~""0' 

thinks, but in the doctrine of their churches. Only then can we find 
out whether there is still a consensus on a basic doctrine such as the 
dogma i le  coenn Douritri among the ].utherans ; i l d  the ~ e f o r n l e d  re- 
spectively. IVhat we w 11 t t o k n () u. i s \vhetl~cr the Lutheran 
Churchcs in America as cll~lrchcs still confess of the Sacrament of 
the Altar what our Catechism teaches, or \yhcthcr the disintegration 
of tho 1,utlicran doctrine in tllcsc c]lurchcs has reached that degree  
which urc f ind i l l  Europcnn 12ut]lcranism. \Ve are very much con- 
cerncd. For ;) tloculnent pu1)lisllc.d sonic years acre by the forillcr 

h 
Cfnitcd I.uthcr;~n C:hurch \\-:IS indicative of such disintegration. \Vhat 
\klc hear of the Younger Churchcs of 1,utheran backgrou~ld is alarm- 
ing. It sccms th;lt the 1,utheralls in IllcIia in their ~lcgotiations w i t h  
the L'nited Church of India, ;I tlcfinitcly I < c f o r ~ ~ ~ c d  body which  i s  
noit I)c.ing lct't cycn b). thousands of Anglicans, the 1,utheran E s t  h a s  
h e w  nc>gotia trcl a ~ t n y .  \l:c ask our brcthron in /\lnrric;j to u n d e r s t a n d  
our (lcbcp concern. \\'c. rcfusc. to bclievc that any of tllc L u t h e r a n  
Cllurchcs in America would endorse thc wsults of A 4 n r h ~ - g  Revisi- 
t d ,  cvc.11 if '  pri\ atc persons ac.ccpt tll~111. 

\\ h )  arc \\.e so co~lccrncd? 1t is our tlccp conviction that i n  tie- 
I 'c~nd~~lg thc litcral mc~nin:  of "l'llis is mv body", Rl;irtin J.uther d i d  
not tlcfc~nel ;I theological L I C I I  ol' his o\vn 01. of ;I tl~cological school ,  
I ~ u t  i4 Oi~sic clopplna of thc Chrr\tia~> Cl~urch .  \Vith this est stands a n d  
fal l3  thc Incnr-ni~tiol~. Ant1 i v i  th thc rcalit~. of the Incarnation s t a n d s  
and falls the CIIIIYCII of TC'SLIS C'llr~st. ~ 1 1 ; s  is 1v1y \ve arc c o i l c e r n e d  
about tllr dcrcloplilc~lt in India. \\c do not want to make the p e o p l e  
of lntli'i I u t h r r : ~ n ~  \\c. knoiv thc thc highly spiritualising Indian 
soul nccds thc real Chri\t, not Christ as onc of the rlviltaras, a c l i v i n c  
hcirrg that for .I \\?hill. dcsu~nlls to t l ~ r  cnrth 1;ltcr to return to thc  spir- 
itual a11c1 di\,irlc norld, 1)ut Chri<t Incarnate, thc Son of God who ac -  
ccprcd real human flesh and \vho ne\cbr put aside what h e  ollce ac -  
ceptctl, Chrirt \vbo remaill\ our brotllcr il l  heaven. This is why w e  
'ire afraid to tdkc ,li\.a\ from India the real Sacranlnc~lt wit11 i ts  full 
assurancc of thc lic'll l'rcse~lcc of thc Incarnate One. L\lc are corn- 
fir11lt.d in our  conccrl, \\hell n c  rcad that a Lutheran professor ix3 
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India has proposed to abolish Christian baptism as a coildition of 
membership in the Church. 

A very similar concern causes us to insist on the est when we 
think of our Reformed brethren. \Ye do not want to make then1 T,u- 
therans, but to help them to regain what in the tragic history of the 
Reformation they have lost. Thc  present doctrine of the United Pres- 
byterian Church in  the U.S.A.  is contained in the "Confession of 
1967."6 

It  is certainly nearer to Zwingli than to Calvin and reveals, like 
all modern substitutes for the old confessions, the loss of the old dog- 
inatic substance. iVe should ask ourselves whether the rise of un- 
healthy, unevangelical High Church Moven~ents, the "Catholic" re- 
vivals in the once Hefornled Church of England, but also in many 
other Protestant churches, including such as claiin to be Reformed 
or Lutheran, is not the reaction to the loss of a Catholic truth. The 
Lutheran Church has often beell blamed for having retained in its 
doctrine of the Real Presence a "popish remnant." IVe should say: 
what we have retained, or tried to preserve, is a truth which the Cath- 
olic Churches in East and West have retained. For with thein we 
are convinced that the Real Presence in the sense that the bread in 
the Supper is the body of Christ is the doctrine of the New Testa- 
ment. IVhether this is true or not was the issue under discussion at 
Marburg, the only issue. \Vhen Luther's sacranlental realisin met 
with Zwingli's spiritualizing, hun~anistic idealism, it was the realism 
of the Bible, which met with a syiritalizing and rationalizing 
Christianity, which had been a latent danger to the old Christian 
faith for centuries. This "flight into reason" (fugere ad rationem) 
had coille to the fore in the 1 l t h  century with Berengar. This spirit- 
ualizing Christianity found its hoillc later in the Lowlands from 
where Cornelis Hoen passed on to Zwingli his doctrine of the merely 
significative character of the sacrament. It is strange to see how in the 
same country today Ronlan Catholic theologians try to replace the 
theory of "transubstantiation" wit11 their theory of "transignification." 
If our Hefornled brethren tried to take in account for a moment the 
possibility that what happened at Marburg was the encounter of a 
realistic and an idealistic understanding of God's revelation in Christ, 
they would get a better understanding of Luthers' stand at Rlarburg, 
even if they could not approve of it. It was perhaps the greatest 
moment in the tragic clays of the colloquy, when the Lutherans, after 
the discussions had broken down, made their last offer. Since this 
offer corresponds exactly to what Luther had repeatedly declared to 
be his condition for a union in the question of the sacrament, it may 
be assumed that also here he was the author of the formula. The 
proposal was that either side should declare: "M7e confess that by vir- 
tue of the words 'This is my body', 'This is my blood' the body and 
the blood are truly-substantive et essentialiter no?! azltent quantita- 
tive vel qualitative vel localiter-present and distributed in the Lord's 
Suppcr." Neither at Marbmg nor later on any other occasion did Lu- 



ther demand that his theory on the "ubiquityn--this tcrnm coined 
by his adversaries,-which he had developed to refute those who 
denied any possibility of the Presence of Christ's body other than 
the local one, had to be accepted as dogma of the Church. Evell 
Formula of Concord did not domatize it, but only the scntellce "that 
God has and knows more ways to be present at a certain place;, 
not only . . . thc one which the philosophers call local or spatial. 
(Sol. Decl. VII, 97).  Ilihat he deinandcd as necessary was the affir- 
mation that the true body of Christ, that means the bocly that was 
born of the Virgin hung on the cross and was raised from the grave, 
was present in virtue of the \$lords of Institution. This  presence \Iras 

to be linderstood not as a prcsencc in "quantity" or "quality" and not 
in the sense of a local presence, as mediaeval theologians had already 
limited thc "in" and "under."' In other words, what Luther always 
dcm:lndlrl was t1m;lt the words of Christ should bc accepted in sin1ple 
faitll, rvhile the How renlaincd Gotj's mystery. ~eco la lnpad ius  was 
]Jreparcd to accept the proposal, Zwingli could not agrec because a n y -  
thing that was called "substancev was unbearable for him-as for 
the Zwinglians at all times. 

It is this last oRcr of Luther at Marburg which the L u t h e r a n  
C:ll~irch has to repeat torl;ly in the negotiations and discussions w r i t h  
the ~kformcd  Clmlirchcs. This tloes not Incan that we only repeat an 
old formnl;l. \Vc hare first to regain the doctrine containcd in it for 
ourscl\rs. \\'r sll:lll never s~iccecd ill l~crsuediimg anyone to accept  i t  
hcc i l l l~~  i t  n ;is l.l~tlmcr's doctrine or bv slmorving its l ~ ro fo~ ind  l ~ h i l o s o ~ h -  
ical presuppositions and coi~scc~ucn~es. The  contention will be ,  3s 
i t  \\.:Is , ~ t  h la rbur~ ,  a contchntion ;ll)ollt the llleallillg of t l ~ c  s;icraillcllt  
i l l  the Neil 'rcstalncnt. One tloes not have to be a Lutheran t o  be- 
l i e \ ~  in tbe llc;il I'rcscncc. hl;in! ;I tIlorougll esegcte has found i n  t h e  
Se\\. .l'c.\t:rnrcnt the tloctrinc that bread and wine in the Lord's Sul3- 
per arc tlic 1)otly ii l l t l  bloocl of (:hrist. Il\fcn modern scholars who 
reject the doctrine. for rhc*msclies < ~ d n ~ i t  that some\vl~erc in the  
rl'c\t2rmc~lt this \ icn is prcsciit. some f ind  i t  \vitl1 Paul, others w i t h  
!An .  Hut sinchc the! kllon on11 \\ritings and strata of writings in the  
Ilihlc. ilntl no lolli:cs the. We\\ rr\tamcnt as a \\hole, they do no t  d r a w  
1 1 1 ~  ncc.ch\,lr\ corlcl~~sions [row their obacrvation. 'The Clay lllay not 
be far oil n lira thc cri5is hucon~t~\ 1n:lniScst in \rllicll modern t h e o l o g y  
(ilj(l\ lt\clf ~ ) W : ~ U \ C  i t  I ~ ; I s  lost the .lllt]lorit) of ille Bible as such.  
AIllclj lllorr prollii\ing th;~o thr di\cussit,ns of our d (y l l l a t i c ians  
ml~ll t  1~ 1 h o r o ~ ~ ~ h  1l1\ cst ig:~tion of' ])at the ye\\. Tcstanlcllt h a s  to 

( 1  1 1 l ' h ~  (\;I! \r.hen \\c slliill llil\rc again a g r e a t  
J 0 1  the Xc\\' '~crtnmcrrt lna) 11e:lrer than many are in- 

clirl((1 to 1111116. ,\lid l)crl1,il)< t I 1 ~  t i l l l~ i \  lar aiyay \\,IleIl Chris- 
t('ll(loln can io~iScs\ 'I\ .in rcllmcnic:ll article fk1itl1 concerning the 
~ ~ l c r ~ l l l l c ~ t  01 the :\Itdl-: " I t  i \  the true. bod) ,lnc\ blood of our  Lord 
! c \ ~ l \  ('llrl\t. 11ndcr tlir l)re:rd and uinc, givcll to us Cllristians to eat 
ilncl 10 J r lnL .  ~ n s t i ~ ~ ~ t r d  I)\ ('llri\t kIimsclf." ll1 fist, tllis is alrcacly 
1111 t t i l t l )  (11 IIIC' lr~djorll\ of ; \ I \  ('l\fistidllS 011 cart]], 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. This is thc corrcct translation of the German tcxt which was not fully 
understood by the translator in the Book of Concord (ed. Tappert), p. 32, 
who did not understand the word "eintrachtiglich" which is rendered in 
the Latin text by magno consensu. 

2. Quotcd by Arnold Lunn in a lettcr concerning the Dutch Catechism 
with its ambiguous statement on the Virgin Birth. Lunn replies: "The 
dogma of the virgin birth is either true or false. If true, it is as true 
today as when the gosl>cls were written. It is a truth which is in no 
sensc 'time-conditioned' or 'limitcd by the possibilities of style and lan- 
guage', still less by 'subtleties that can or cannot be adequately expressed'," 
(Herder Correspondence, May, 1967, p. 161 ) . 

3. Wc quote from thc official English translation contained in "Lehrgesprach 
ubcr das Heiligc Abendmahl. Stimmcn and Studicn zu den Arnoldshaincr 
Thesen dcr Kommission fiir das Abendmahlsgesprach der EKiD", her- 
ausgegcben von Gottfried Niemeier (Munchen, 196 I ) ,  pp. 3 3 2ff. 

4. The Nature of  the Unity we Seek. Official Report of the North American 
Conference on Faith and Order, Sept. 1957, Obcrlin, Ohio (ed. by P. S. 
Minear, 1958), pp. 199-205; the quotation from p. 202. 

5. Ibid., p. 205. 
6. Art. 4, "The Lord's Supper": The Lord's Supper is a celebration of the 

rcconciliation of mcn with God and with onc another, in which thcy joy- 
fully cat and drink together at thc table of their Saviour. Jesus Christ 
gave his church this remembrance of his dying for sinful men so that 
by participating in  it they have conlmunion with him and with all who 
shall bc gathered to him. Partaking in him as they eat the bread and 
drink the wine in accordance with Christ's appointment, they receive 
from the risen and living Lord the bcnefits of  his death and resurrection. 
Thcy rejoice in thc forctastc of the kingdom which he will bring to 
consummation at his promised coming, and go out from thc Lord's Table 
with couragc and hope for thc scrvicc to which he has called them. The 
Proposed Book o f  Confessions of  the United Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. (Philadelphia, 1966), p. 186. 

7. Scc for details H. Sassc: This i s  My Body (1959), pp. 266ff. 


